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Faculty Senate Meeting

Regular Meeting

Monday, March 14, 2005

Room 235 Margaret Walter Hall 7:10 pm

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

OUTLINE OF ISSUES DISCUSSED
I.
  Vice Chair of Board of Trustees, Daniel DeLawder

II.
  President McDavis

III.
  Interim Provost Krendl

IV.
  Roll Call and Approval of January 24, 2005 minutes

V.
  Chair’s Report – Phyllis Bernt

a. Ohio Faculty Council Report, Louis Wright

b. Nominating Committee

c. Report on Senate Bill 24

d. Next Regular Senate Meeting April 18, 2005 Walter Hall 235

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

a.
 Resolution endorsing Ohio Link’s Funding Request – FOR FIRST READING

VII.  Professional Relations Committee (PRC) – Carolyn Cardenas

a.
 Resolution on conflict of interest regarding faculty obtaining Ohio University degrees – FOR 
 SECOND READING AND FOR VOTE

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

a.   Resolution regarding conflict of interest because of familial or business relationships – FOR 
FIRST READING

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

a.
 Resolution to enable “Capstone” courses to be used to fulfill Tier III Requirements, and other   
 changes to the Tier III System – FOR FIRST READING

b.
 Resolution regarding the  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1policy governing the admission and continuation of transfer 
  
 probation students – FOR FIRST READING
c.
 Resolution to enable up to 75% of the seats in a course to be set aside for a particular major 
 or group of majors. (75% majors set aside) – FOR  SECOND READING AND FOR VOTE
X.
    Thomas Boeh—rescheduled because of lack of time
XI.   Adjournment

SUMMARY OF THE MINUTES

· Vice Chair of the Board of Trustees, Daniel DeLawder addressed the Senate
· President McDavis discussed the budget and the need to increase enrollment
· Interim Provost Krendl discussed enrollment figures and yield activities underway
· Minutes of January Special Meeting of the Senate, January 24, 2005, were approved
· Approval of the minutes of the February 14, 2005 meeting were postponed to April 18, 2005 meeting
· Ohio Faculty Council Representative Louis Wright reported on OFC meeting
· Senate Chair Bernt announced members of the Senate Nominating Committee
· Facilities and Finance Committee resolution to approve support for Ohio Link was passed
· Facilities and Finance Committee has undertaken an audit of administrative staff
· Professional Relations Committee resolution on conflict of interest regarding faculty obtaining Ohio University degrees passed
· Motion to reconsider the conflict of interest resolution regarding faculty obtaining Ohio University degrees did not pass
· P&T Committee provided a first reading of a resolution on conflict of interest because of familial or business relationships

· EPSA introduced for first reading a resolution to enable “Capstone” courses to be used to fulfill Tier III Requirements, and other changes to the Tier III System
· EPSA introduced for first reading a resolution governing the admission and continuation of transfer probation students
· EPSA’s Resolution to enable up to 75% of the seats in a course to be set aside for a particular major or group of majors passed
· Athletic Director, Thomas Boeh offered to return to address the Senate at a future meeting
THE COMPLETE MINUTES
Chair of Senate Phyllis Bernt called the meeting to order at 7:10 pm.  Meeting was adjourned at 10:50 pm. 

I.
Daniel DeLawder – Vice Chair of the Board of Trustees


Senate Chair Bernt introduced Daniel DeLawder, Vice Chair of Board of Trustees, and President of Park National Bank of Ohio. She said DeLawder, a 1971 graduate of the College of Education, has demonstrated his commitment to Ohio University through his work on the Board of Trustees and his development efforts on behalf of the College of Education.
Vice Chair of the Board of Trustees, Daniel DeLawder conveyed the regards of the Chair of the Board of Trustees, Robert Walters.  He stated that he had recently returned from an Ohio University delegation that traveled to Southeast Asia with President McDavis.  He reported that the trip was successful.  He conveyed that the Board was looking forward to hearing the results of the strategic planning process headed by Interim Provost Krendl. He explained that shared governance was important to the institution and that people need to be at the table and engaged in decision-making. DeLawder described the role of the Trustees to provide counsel and broad general support.  He commented that the most significant challenge we had was the budget issue. He admitted he had no solution to share regarding the budget and encouraged Senators to stay tuned. He shared the Board was hopeful that the University could engage with the State General Assembly in a more productive way, in particular he noted that we ought to be able to positively impact how Ohio University is regarded. He said the Board will receive a budget update at its April meeting.

Questions for Trustee DeLawder

Sherman stated that public universities were facing reductions in funds allocated to higher education.  He said public universities have not been able to sell the idea that we are strong contributors to the state economy and asked DeLawder to comment further on public universities’ relationship with the state.  DeLawder responded that Ohio’s economy was not growing like the national economy. He noted that 45% of Ohio University’s budget came from the state.  He reported the challenge was to draw on our human resources to make something with what we have.  He encouraged faculty to take part in the solution.  Ingram mentioned the proposal for a Women’s Studies program was taken off the agenda for the Board of Trustees’ consideration.  He said the Women’s Studies program represented no increased cost or added investment for the university and asked what has to be done to get it back on the agenda.  DeLawder replied there was no question about the legitimacy of the program.  He maintained it was temporarily tabled. McDavis added that economic and political issues led to the decision to withdraw this program and a proposed PhD program in Engineering.  He explained there are legislators who may not understand that it would be possible to add a new program when the budget it tight and that he thought it had been in our best interests to take the program off the table at this time. McLaughlin responded that the Women’s Studies program addressed an important aspect of diversity that should be in place. DeLawder asked if there were indirect costs associated with the program.  Appel reported the Women’s Studies certificate program was already in place and hires had been made. Ingram argued that eliminating programs such as the Engineering program would not allow the university to market itself to students and employers looking for training in specific fields. McDavis claimed that the decision to pull the two programs was based on the messages that they had received in Columbus that starting up new programs would not be viewed positively.  He maintained it was not appropriate to go forward with the degrees at this time. Howley asked about enrollment growth in the next few years.  DeLawder replied that enrollment needs to increase and that regional campuses provide a resource on which to draw for additional students.


II.
President Roderick McDavis
President McDavis announced that the budget for higher education was flat at $1.5 billion. He added that the funding has been redirected from four-year institutions to two-year institutions and technical colleges.  He reported of the $10.7 million reduction to four-year institutions, Ohio University’s decrease was the largest at $5 million. He blamed enrollment decline as the reason for the cuts. McDavis explained that Ohio University must grow its enrollment more than other universities over the next two years in order to realize a beneficial change in its funding. 
He stated a change in the stop loss provision had impacted the budget as well as the enrollment figures. The stop loss provision assures that an institution’s funding will not decline below a certain percentage despite drops in enrollment.  The stop loss provision was changed from 97% reimbursement to 95%, which meant an additional $2 million of decrease for us.  He said that the argument to the state legislature was that Ohio University’s decrease was disproportionate and unfair.  He reported that there had been a gain of some support for our argument.  He commented on the hope that the stop loss provision would move back to 97%, which would result in a $3 million cut rather than the projected $5 million.  The President declared that Representatives Stewart and Padget have supported our efforts and have led the argument that a $5 million cut is too deep. He added that Chancellor Chu supported our efforts as well.  He expressed the General Assembly was hearing from us and from other institutions regarding the stop loss issue. He said that he hoped there would be less of an increase to two year and community colleges, but that four year institutions would need to face the reality of the funding issues.  

Questions for President McDavis

Ingram asked about the increased enrollment and wondered if a large enough body of potential enrollees existed. McDavis responded that there were students who wanted to go to four-year universities. He explained a lower tuition increase, at 6%, was one way to create the competitive edge we need.  Cuddington said figuring the cost of college should include the cost of residence as a part of the total college cost. McDavis replied that the cost of room and board was being carefully reviewed.  Cuddington asked about the residence hall requirement for the first year.  McDavis answered that the inventory of beds would be expanded and residency in the dorms would be required for the first two years. Howley asked if increased enrollment on the branch campuses provided any benefit to the main campus. McDavis expressed the need to attract and encourage these students to transfer to the Athens campus. He said we have lost students who study at the branch but transfer to other four year schools. Flynn asked if the regional campuses were a part of the enrollment management efforts.  McDavis affirmed they were.  Flynn stated creating an environment that was attractive to older students would benefit enrollment.


III.
Interim Provost Kathy Krendl

Krendl referred Senators to the Spotlight On Learning event and said that the keynote speaker was an innovator in learning communities.  In an update on enrollment she said final undergraduate admits to date were down by 988.  She reported that last year at this time the number of final admits was higher.  This year fewer housing deposits had been made but speculated the figure may have been affected by a week’s difference in mailing housing contracts. She relayed transfer admits at 153 were down by 24 and that graduate applications were down by eight and admits were down by 396.  She said we need to do everything that we can to increase yield and that a schedule of attendance at yield activities had been put together by the deans.  Multiple events have been scheduled both in state and in surrounding states. Krendl said the events invited admitted students hoping that social interaction with individuals from the university would move them toward making a commitment to attend Ohio.  She encouraged faculty to participate in yield activities and extended her appreciation for this.  She stated activities like that undertaken by the College of Business to call admitted students and encourage them to enroll would make a difference. 

The Interim Provost said that draft statements from the strategic planning process are available on the web.  The Vision Ohio website www.ohiou.edu/outlook/vision has a good deal of information including a schedule of open sessions.  She reported that several open meetings had been conducted to gather feedback from various constituencies on the draft statements. She said that additional open sessions will take place and the feedback will be integrated in to the final document.  
Questions for Krendl
Drabold asked why the enrollment numbers had declined.  Krendl replied that a number of factors contributed.  She said other institutions have aggressively pursued recruitment, establishing standard practices that we had not instituted to date. She claimed that the lack of such practices had eroded our applicant pool and that it was likely our tuition costs had impacted enrollment figures this year.  Stewart said we were slow getting our scholarship information out this year.  Krendl said getting scholarship information out was determined by the filing date for the FAFSA (financial aid form).  She said our April 1st decision and notification date, was in line with most institutions and that offers to high achieving students, such as Honors Tutorial College, went out much earlier than that.  Simpson said that move in day was stressful for many families and that more might be done to ease this.  She relayed that some institutions provided assistance on move in day and that the Chancellor had pitched in at one institution.  Descutner said that staggering move in dates has helped the traffic congestion that used to be a problem.  McDavis said he helped students move in.   



IV.
Roll Call and Approval of January 24, 2005 and February 14, 2005 minutes
Motion – to approve the minutes of the January 24, 2005 

Ingram/Stephens 

PASSED UNANIMOUSLY

The Feb. 14, 2005 minutes will be considered for approval at the April Senate in order to provide adequate time for their review by Senators. 


V.
Chair’s Report – Phyllis Bernt


a.
Ohio Faculty Council Report – Louis Wright
Bernt introduced Louis Wright who serves as representative to the Ohio Faculty Council.  Wright reported that he and alternate Hugh Bloemer attended the March Ohio Faculty Council meeting on Friday, March 11, 2005.   He said the Ohio Faculty Council consists of two representatives from each of the state assisted universities in Ohio that met monthly during the academic year in Columbus at the Board of Regents Offices.  The March meeting was called to order by John Cuppoletti, Chair of the Ohio Faculty Council. Professor Cuppoletti is at the University of Cincinnati.  Wright said the guest speaker was Greg Vehr, Vice President for Governmental Relations and University Communications at the University of Cincinnati--standing in for Nancy Zimpher, University of Cincinnati President.  He said Vehr reported on the testimony of President Zimpher and Lorain County Community College President Church before the House Finance and Appropriations Higher Education Subcommittee on March 8, 2005.  He said the report was available on President Zimpher's web-site: [http://www.uc.edu/president/communications.htm]. Wright said the testimony seemed to have been well received by the House Subcommittee.   According to Vehr, the Inter-University Council (IUC) and other supporters of higher education in the state became frustrated with the lack of effectiveness of the Board of Regents.  They put together this testimony which was a joint proposal from the 2-year and 4-year colleges and universities and endorsed by the Ohio Chamber of Commerce, the Ohio Business Roundtable, the IUC, the Ohio Association of Community Colleges and Chancellor Chu of the Board of Regents.  The proposal called for a significant increase in state support for higher education. It promised to increase the talent pool in the state by 120,000 by 2015 and this increased talent pool would help Ohio's economy to grow and more than pay back the investment in higher education. Wright reported the testimony avoided complaining about lack of support for higher education, and was presented as a united proposal from all parts of higher education with endorsement by the business community.  He stated the proposal recognized that the improved economy would take five to ten years to achieve, and asked the term limited legislators to support the proposal on general good citizenship grounds and not for help in the next election. Wright shared that the OFC passed a resolution similar to the one passed at the February Senate meeting that stated Senate Bill 24 was unnecessary.  He said the text of the OFC resolution would be posted on its website http://www.ysu.edu/facstaff/ofc/.  Reports presented to the OFC noted that the testimony in support of Senate Bill 24 by David Horowitz had not gone well, and the bill might die a natural death. Wright said the OFC planned to set up a best practices website.  He said its objective would be to change and expand the perceptions of the public and of legislators regarding what faculty do.  Some ideas for the website included each campus tabulating the amount of federal monies brought into the state, or the number of start-up companies associated with faculty research, as well as good anecdotal information. 

Bernt reported on the progress of Senate Bill 24 and the resolution that was passed at the February Senate.  She said that because SB 24 went to the heart of faculty/student interaction a joint letter had been drafted that represented the Student Senate, Graduate Senate and Faculty Senate.  This letter was sent to the Education Committee with copies of the resolutions passed by the three senates. She said copies of the letter would be posted on the Senate website.

Chabot said that students do not have a clear notion of what faculty do and efforts should be made to inform them as well as the legislators.

Bernt stated that the national offices of the AAUP had requested copies of the Senate resolution for its website.  She said the resolution is posted on the AAUP website alongside resolutions from Akron and Youngstown State and a joint letter from the Inter-University Council, which represents the fifteen public universities in Ohio, and the Association of Independent Colleges and Universities of Ohio, which represents 52 private institutions in Ohio. 


b.
Nominating Committee and Senate Elections
Bernt reported that nominating forms for senate elections will go out soon and urged Senators to encourage colleagues to run.  She said the Faculty Handbook states that at the April meeting of the Senate Nominating Committee, made up of retiring Senators or those who are completing the second of two consecutive terms, will present a slate of candidates for Senate Executive Committee. She said that three Senators, Appel, Grimes and McLaughlin, who were retiring, will serve as the Senate Nominating Committee.  She asked that nominations for Senate Executive Committee be forwarded to this Committee.  Bernt explained that at the April meeting, the Nominating Committee would present at least one slate of candidates for the chair, vice-chair and secretary positions.  She encouraged individuals interested in running to contact the Nominating Committee.  Members of the Senate who have served at least one year are eligible for election to the office.  Election of officers will take place at the May meeting.


c.
Next Regular Senate Meeting is April 18, 2005 in Walter Hall room 235, 7 pm.


VI.
Finance and Facilities Committee (FFC) – Aimee Howley
Howley introduced a resolution from the floor regarding flat funding for Ohio Link.  She said that Ohio Link maintained a centralized set of resources available for interlibrary loan and resources that support online course materials for web-based course delivery. The resolution supported a funding request resolution from the Board of Regents to advance Ohio Link funding from $11 million to $15 million. 

Motion – to suspend the rules and vote on the resolution.

D. Young/S. Reilly 

PASSED UNANIMOUSLY

Ingram said that Ohio Link had experienced serious cuts in its budget previously. He said this resource was critical to education and business enterprise in the state. 

Motion – to support continued funding for Ohio Link 

PASSED UNANIMOUSLY

Howley said FFC had gathered data to address the perception that over time there had been a change in the character of support staff at the institution.  She said the perception was that there had been an increase in the numbers of administrative staff and a decrease in classified staff. She said that the classified staff in academic units provide direct support for faculty and that administrative staff in academic and non-academic units provided services that were unclear to the Committee. She said the decrease in classified staff meant less direct support for faculty. She said the data would help the Senate identify how resources were allocated and to what extent they supported the fundamental mission of the institution. Howley said the data identified that in 1997 there were 6.2 faculty per classified staff member and that currently there are 7.2 faculty per classified staff.  She said there had been dramatic increases in administrative staff in the same period which included professional and technical staff.  She said the FFC would review the specific functions of those hired on administrative contracts to assess their correlation with the academic mission of the institution. 

Flynn asked if the FFC could gather this data for regional campuses as well as the main campus.  Howley said the Committee was not able get comparable data for the regional campuses.  Flynn suggested that data be provided from the regionals in a manner that is comprehensible to the reader. 


VII.
Professional Relations Committee (PRC) – Carolyn Cardenas

Cardenas reported briefly on Senate Bill 24.  She said a student had been called by the Ohio Senate Education Committee to testify. Other Senators reported that he had completed testimony in support of the bill. 
Resolution on Conflict of Interest Regarding Obtaining Ohio University Degrees – FOR SECOND READING AND FOR VOTE:
Cardenas began by identifying changes made in the language of the “Resolution Regarding Conflict of Interest in Faculty Obtaining OU Degrees.”  She said the PRC had adopted language used at Pennsylvania State because it clarified the meaning of “conflict of interest.”  She referred to the first sentence of the revised resolution which defined conflict of interest as “situations in which financial or personal considerations may compromise or have the appearance of compromising an employee’s professional judgment…” She noted that Ohio University’s Policy and Procedures manual includes statements regarding expectations of the “highest possible standards” of integrity from the members of its community.  Further, she read that “the mere appearance of a conflict may be as serious and potentially damaging as an actual distortion of instructional, research, or administrative goals, processes, or outcomes – apparent conflicts therefore should be evaluated and avoided with the same vigor as known conflicts; and,…that the granting of terminal degrees from the same institutions may jeopardize accreditation…” The resolution proposed that “no academic employee above the rank of Instructor, Research Assistant, or equivalent may receive the Master’s degree or Doctor’s Degree in any graduate program where the faculty member has, or is expected to have, other supervisory responsibilities which might give rise to conflicts of interest or the appearance of conflicts of interest.”  She said that those on full time presidential contracts must enroll in colleges outside the colleges in which they were employed.  She noted that although there were questions at last meeting regarding the need for an appeals process, an appeals process already existed in the Handbook which would apply.   

Questions for Cardenas
Stephens asked what the wording “appeals to this policy” meant.  Cardenas said the appeals process was in place for the individual who wanted to be allowed to pursue a degree in their own college. Stephens offered a friendly amendment to change the language from appeals “to” the policy to appeals “of” the policy. Duerr raised the issue of full time technicians who are on full time presidential contract. Braasch asked if the policy covers full time technicians who are not faculty.  Cardenas said the resolution would cover full time administrative contract employees.  Pecora asked if the wording was intended to cover the administrators who had an instructional role.  Cardenas said the Handbook read, “All persons on full time presidential contract except senior administrators are eligible to apply.” Discussion followed about adding the word “senior” to qualify the type of administrator affected by the policy, or to delete references to administrators.  Bernt asked if this would resolve the problems that Graduate Council had faced with respect to the issue.  Miller wondered if the policy would be detrimental to some of our colleagues. 

Vibert Cambridge, President of the Caucus of Staff and Educators of African Descent, said that COESAD had studied the issue addressed by the resolution.  He asked if Faculty Senate or Graduate Council or any other organization had collected data or conducted research that indicated that Ohio University employees were being granted degrees improperly or that were in violation of the standards of excellence expected of any student taking a course or pursuing a degree.  He suggested that if no such research had been conducted or analyzed, instituting the resolution would be premature.  He said that educational benefits for employees had been an effective recruiting tool for Ohio University and compensated for the disincentives related to salary and location.  He said a faculty or staff member who wished to pursue an advanced degree should be permitted the freedom to pursue his or her degree of choice.  He said that without data to support a finding of conflict of interest the matter was logically suspect.  He said the resolution would suggest educational benefits for family members of faculty would have to be abolished to eliminate the possibility of conflict of interest.  He said the concern regarding accreditation was an over-statement.  He said that the accrediting agency concerns related more to the issue of the proportion of faculty holding terminal degrees awarded by their employing institution to those holding degrees from other institutions.  Cambridge suggested limitations on the number of tenure track positions that could be offered to those holding degrees from the institution could be instituted to control the proportionate numbers.  He said that restrictions imposed by the resolution were discriminatory in two ways:  first, it denied qualified employees entrance into a program of study and the intellectual freedom of choice that implied; and second, elimination of this benefit to single employees who come to Ohio University denied them the salary augmentation that the tuition benefit provided to faculty with family. He said that COESAD suggested Senate table the resolution to study it and determine if there were a need.

Duncan Brown, Chair of Graduate Council, said that a review of Graduate Council minutes revealed that since September the Council had spent a third of its time dealing with conflict of interest issues and that the Council had become a clearing house for a very ambiguous policy.  He said that the Council had determined there were conflicts of interest in a decision that was then overturned by the Provost.  He said there were also cases where the Council had not found conflicts but their decision had been over turned by the Provost.  He said one Provost overturned a decision of the Council and the previous Provost.  He said he had been a member of Senate when the original policy passed and remembered it as a means of improving the educational opportunities of the faculty.  He said the question of conflict of interest persists.  Brown questioned the effect of a faculty member as student on the other students in the class. He wondered if those students would feel free to challenge a faculty who is a student with them in one course and teaches them in another.  He said that this was the reasoning behind the “appearance of a conflict of interest” language in the resolution and addressed the nature of a supervisory relationship. Krendl said that nothing had happened with respect to the issue in the last few months.

Cardenas said she appreciated the need to address issues regarding the educational rights and benefits of faculty.  She said that the PRC had worked diligently to craft language that protects, in particular, the integrity of the Promotion and Tenure process.  She said the Committee had spoken with members of the Graduate Council and Senators about the conflict of interest.  She said she had heard from many faculty who had been in situations where they communicated their discomfort with faculty pursuing degree study or having to serve on fellow faculty members’ doctoral committees. She said the policy would apply only to Group I tenure track or tenured faculty most of whom would have been hired with the terminal degree.  She said the resolution would keep Graduate Council from having to police the borderline cases. 

Cambridge said that the matter is a very sensitive one.  He said that in the past two years two faculty members of the constituency he represented had their requests to pursue advanced degrees challenged. He said this had the appearance of racial overtones.  He said the issue needed to be addressed more openly.  He said that his constituency had no knowledge of the resolution until he asked the Chair of Senate who said she was restrained from sending attachments to the faculty-list email distribution system.  He said the issue was a sensitive one with many implications.  He advocated caution and soliciting a wider dialog.

Stephens said the concerns were not whether there had been conflicts of interest but whether or not there was the appearance of same.  He said that proof of conflict of interest was not the issue and that the resolution allowed for an appeal wherein one could address how to resolve the appearance of a conflict. He cited the standards of accountants who operate from the perspective that the appearance of a conflict of interest could violate ethical standards.  Cuddington suggested a friendly amendment to add the word “senior” as a qualifier for administrators. Some discussion noted that this was not necessary.  J. Bernt said that the resolution liberalized the Handbook language.  He said that under the new language faculty members could automatically take courses but not earn terminal degrees.  Under the old language any appearance of conflict of interest would deny faculty that opportunity.  
Cambridge said this was such an important issue that he suggested time for discussion. Appel said that there was language that addressed conflict of interest with respect to family members in the Handbook.  Pat Cambridge said that “appearance of” was vague language.  Cardenas said that the implications of the resolution were that it would guide faculty and new faculty to help them understand taking a terminal degree in their area outside the institution would be a better choice. She said this was the expectation in many research universities which disallowed faculty from taking any degree in order to avoid the appearance of conflict of interest.  She said that the Committee intended for the resolution to clarify the common sense understanding of the appearance of conflict of interest.  Sarnoff said she served on Graduate Council and as ethics chair for a professional organization in the State of Ohio.  She said that a colleague had brought forward an issue about their concerns regarding how this issue was addressed.  She suggested the matter should be set aside and Senate consider how to gather information and have a public debate about it.  She said a delay in implementation would be possible but not harmful. 

Bernt asked Senate if it wanted to table or vote on the resolution. Stewart asked what could be done in the interim to address concerns. Bernt suggested sending an email to faculty asking for suggestions and input.

Cambridge asked if one pursued a degree outside the university, how would it be supported by the institution and what would the budgetary implications be. Rathbun said that PRC had been working on this resolution for months. She questioned whether the sending the resolution back to committee would be productive since the committee had a given time and care to crafting the resolution language.  She said that the Senate was a representative body and that Senators have constituents who provide feedback. Pecora noted that those covered by the resolution represented a small population. Just said that there is an inherent power relationship in the teacher/student relationship. He said the policy could not address all instances but noted the appeal process could address the possibility of being able to pursue a degree in one’s own college. Cambridge asked for more time for discourse. Chabot noted that the resolution also protected an untenured faculty member who might have a tenured faculty member enrolled in one of their courses. Duerr said the faculty had not had the minutes of the last meeting long enough to review the material that addressed the initial discussion.  She said the resolution should be tabled for a month and reviewed once Senators had the time to review the February Senate minutes.  

Bernt suggested that the resolution be tabled for a month and that in the interim it would be posted on the Senate web page.  She said her practice was to do a recap of the minutes in an email distributed to the faculty and that this could be linked to the Senate webpage.  Bernt said that the PRC could decide if that course of action was what it wanted to do.  Cardenas said that PRC had met every week for months and had conducted research about the issue with individuals and about practices at other institutions.  She said perhaps the matter should be put to a vote, but she said she did not want to deny opportunities to listen more.

Bernt asked the Senate if the matter should be tabled.  Others said the resolution had been proposed and that a vote was in order.  Appel said the motion was on the floor.  She said that Senate could vote to table or could vote immediately on the resolution.  Appel explained that there were several options in Sturgis to postpone a motion and recommended postponing indefinitely.  She said an indefinite postponement would table the matter indefinitely.  Either of these actions and would require a second.  She said that a vote could be taken immediately. The question was called.  Bernt said that the vote would be on the resolution and asked if Senators were clear about the vote.  Hearing no dissent, she called for the vote.
The resolution PASSED.  There were no negative votes.   

President McDavis addressed the Senate.  He said that earlier in the meeting there was a statement on diversity with respect to the issue of the Women’s Study program.  He said that Vibert Cambridge, representing COESAD, had presented a concern to the Senate about the conflict of interest resolution.  He said Cambridge had asked for a delay and that had been overlooked.  McDavis asked the Senate to consider what diversity means in this organization and noted there were no African American Senators.  He asked the Senate to ponder the real meaning of diversity on this campus and why the university is not able to hire more African American faculty.  McDavis then left the meeting.
After President McDavis left the meeting, Sherman asked if the Senate wished to discuss his comments. It was noted that discussion would not be effective without all parties present. Cardenas said that it appeared in spite of the arguments presented to support the resolution that the meaning of conflict of interest had not been clarified.  She said it was not clear to her how the resolution affected the concerns of COESAD.  Sarnoff said that a delay on the decision might have resulted in the same vote but might have provided an additional hearing for the group.  Cuddington said that one of the Senators should have been asked by COESAD to make a motion to delay the vote. Sarnoff noted that non-members would not be familiar with procedures guiding Senate. Sherman said that perhaps the Senate should reconsider and give the matter a month to allow additional time for review.  He said that the meaning of the resolution had not been understood.  Bernt said the resolution was not meant in the manner it was taken.  She said that PRC had solicited extensive feedback from colleagues on the matter. Sherman proposed a motion to reconsider the resolution and provide a one-month delay for discussion. Duerr said that because of its size, conflict of interest is more of a concern in Arts and Sciences than other colleges. Flynn said how the Senate stood on the issue was clear and asked about allowing a month for discussion. Appel said that setting a precedent that over turned a passed resolution was the issue.  

Duerr asked how often a group had come to the Senate this upset. Appel said that it depended on what time in history was being considered.  Flynn expressed concern for the work of the PRC and suggested that the President be asked to return to discuss the issue.  It was noted that Senate can always reconsider its resolutions and that invitations to discuss concerns can be extended. Howley said that we want to advance diversity and restrain conflict of interest in pursuing degrees.  She said that the progress of individuals, who may be the recipients of advantages with respect to advancing diversity initiatives, could be jeopardized if they are hired without requisite degrees. She said that in the interests of diversity one possibility would be to define guidelines that would direct field committees to consider issues of diversity as well as conflict of interest.  Bernt said that the process of review of an issue by the Committee and the deliberation and vote on the floor of the Senate should be honored. She said she did not think Senators saw the conflict of interest resolution as a diversity issue. She said she was concerned about the precedent that rescinding the vote would set.  Sherman asked about the motion he made.  Appel said that the process to reconsider a passed resolution should be addressed by proposing to change the resolution and that this process would allow Senate to reconsider.  Just said the Senate heard the PRC report and was convinced unanimously and that had there been a motion to table the resolution that might have occurred.  He said it was unlikely that the Provost would sign the resolution. McLaughlin said that the faculty had developed and supported the Women’s Studies program and the President had decided not to put it before the Board of Trustees.  Leinbaugh expressed disappointment with the decision of the President to withhold the Women’s Studies degree program from the consideration of the Board.  Appel noted that one place people look for diversity is in the curriculum.  

Bernt said she did not think Senate could undo what it had done.  She suggested that Senate send a copy of the resolution to the faculty to solicit additional feedback. Howley said this provided the faculty with an opportunity to find out what it is that is not understood about diversity.  Krendl referenced a situation where an African American wished to pursue a doctoral degree in their own college and noted this was more of a hot button issue than immediately apparent. It was noted that this individual enrolled in courses taught by a Senator who said the culture of the course was affected by it. Tucker asked if it would be prudent to do as Sherman suggested.  She noted she understood the situation surrounding the issue as a result of this evening’s discussion.  Hale said that there was a motion to reconsider the resolution on the floor.

Motion – to reconsider the PRC conflict of interest resolution at this meeting 

Sherman/Stephens

Appel said the motion was debatable but not amendable. 

Discussion:
Sarnoff said the issue was that Senate did not hear the concerns that a group of individuals had presented. Stephens said that he had listened very carefully to all the arguments presented.  He said that listening to the arguments did not necessitate agreement with them. Parker said that diversity was not a part of the discussion and consideration when the vote was taken.  Bernt said the Senate had encouraged participation in the deliberative process.  She said constituents had opportunities to present persuasive arguments. Ingram said the perception was that Senate was not listening and spoke in favor of tabling the issue to allow a month to discuss and review the matter with members of COESAD.  Appel clarified that the case the Provost and a Senator referenced earlier would not be prohibited by enactment of this policy.  Cardenas spoke in favor of extracting diversity concerns from the policy. She advocated that the policy be enacted and amended after more input.  Appel said that Senate had previously enacted a resolution and returned to amend it after receiving input.  Sherman said that a sincere genuine concern was stated here that was missed.  He said that tabling the resolution for a month was preferable. Bernt suggested that language could amend the resolution to say that issues of diversity should be carefully considered in the event of an appeal. Senators thought that this suggestion should be part of the discussion during the tabled period. Howley said that it was a bad precedent to modify and alter a resolution passed by a unanimous vote and that the reaction of the President should not be a consideration.  Leinbaugh noted that there have been many instances where the Senate had passed resolutions that have not been passed by administration.  Tucker said this administration was making an effort to honor shared governance and advocated for more time to reconsider the decision.  

Bernt said the best process would be to present the resolution as passed to COESAD and ask for their input to include diversity concerns in a re-working of language. Pecora urged sending the copy to the entire community to request feedback.  Cuddington suggested that a meaningful response would be to set up a specific and permanent process that would ensure Senate hears this kind of concern while in the process of review.  Flynn said there needed to be some sort of dialog with the President to provide an opportunity to talk about his response.  Descutner said that when the COESAD presentation at the January Senate was considered with respect to the concerns expressed at this meeting, it was clear that COESAD sought to be a part of shared governance process.  He said anger was not unreasonable when the request was for a one month delay. Duerr said that a month’s time would have allowed any concerned group the opportunity to read the minutes and Senate discussion of the issues. 

Cardenas asked if a vote to reconsider the motion meant that it would be reconsidered and amended.  Bernt agreed this would be the result.  Appel said that if one wished to leave the resolution as is and amend it after consideration, then one should vote no.  Bernt said the motion on the floor was whether, or not Senate wanted to reconsider its previous approval of the conflict of interest resolution.  She said if the motion passed that it would require a subsequent motion to table it while feedback was solicited. She said if the motion was defeated the Senate would decide its next course of action.  Cardenas said the PRC would do whatever needed to be done to address the issues that had come up, including the larger issue of what diversity means. 

Appel said that a “yes” vote was a vote to bring the resolution back on the floor for reconsideration; a “no” vote would leave the resolution in place as passed.  A voice vote was inconclusive.  A hand vote revealed: 18 “yes” votes; 18 “no” votes, and 2 abstentions. The resolution stood. 

Appel suggested the PRC consider the resolution and make recommendations. Bernt said she would talk to Cambridge and extend an invitation to him to talk to the Committee. 


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


Grimes introduced FOR FIRST READING a resolution regarding family and business relationships when it came to departmental decisions.  He said the resolution addressed conflicts of interest regarding spouses and ex-spouses serving on one another’s promotion and tenure committees. He said it would be considered common sense to disallow participation of ex-spouses in such decision making roles, but that there had been situations that made the P&T Committee decide to present the resolution.  He also noted that he had sought advice regarding legal and ethical considerations as applied to this issue. In addition to familial relationships, the resolutions also addressed situations in which faculty had business relationships.  


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


a.
Resolution regarding Tier III – FOR FIRST READING

Ingram said the resolution FOR FIRST READING is intended to maintain Tier III.  He said Tier III offerings could be enhanced by capstone courses offered in the major.  He said that capstone courses could expect synthesis but not necessarily require an interdisciplinary element.  He said the existing Tier III courses should be recognized as departmentally “owned” and that the language made this clear. 

Descutner spoke against keeping the Tier III course requirement.  He said that Tier III did not have the kind of support required to sustain the number of seats necessary for graduating seniors. Gulino moved to terminate the Tier III requirement immediately.  Ingram did not accept the suggestion as a friendly amendment.  Stewart said the introduction of the capstone courses would relieve the pressure for seats in Tier III courses. Appel said that inquiries about submitting Tier III courses for UCC approval have increased.  She said the approval process had been perceived as arduous to date but should not be.  The difference between capstone courses that contain synthesis and interdisciplinary Tier III courses was discussed. Ingram said that there were courses in the curriculum that met the synthesis requirement and said EPSA saw the capstone option as a way to enhance the senior experience. He said that Tier III could continue and capstone courses could fulfill a senior requirement for departments that did not offer the capstone experience. Ingram said the measure could save Tier III by interpreting it more broadly.  S. Reilly said that this would create a two-tier system and asked if the result represented a general education requirement.



b.
Resolution regarding transfer probation – FOR FIRST READING

Ingram introduced the transfer probation resolution.  He said that the resolution would have an effect on the regional campuses and advised Senators to give special attention to the resolution with respect to the undergraduate catalog description.


c.
Resolution regarding 75% major set aside – FOR SECOND READING AND FOR 


VOTE

Ingram said the resolution had been passed last year under a different title, but had not been signed by the Provost.  He said the resolution would allow departments to set aside 75% of the seats offered in a given course for majors only.  This would provide departments with the ability to manage course delivery resources more effectively. 

Motion – to approve the resolution 

PASSED UNANIMOUSLY


X. 
Athletics Director, Thomas Boeh

Noting the lateness of the hour, Thomas Boeh said he would be happy to report on the use of additional funding for Intercollegiate Athletics at a future meeting.  


XI
Adjournment

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

Stephens/Ingram

PASSED UNANIMOUSLY

The meeting adjourned at 10:50 pm.

Respectfully submitted
Madeleine Scott
Secretary

FINANCE AND FACILITIES COMMITTEE

PASSED, March 14, 2005

Whereas library resources are a fundamental requirement supporting the instructional mission of Ohio University AND

Whereas OhioLINK provides an efficient centralized library resource for academic institutions in Ohio AND

Whereas current and proposed levels of funding will not enable OhioLINK to maintain the resources and services it currently provides

BE IT RESOLVED

That the Faculty Senate supports OhioLINK in its efforts to seek additional funding and specifically endorses the Ohio Board of Regents' OhioLINK funding request of $15.4 million.  

PROFESSIONAL RELATIONS COMMITTEE

Resolution Regarding Conflict of Interest in Faculty Obtaining OU Degrees

PASSED, March 14, 2005
Whereas, the term “conflict of interest” refers to situations in which financial or other personal considerations may compromise, or have the appearance of compromising, an employee’s professional judgment in administration, management, instructions, research and other professional activities; and

Whereas, the mere appearance of a conflict may be as serious and potentially damaging as an actual distortion of instructional, research, or administrative goals, processes, or outcomes – apparent conflicts therefore should be evaluated and avoided with the same vigor as known conflicts; and 

Whereas, the granting of terminal degrees from the same institution may jeopardize accreditation;

BE IT RESOLVED THAT:

No academic employee above the rank of Instructor, Research Assistant, or equivalent may receive from the University the Master's Degree or the Doctor's Degree in any graduate program where the faculty member has membership, teaches courses, serves on Master's or Doctoral Committees, has, or is expected to have, other supervisory responsibilities which might give rise to conflicts of interest or the appearance of conflicts of interest. Faculty members or senior administrators on full-time presidential contracts at Ohio University seeking a terminal degree must enroll in academic programs outside the colleges in which they are employed.  Appeals regarding this policy follow the guidelines established in accordance with the "Faculty Grievance Committee" procedures (see Section II.G).

END NOTES:

This paragraph should be inserted in the Faculty Handbook after the first paragraph in Section IV. F. (“…at the earliest possible date.”) and will constitute the second paragraph of the same section.
PROMOTION AND TENURE COMMITTEE
Resolution Regarding Conflict of Interest because of Familial or Business Relationships
PENDING, March 14, 2005
Section II.7.a

Now reads:

Ohio University is not opposed to the employment of more than one member of the same immediate family.  “Family” here is to be understood to include husband-wife, parent-child and sibling relationships, even if the persons involved do not live in the same household.

Proposed version:
Ohio University is not opposed to the employment of more than one member of the same immediate family.  “Family” here is to be understood to include spouse, former spouse, domestic partner, former domestic partners, parent-child and sibling relationships, even if the persons involved do not live in the same household.

Section II.7.b


Now reads:

A faculty member shall neither initiate nor participate in departmental decisions concerning another member of his/her family with regard to initial appointment, retention, salary, tenure and promotion.

Proposed version:
A faculty member shall neither initiate nor participate in departmental decisions concerning another member of his/her family or a faculty member with whom he/she has business relationships with regard to initial appointment, retention, salary, tenure and promotion.

A business relationship is defined as a situation in which the two faculty are co-owners of a business enterprise, with or without other partners, where the two have a total of $10,000 or more in equity and where one or both of the following conditions are met.  One or both of the faculty have managerial (decision-making) authority, or the total ownership share of the enterprise held by the two faculty members exceeds 10%.  Faculty who are not disqualified from participating in these decisions by these criteria but who have relationships which significantly affect their judgment on these matters are encouraged to discuss the issue with departmental or departmental promotion and tenure chairs and to request to be removed from committees, if appropriate.
EDUCATIONAL POLICY AND STUDENT AFFAIRS COMMITTEE
 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1A resolution to enable up to 75% of the seats in a course to be set aside for a particular major or group of majors. (75% majors set aside)
PASSED, March 14, 2005
Whereas the Faculty Senate passed the following resolution at the June 20, 1988 Faculty Senate meeting;

        The Faculty Senate recognizes that "the intellectual and personal development of the individual student is our reason for being" and that undergraduate education "emphasize(s) liberal education" while being "designed to broaden perspectives, enrich awareness, deepen understanding, establish disciplined habits of thought, and prepare for meaningful careers...."*
     The Faculty Senate confirms that a broad undergraduate experience is best developed when educational opportunities are as available as possible.  While resource or pedagogical principles may require limiting course enrollments to certain majors, we urge that such limitations be used sparingly and, if possible, that they include the option of being open to non-majors with permission.
       Accordingly, the Faculty Senate directs the Individual Course Committee of the University Curriculum Council to require an explanation for any "majors only" limitation proposed for any course reviewed by the Committee.  In addition, during each five-year review#, any department, school, or program, which has such limitations, shall review the need for maintaining them as part of the review process.

Whereas some academic programs are overwhelmed by the numbers of non-majors trying to take classes required by their majors and there are insufficient faculty to allow increased enrollments and the Individual Course Committee of the University Curriculum Council has asked for instruction on how to handle requests for setting aside sets for a specific major or group of majors;
Whereas the registrar has a mechanism to allow two course numbers to become one after the second week of the quarter to ensure all students are treated in the same way.;

Faculty Senate instructs the Individual Course Committee (ICC) of the University Curriculum Council, upon the request of a department or program for such a course modification, to allow a majors set aside section provided that:

1. 
the number of seats for the major, or group of majors, is no more than 75% and that all occurrences of the class taught at different times and dates follow the same percentage of seats reserved for that major or group of majors;

2. 
that all students are treated in the same way, in particular the majors and non-majors are to be taught, assessed and graded in the same manner;

3. 
the class list for the majors is merged into the class list for the non-majors on or about the second week of the quarter.

Finally, courses that were approved as majors only courses under the Faculty Senate motion of June 20, 1988 will not be affected by this motion and that this motion does not in anyway prevent future courses from requesting majors only as a prerequisite under the motion of June 20, 1988.

____________________

*Ohio University. Mission Statement for Ohio University.  Educational Plan 1977-1987. p.(5).

#This is the review by the UCC programs subcommittee and now takes place every seven years.
EDUCATIONAL POLICY AND STUDENT AFFAIRS COMMITTEE
 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Policy Governing the Admission and Continuation of Transfer Probation Students

PENDING, March 14, 2005
Whereas: there is no formal policy for the admission of students whose course work completed at other post secondary institutions is below 2.00;

Whereas: On occasions exceptions are needed to this rule and that University College has requested such rules be provided;

Faculty Senate Resolves: that the following policy be put in place governing the admission of students whose course work completed at other post secondary institutions is below 2.00.


Applicants whose accumulative grade point average on course work completed at other post secondary institutions is below 2.00, in some cases, can be considered for admission to an Ohio University regional campus as “Transfer Probation”. All required documentation for admission, including official transcripts from all previous post secondary institutions attended must be provided to the Ohio University official responsible for approving “Transfer Probation” admissions before a decision will be made.  Applicants who qualify for admission as “Transfer Probation” will not be permitted to register or enroll for classes at Ohio University until all transcripts have been submitted.  Applicants cannot be considered for “Transfer Probation” status while currently enrolled at another institution.


Applicants with 40 or fewer transfer deficiency points can be considered for admission to an Ohio University regional campus as “Transfer Probation” if they have not been academically dismissed, for the first time, from a post secondary institution within the past 12 months. Students who have been academically dismissed more than once from any institution or institutions cannot be considered for "Transfer Probation" admission for at least 24 months from the date of their most recent dismissal."  

Applicants with more than 40 transfer deficiency points who have not been academically dismissed as described in the preceding paragraph, will be reviewed on a case-by-case basis by Regional Campuses Admissions Offices, the Office of Undergraduate Admissions and University College.


Successful “Transfer Probation” applicants will be admitted as non-degree students in University College. A combined 2.00 accumulative grade point average must be earned on all courses attempted at Ohio University and all other post secondary institutions previously attended to move from non-degree “Transfer Probation” to regular degree-seeking status. To be admitted to a regular degree program, students must meet the college and major admission standards for their intended major.


Transfer courses in which a grade of C- or better was earned, for which accredited college level credit is awarded, will be added to the student’s Ohio University once final admit status is approved.


“Transfer Probation” students who do not earn at least a 2.00 grade point average each quarter, while on “Transfer Probation” status, will be dismissed from the University for a period of at least four years.  “Transfer Probation” students can be dismissed after their first term at Ohio if the term grade average is below 2.00.  If dismissed, “Transfer Probation” students can be readmitted reinstated only if they either have their record adjusted such that it removes the basis for the dismissal decision, or they successfully petition the Dean of University College for readmission.  Petitions are likely to be successful only under extraordinary circumstances.


Students initially admitted as “Transfer Probation”, must have a 2.00 accumulative grade point average on all Ohio University and previous transfer course work to be eligible to graduate from Ohio University.


“Transfer Probation” students must meet all University, college, and major requirements for graduation, including residency requirements.
EDUCATIONAL POLICY AND STUDENT AFFAIRS

A Motion to enable “Capstone” courses to the used to fulfill Tier III Requirements, and other changes to the Tier III System

PENDING, March 14, 2005
Whereas: a need exists for more places in Tier III classes than can currently be provided

Whereas: courses exist in some major programs of study that meet the synthesis objectives of Tier III

Whereas: A capstone course requires synthesis of material from a variety of disciplines or subdisciplines; has substantial prerequisites that directly or indirectly force nearly all of the required program curriculum to be completed ahead of time; and includes a substantial amount of research, creative activity, design, or other type of open-ended task appropriate to the discipline or profession
Whereas: some of the restrictions on Tier III courses are no longer needed, such specific instructors being designated to teach them.

Whereas: ownership of the courses could be enhanced by transferring them to the departments or schools of faculty that teach them.

Faculty Senate Resolves to make the following changes to the Tier III program

1. Tier III courses will no longer be instructor specific.

2. With the consent of the department or school, each Tier III course will be returned to the department or school of the faculty that teaches the course. The Provost’s Office will continue to reward departments or schools $1000 for each section of the course taught.

3. Courses or sets of courses that provide a capstone to a particular degree program or programs will be eligible as Tier III courses provided that they require synthesis of material from a variety of disciplines or subdisciplines; have substantial prerequisites that directly or indirectly force nearly all of the required program curriculum to be completed ahead of time; and includes a substantial amount of research, creative activity, design, or other type of open-ended task appropriate to the discipline or profession.

4. To be eligible as a Tier III course the total number of credit hours in the capstone course, or courses, must be at least 4 and be taken once a student reaches senior rank. For sequences of courses to be eligible that fulfill the capstone requirement of a program, at least half of the credit hours (minimum 2) must be earned at senior rank.

5. Capstone courses that already exist and meet the requirements in 3. and 4. above will be eligible for expedited review, with the consent of the relevant department or school, as Tier III courses by UCC.
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