Minutes

Faculty Senate

Ohio University

March 8, 2004

Regular Meeting, Governance Room, Science Lecture Hall

Members PRESENT were: Arts and Sciences: Anderson, Appel, Bloemer, K. Brown,  Dyer, Grimes, Heckman, Carson (for Heckman), Ingram, Lopez-Permouth, McLaughlin, McMills (for Miles), Quitslund (for Morris), Tuck, and Webster; Business: Sherman and  Stephens; Communications: Bernt, D. Brown, Miller, and Stewart; Education: Howley and Leinbaugh; Engineering: Celenk and Kaya; Fine Arts: Cardenas, Reilly, and Scott; Health and Human Services: Vanderveer (for Chabot), Chleboun, Paulins, and Rathbun; Osteopathic Medicine: Stroh; Eastern: Flynn; Southern: Crawford; Zanesville: Shriver; Group II: Thomas and Young.

Members EXCUSED were: Arts and Sciences: Heckman, Helm, Miles and Morris; Business: Gupta; Engineering: Pasic; Fine Arts: Wetzel; Health and Human Services: Chabot; Chillicothe: McManus; Lancaster: Killoran.

Members ABSENT were: Arts and Sciences: Nance; Engineering: Braasch; Osteopathic Medicine: Gaines and Simpson; Chillicothe: Zajdel; Lancaster: Heineman.

Hugh Bloemer, Chair of the Senate, called the Senate to order at 7:10 p.m. The Senate was adjourned at 9:40 p.m. 

Outline of Issues Discussed

I. Roll Call and Approval of the February 9, 2004 Minutes
II. Chair’s Report – Hugh Bloemer
         Next Senate Meeting, April 12, 2004  

III. Provost Kopp
IV. Bob Walter, Chair of the Ohio University Board of Trustees
V. President Glidden
VI. Finance and Facilities Committee (FFC) – Ray Stephens
VII. Professional Relations Committee (PRC)– Madeleine Scott
VIII. Promotion and Tenure Committee (P&T)– Steve Grimes 
IX. Educational Policy and Student Affairs Committee (EPSA) – David Ingram
X. Adjournment

Summary of the Minutes

Faculty Senate

Ohio University

March 8, 2004

· Senate Chair Bloemer reported on the nominating process for the upcoming Faculty Senate elections, the annual Promotion and Tenure Workshop and with the help of FFC chair Ray Stephens, the March meeting of the Ohio Faculty Council (OFC). 

· Provost Kopp presented a PowerPoint presentation where he compared Ohio University faculty salary trends with other public institutions in Ohio. The Provost also commented on recent staffing trends comparing faculty and administration personnel. 

· Bob Walter, Chair of the Ohio University Board of Trustees commented on the procedure by which the trustees are selected, the recent changes, which are being made related to the operation of the Board and the progress of the Presidential Search Committee.   

· President Glidden commented on the recent report and recommendations from the State of Ohio Commission on Higher Education. 

· The Finance and Facilities Committee presented for FIRST READING AND VOTE a resolution (Appendix B, Item 1) concerning employee healthcare costs/benefits. 

· The Chair of the Professional Relations Committee (PRC) updated the Senate on the recent activities of the committee.

· The Chair of the Promotion and Tenure Committee reported on the recent Promotion and Tenure workshop.   

· The Chair of the Educational Policy and Student Affairs (EPSA) Committee presented for FIRST READING AND VOTE a resolution (Appendix B, Item 2) opposing the teaching of theories such as “Creationism” and “Intelligent Design” in scientific curriculums of schools around the State of Ohio.  

The Complete Minutes

I. Roll Call and Approval of the February 9, 2004 Minutes

The Senate Secretary called the roll of Senators by college, group and regional campus. A list of Senators PRESENT, EXCUSED or ABSENT can be found in the front of these minutes. Corrections to the February minutes were communicated to the Senate Secretary before the meeting by Grimes (A&S). With no further corrections to the February minutes, Ingram (A&S) made a motion to accept the February minutes, seconded by Bernt (COMM). The February 2004 minutes were accepted. The revised February minutes can be accessed from the Faculty Senate web page, http://www.ohiou.edu/facsen/welcome.htm
II. Chair’s Report

In his Chair’s report, Hugh Bloemer reported that the Faculty Senate office has sent nomination forms to all Groups I and II faculty members requesting nominations of faculty to serve on the Faculty Senate. Bloemer commented that last year an inappropriate list was used for eligible faculty, but he felt that this problem has now been corrected. However, he asked that the Senators and their colleagues inform the Senate office if they know of anyone eligible who did not receive a nomination form.

Bloemer then commented that he was unable to attend the March Ohio Faculty Council (OFC) meeting and he asked FFC chair Ray Stephens, who did attend the meeting to present a report to the Senate.

Stephens reported that Thomas Snow, chair of the Ohio Board of Regents, spoke to the OFC about the need for a strong system of higher education in Ohio, but Snow acknowledged to the OFC that higher education will always be vulnerable to budget cuts until state revenues begin to increase. Snow told the OFC that the institutes of higher education should play a major role in creating a “knowledge economy” in Ohio and be responsible for the outcomes. Snow also told the OFC that the State Board of Regents had no desire to “micromanage” the public universities and colleges and planned to maintain the current system where each institution has its own Board of Trustees, which acts as the governing body. 

Stephens said Richard Poe, Chair of the Governor’s Commission on Higher Education and the Economy, then addressed the OFC. Stephens told the Senate that he has prepared a document that summarizes the issues and findings of the commission’s report. This summary is included in these minutes as Appendix C, Item 1. Stephens said the entire report is around 40 pages long, and he said that the Senators might want to concentrate on the 10 policy options (included in the summary) that are currently being discussed by the commission. 

Stephens then introduced a resolution passed by the OFC at the March meeting, addressing proper teaching guidelines for the Geological and Biological Sciences; included in these minutes as Appendix C, Item 2. The resolution condemns the teaching of “Creationism” or “Intelligent Design” approaches in the scientific curriculum in Ohio public schools. 

Finally, Stephens introduced a resolution passed by the OFC in February 11, 2000 addressing the OFC stance on granting Domestic Partner Benefits to Faculty employed at the state’s institutes of higher education (Appendix C, Item 3). Stephens said that the OFC readdressed this issue as a result of the recent bill passed by the Ohio General Assembly banning such benefits. He said that the OFC decided not to make changes to the original resolution, which supported granting such benefits to faculty members.

Questions/Comments for Stephens

Scott (FA) asked if Stephens could repeat the decision of the OFC regarding the Domestic Partner Benefits issue. Stephens said that the OFC decided not to make a change in the language in the resolution passed in February 2000 and, as a result, decided to leave the original resolution in place.                                    

Bloemer then announced that the Faculty Senate Promotion and Tenure Committee held its annual workshop on the 27th of February, with around 30 faculty members in attendance. Bloemer thanked the presenters who participated in the workshop, especially Senators Phyllis Bernt and Ann Paulins. Bloemer also thanked Provost Kopp for making a presentation at the workshop. Finally, Bloemer gave a special thanks to Faculty Senate P&T chair Steve Grimes and the entire P&T Committee for organizing the event.

In his final comments, Bloemer asked the Senators to remind their colleagues to adhere to the winter quarter final examination schedule. He reminded the faculty that final examinations and final course projects must be administered as outlined in the winter quarter schedule book with no exceptions!   

The next Senate meeting is scheduled for Monday, April 12, 2004 at 7:10pm in the GOVERNANCE ROOM, in the Science Lecture Hall. 

III. Provost Kopp

Provost Kopp presented a PowerPoint presentation addressing several salary and staffing issues to the faculty. Kopp first presented data comparing Ohio University faculty salaries with other institutions around the state. Kopp presented a breakdown of Ohio University faculty positions based on faculty rank. The data presented showed 27% of OU faculty are at the full rank followed by 38% at the Associate rank and 35% at the Assistant level. Kopp said the state averages are 33% at the Full rank, 31% at the Associate level and 26% at the Assistant rank. Kopp said OU has no faculty at the Instructor/Lecturer level. 

Kopp then presented data showing salary pool increases for continuing faculty from 1998-2004. In comparison with other state institutions, Kopp said that the cumulative salary increase during this time for all faculty ranks at Ohio University was 27.3%, compared to the state average of 29.8%. Kopp said that it should not be a surprise to the Senate that the OU faculty salaries are behind the state average as this has been reported several times in the last few years.  

Kopp commented that in his evaluation of the data, three questions came to mind. The first being that one should be able to track faculty salary increases to raise pool adjustments, but this does not seem to be the case during the time period he investigated. For example, during the last year, there was a 2% raise pool increase, but Kopp showed data that this increase did not translate into a 2% salary increase at the various salary ranks. Kopp said that last year the average Full Professor salary increased by only 0.08%, 0.6% at the Associate level and 1.46% at the Assistant rank. Kopp said the first question is why the raise pool increase did not result in a more significant increase in salary levels. The second question is what factors other than raise pool adjustments effect faculty salaries and the third question is how has the mid year adjustment affected faculty salaries.

Kopp said a more detailed analysis has shown that the small increase in the Full Professor salary level has been significantly affected by faculty leaving the Full Professor rank (because of retirement, leaving the university, etc.) and being replaced by faculty promoted to the Full rank (from the Associate Rank) at lower salary levels. Kopp said the lesson to be learned from this analysis is that comparing salaries by rank can be very deceiving unless the data are properly analyzed. He said that there are several variables, such as years at a particular rank, which must be considered when making such a comparison with other universities. Kopp said the variables he feels make a large impact on the faculty salary average pay at a particular rank include, retirements (both early and full retirements), resignations and recent promotions to the rank. Kopp said his study has shown that these factors or variables tend to lower the mean salary at the rank in question. Kopp said that the practice certain colleges follow by giving “flat dollar” raises over percentage raises also contribute to lowering the salary averages at a particular rank. Kopp warned the Senate that simply using AAUP faculty salary data to compare salary averages at different institutions around the state, a practice that has been done in the past, can be very deceiving because not all of the variables he discussed are factored into the AAUP numbers. 

Kopp then presented data comparing hiring trends of full time personnel within the university. Kopp said he studied a time period from 1992-2003 in making the analysis, and studied the hiring trends from college to college. For example, in the College of Arts and Sciences, there were 80 full time faculty added and 109 administration positions. Kopp’s data showed the same hiring trends occurred within the other colleges when comparing faculty hiring to administration. Kopp said when classified staff hiring was compared, the hiring trend was fairly flat throughout all colleges with the exception of the College of Osteopathic Medicine which showed a 61 position decrease in classified staff positions during the time period analyzed. Another interesting trend Kopp showed was a decrease of 72 classified staff positions in the Office of the Vice President of Administration but during this same time period there was an increase of 70 administrative positions. When comparing academic units to academic support units, Kopp showed data that the numbers of administrative staff are approximately equal in both areas. 

Questions/Comments for Kopp

Ingram (A&S) commented that the data Kopp presented showed within the College of Arts and Sciences there was a decrease in full time Group I faculty of 8 positions over the time period analyzed, however total faculty numbers in the college increased by 80. Ingram commented that this increase must be in the Group II-IV classifications, and he asked Kopp to comment on his analysis. Ingram added a question that has been recently asked is why Group I faculty have not been teaching more credit hours, and the data Kopp presented suggests that the reason is that more of the teaching is being done by Group II-IV faculty. Kopp answered that the time periods of the two studies Ingram was comparing were different, the analysis of total faculty hires were analyzed back to 1992. Ingram followed that over the last 6 years there has been a reduction in the number of Group I faculty. Kopp agreed with the assessment, but he said that the numbers of Group I hires has rebounded slightly in the last couple of years. Daley (A&S) asked if Kopp knew details of the type of positions, which were being added in the administrative areas. Daley commented that the administrative classification can be highly diverse and include Informational Technology (IT) personnel as well as postdoctoral fellows hired in research laboratories.  Kopp replied that he was currently trying to answer the question posed by Daley, he did say, however, he thought that many hired during the time period analyzed were in the IT area. Associate Provost Darrell Winefordner commented that with his limited analysis of the numbers, he concluded that approximately 2/3 of the positions are administrative in nature and 1/3 is technical. McLaughlin (A&S) asked if Kopp could comment further on why the VP for Administration Office lost basically the same number of classified positions as they added in the administrative ranks. McLaughlin asked if these were the same employees who have been reclassified as administration. Kopp replied that he did not know. Winefordner commented that he felt there was a combination of personnel leaving and being added in the offices as well as some positions being switched to administrative. Kopp further commented that the data are not readily available to make this type of analysis. He said he would like to look into this issue further but it will take additional time. Kaya (ENG) asked if there was a correlation between the state share of support that the university receives and faculty rank. Kopp answered that there in no correlation between these two factors and state share of instruction is not determined by faculty rank. Ingram (A&S) asked if the first set of data Kopp presented related to salaries was based on the actual raise increases given to faculty or the overall raise pool. Kopp said the numbers were based on the raise pool money that was centrally distributed to the various colleges. Kopp added that he felt his analysis as accurately as possible compares the raise pool increase also given at the other institutions with the situation at OU. However, he, again, stressed that many factors influence these numbers including retirements and the number of years at a certain rank, which make the data hard to compare between institutions without additional information from the other institutions. He said that he is convinced that the mid year salary adjustment has improved the university’s competitiveness with other institutions. However, he said that a better method is needed which normalizes the factors that he discussed in order to accurately make the comparisons. Stewart (COMM) asked if other institutions were also making mid year salary adjustments in order to remain competitive. Kopp said that institutions that have very little turnover at the different ranks should not see the large gaps between raise pool increases and salary increases as we are seeing at OU. Kopp added that he felt the early retirement program at OU has had a significant effect on the data, especially at the Full Professor rank. Bernt (COMM) asked if the number of resignations that OU is experiencing is on average the same as other institutions. Kopp replied that he did not know. He added that he felt from the short time he has been with the university, that top universities look to OU to try to hire away our top faculty and this may be one of the reasons for the significant number of faculty resignations. Flynn (EAST) asked if the faculty from the regional campuses were included in the analysis that Kopp presented. Kopp answered that the regional faculty were not included in the analysis. Stephens (BUS) replied that he was surprised that with 10% of the full professors leaving the system, that the salary averages were affected as dramatically as they were in Kopp’s analysis. Kopp agreed that it was also surprising to him but he added that with the Assistant and Associate Professors now making higher starting salaries and assuming they will be promoted to the Full rank, the average salary at the Full Professor rank should begin to increase. Kopp added time in ranks analysis is critical in interpreting the data across the state institutions and he said his office plans to correct this data for a more accurate analysis. 

IV. Bob Walter – Chair, Ohio University Board of Trustees 

After a flattering introduction by Senate Chair Bloemer, Walter began his address by informing the Senate that Ohio University is “deep in his heart” and that not only he but also his wife is an OU graduate. Walter touched on various topics, which affect the university, the first being the procedure by which the members of the Board of Trustees are selected. Walter said that there are 9 voting members on the Board and the Governor of the State of Ohio selects each for a 9-year term. Walter said that 5 out of the 9 voting trustees are Ohio University graduates, and all trustees are residents of the State of Ohio. Walter said in addition to the voting trustees, there are 2 nonvoting student trustees and a representative from the Ohio University Alumni Association who is also a nonvoting member. Walter said in the past, the trustees were simply appointed by the Governor with no nomination procedure. Also, in the past, the chairmanship of the Board was appointed on a rotating basis. During a member’s eighth year on the Board, he/she would be appointed as chair.     

Walter informed the Senate that a few recent changes in the membership and operation of the Board have occurred. The first being the Board can now recommend or nominate possible trustee candidates to the Governor. Walter said the Board and the Governor, in order for the Board to have more input in suggesting excellent candidates and bringing them to the attention of the Governor, approved this change. Walter said another change that has recently been made is the addition of two new trustees to the Board who will be referred to as “National Trustees”. Walter said that the National Trustees may reside outside the State of Ohio, and Ohio University was the first state institution to add Board of Trustee members who reside outside the state. The National Trustees will be nonvoting members, but Walter said these members will bring a more national view and thinking to the Board. The third change, which has been made, relates to how the Board Chairman is selected and how many terms the chair can serve. Walter said that the chair is now elected by the Board members, and can serve up to three terms as chair. Walter said that he felt this change is important because, in order to be elected chair, the member obviously would want the position and has the support of the other Board members. In addition, by allowing the chair to serve multiple terms the Board can take advantage of his/her experience as chair. Walter said that the Board has also recently adopted a self-evaluation process, which he felt was a positive move on the Board’s part. He said attendance at the Board meetings is excellent which Walter said was a good indicator of the interest and dedication of the Board membership. Walter said that he appreciates the opportunity to meet with the faculty because he and the Board strongly feel that the faculty is critical to developing and delivering the product that is offered by the university. Walter said the Board also recognizes the important role that faculty at Ohio University have in governing the institution as a whole.

Walter then commented that there are several issues facing the university that he and the Board of Trustees feel are important. Walter commented that the university is in good shape in a number of different areas including, financial, academics and the university’s reputation. However, he said that like any organization there is room for improvement. Walter said that the most important issue facing the university is the change in leadership. Walter said it is important that a plan be in place to attract a quality leader for the future. Walter said that academic quality is an important issue to him and the Board. He said that academic quality is good at the university, but it could be improved. Walter said the economic model that has in the past funded the university is beginning to crack, but he commented that the economic stress of the university cannot be allowed to hurt the product that is being offered to the students. Walter said that the financial problems of the State have obviously hurt the university, and the recent downward turn in the Stock Market has hurt university investments. Walter said that finding new sources of funding is important, however, he said he is concerned about continuously increasing tuition to make up funding shortfalls. He said that the Board is looking at ways to generate funds without tuition increases such as the correct balance between in state and out-of-state students. Walter said creative ways to increase revenues for the university will be a topic addressed by the Board in the future as well. Walter said that diversity of the campus is also an issue that is a concern of the Board, and he feels that the university could do a better job but it has proven to be a tough issue to make progress. He felt that visibility of the university is also a concern, especially the negative visibility the university is currently getting with regard to the annual Halloween celebration. Walter said that this problem must be fixed. Finally, with regard to the change in leadership, Walter said that the university should be looking carefully into long range planning for the institution. 

In his final comments, Walter discussed the search process for the next President of Ohio University. Walter said that a committee of 20 members has been formed and he is serving as chair of the committee because of his role as chair of the Board of Trustees. He said that there is representation from all constituencies of the university, including 5 Board of Trustee members. Walter said he was initially concerned about the large size of the committee, but he commented that he now feels it was the right number and the committee functions very well. Walter said a search consultant firm was hired to help with the process and he commented that the firm has an excellent reputation in the field. Walter said the search firm is not seeking for the position. While applications will be accepted, Walter said the majority of the candidates for the position are well connected with the search firm and this is how the applicants are identified and recruited for the position. Walter said that the preliminary list of applicants will be reviewed by the committee in about a week. Walter said that a small group of candidates will be identified by the committee and interviewed; a process, which will include visits to campus. Walter said he expects the interviews to occur around mid April. He also stressed that he feels that there is still adequate time to have the entire process finished by the end of the academic year. Walter said the committee is listening to the many constituencies and he feels that the various constituencies are being represented very well. Walter said he understood that the process must be an open one to the Athens and university community, however, he stressed that at this stage of the process, there is a need for confidentially. Walter commented that Ohio University is a great institution and he is confident that the position will be attractive to many excellent candidates. Walter also said the committee is looking for someone with excellent academic credentials, but it is also important that the candidate have a personal style that fits Ohio University.

Questions/Comments for Walter                                                                                                                                                                        

Flynn (EAST) asked if the committee was looking for a president that was stronger in dealing with external affairs associated with the university or someone that was more internal. In other words, a president more interested in the internal operations of the institution. Walter answered that the committee is looking for a complete person that can excel in both external and internal affairs associated with the university. He added that a major job of any university president is to attract external funds into the institution, so the next president of Ohio University must be able to excel in these types of activities. However, the president will also need to understand the management of the university and can plan, motivate and manage budgets. President Glidden also added that the next president must be both internal and external. Glidden said that many presidents come into the position with different strengths and then adjust to the other aspects of the job. Young (GII) asked if Walter could comment regarding the cost of the search process. Walter answered that the fees for the search firm are traditionally a percentage of the first year salary of the person hired. He added that there are also costs associated with travel and interviewing the candidates. K. Brown (A&S) commented that a recent analysis of the Health Care package offered to Ohio University employees, after the proposed changes in the package that may go into effect July 1st, will place the benefits package last in comparison with other state institutions. Brown asked Walter if he was concerned that the package would be so uncompetitive with other institutions if the proposed changes go into effect. Walter commented that there are many drivers regulating health care costs beyond the control of the university. He said that the Board has been discussing the health care issues at length. He added that the Board is concerned with how the health care package will be funded in the future and whether it is being used properly by the employees. Walter stressed that improper use of the health care system by employees can result in tremendous unnecessary costs to the university and this must be avoided. He said that he was not familiar with the study that Brown was referring to, but he added that it is never the Board’s desire to have a package to be uncompetitive and one that is last in the state. Daley (A&S) commented that a few years ago the Faculty Senate requested that a faculty member be placed on the Board of Trustees as a voting member. Daley said that the student population has representation on the Board and the faculty feel that they should as well. He asked if there were future plans by the Board membership to honor this request. Walter deferred the question to President Glidden who answered that the issue has not been discussed in the last two years. Glidden said that the makeup of the Board is largely set at the state level. He added that no other university has faculty membership on the Board and it was decided two years ago by the Board not to honor the request of the Faculty Senate. Glidden added that if the faculty were represented on the Board it would open the door for representation by other campus groups such as the classified staff and administration, which may make the Board unmanageable because of size. Glidden said this concern influenced the Board’s decision. Glidden commented that certain faculty members regularly attend the general meetings of the Board and have a chance to participate. As a result, the faculty does remain informed of the Board decisions.                               

V. President Glidden

Glidden first commented on the report from the Governors Commission on Higher Education and the Economy. Glidden announced that if the recommendations of the commission do go into effect as expected, they will have a significant impact on the operation of the university. He said that the institutions of higher education around the state have been in negotiations with the commission and Glidden said the commission is giving the institutions the freedom to solve many of the problems identified in the commission report. Glidden said that there are three issues of concern to the university. Related to the first, Glidden said that the Board of Regents were asked to make a “bold” proposal addressing how the universities could help make more of an impact on economic development around the state. Glidden said that the Regents suggested some “ideas” in their report one of which was to divert 35% of all doctoral subsidy and 20% of all Master’s subsidy into Research Challenge, which would then be used to support programs related to economic development. Glidden said the proposal to divert funds into Research Challenge would have meant a loss to Ohio University of around $3.5 million. Glidden commented that he felt Ohio University has an excellent record on economic development at present and the proposal would not support this record. Because Research Challenge is distributed based on external research dollars brought into the universities, the proposal would have meant a significant loss to Ohio University and a gain for the larger institutions including some private universities such as Case Western Reserve and the University of Dayton. Glidden said he strongly objected to the proposal for this reason. He also said the proposal is still being discussed, but he expects that there will be a six year phase in period of the proposal in which 15% of the doctoral funding will be redirected into programs for economic development. Glidden said the institutions should have the freedom and responsibility to redirect the funding for economic development themselves. Glidden said during the phase in period, around $1.5 million will be redirected during the six years ($250,000 per year). Glidden said that the university’s contribution will then be matched with new money from the state and he mentioned he will be pleased if the plan is adopted in this fashion. 

Glidden said a second issue of the commission’s report is the need to enroll a significantly higher number of Ohioans in institutes of higher education. Glidden said that the data suggests that Ohio is an undereducated state based on the percentage of the population that has earned undergraduate degrees. Glidden said he anticipates that most of the growth will occur at urban institutions as well as two-year and regional campuses, because this option will be less of an expense to the students. Glidden said the increase in the numbers of additional students, statewide, are estimated to be between 500,000-800,000. Glidden said the proposal would mean that Ohio University will need a plan for increasing enrollment as well as developing programs that make it feasible to accept more transfer students into the university. Glidden said the task will not be easy and will require adjustments in curriculum as well as other aspects of existing programs. Glidden said he also feels in order to be competitive with the other state institutions, Ohio University will also need to significantly increase enrollment over a 10-year period. He said there has also been discussion of a plan to offer a “guaranteed transfer” to students. Glidden said this type of guarantee is not in place yet, but most likely will occur in the future.

With regard to the third issue, Glidden said that the Board of Regents is requesting more control and power to eliminate underperformance and duplication of graduate programs. Glidden said in the past, the Regents had the power to eliminate the funding for programs but not terminate them. However, now the Regents want the power to eliminate graduate programs. Glidden said that the Regents will most likely get this power, but he felt there will be prior warnings and reviews to allow the programs to prepare and possibly combine with similar programs at other institutions. Glidden stressed, however, that keystone graduate programs that influence undergraduate programs at the institution and other majors across the university must be protected. 

Glidden then announced the Governor issued a press release this afternoon (3/8/04) announcing the state is facing a $247 million shortfall for this fiscal year and an estimated $373 million shortfall over next fiscal year. Glidden said the Governor has announced budget cuts of 2% over this fiscal year and 6% for next year.  Glidden said the good news for universities is that state subsidy for higher education will be spared for this year and next. However, there are several programs (such as Research Challenge and Scholarship programs) associated with the university that will face cuts. Glidden said the problem with the state revenues at present is that income tax revenues are down significantly. He said that while there is an economic resurgence in Ohio, it is a jobless one, which negatively affects state income tax revenues.                                               

In his final comments, and response to K. Brown’s earlier question, Glidden announced that he does not plan to suggest to the Board of Trustees that the health care benefits package be altered for fiscal year 04-05. He said that Ohio University employees are currently paying 8% of the health care costs and in many companies the contribution costs are close to 20%. While not a “done deal”, Glidden said he did feel confident that the Board would look favorably to keep the benefits package unchanged.  

Questions/Comments for Glidden

Flynn (EAST) asked if Glidden felt that the regional campuses would play a significant role at increasing enrollment on the Athens campus during the next decade as suggested in Glidden’s address. Glidden replied that he thought Regional Higher Education would play a significant role and he predicted that most of the transfer students would be coming from the regional campuses. Glidden added that a goal of the university over the past 6-7 years has been to increase the faculty population on the regional campuses as well as program options to attract transfers from these campuses. Glidden also said that he felt the Athens campus could do a better job at traveling to the regional campuses to recruit transfer students to finish their degrees at Ohio University (Athens). Flynn replied that development of three plus one programs in which students could complete three years of their education at a regional campus and finish the final year at the Athens campus would be very attractive to many students on the regional campuses. Glidden said that increasing these options would be a possibility as well as developing certain programs in which the students could complete their degree between two regional campuses. He added that the university will need to be more creative at developing these types of options. Glidden said that in his view the university will need to plan for at least a 2000-3000 increase in the student body over the next decade. Grimes (A&S) expressed a concern to Glidden that he has found the OU foundation to be very slow at releasing scholarship funding information to the various departments/schools. Grimes suggested that this type of delay may be costing the university by not allowing the departments to be competitive at attracting high quality undergraduate students to Ohio University by not offering academic scholarships in a timely manner. Glidden said that he was not aware of this problem but promised Grimes that he would look into the situation. Glidden also commented that because of the poor recent performance of the foundation, the payouts amounts have been dropped within the last year from 6 to 5%. Stewart (COMM) asked Glidden if the budget news from Columbus should help the departments who have recently had to endure budget uncertainty by formulating various budget reduction scenarios. Glidden replied that the administration is currently reviewing the findings of the three budget advisory committees and will soon make decisions regarding any savings, which can be realized. The health care and compensation issues will also be studied in detail but he warned that the budget numbers would not be available until right before the April Board of Trustees meeting. Glidden agreed however that the Governor’s announcement will help a great deal in the budget preparation process. Glidden said it is possible that the $6 million deficit the university was facing earlier may be down to $4 million but more study will be required. Glidden once again commented that because of previous budget reductions, there is very little “fat” remaining in the budget and any further reduction in costs will need to come from a reduction in programs, savings of which will not be realized during the first year.                        
COMMITTEE REPORTS

VI. Finance and Facilities Committee (FFC) – Ray Stephens

Stephens presented a PowerPoint presentation, which focused on the Ohio University employee contribution trends to the health care system during the past several years. Stephens first introduced a report on health care costs presented to the Senate on February 15, 1999 (Appendix C, Item 4). This report stated that the faculty share of health care costs at this time was less than 5%. After this report was presented, the Senate in May of 1999 passed a Handbook resolution limiting the total contribution into the health care budget of all employees to 10% or less of the monthly dollar factor on an annual basis (Appendix C, Item 5). Stephens then presented data that estimated in 2003-04, the employee contribution rate will increase to 10.2%. Stephens reminded the Senate that in November 2003 the Senate passed a resolution that required any surplus in the health care budget to be used to offset future increases in employee health care contributions. Stephens reported that the average health care cost per covered individual at Ohio University is $7900 per year compared to Miami University in which the average cost is $6200 per year. Stephens said that he did not know why there is such are large disparity in the contribution amounts, but it is an issue needing further study. 

Stephens reported that in fiscal year 02-03, the health care budget realized a surplus of $5.8 million. Stephens said that during 2003 the university used the surplus to offset unit expenditures. At the end of 2003, Stephens reported that the university realized a $2.1 million reserve. In 2004, the health care budget was again realizing a surplus of $2.1 million, and it was estimated and reported at the last Benefit Advisory Committee meeting that the end of the year surplus would be around $2 million. Stephens said the total surplus is estimated to be $4.1 million. Stephens said that increases in health care expenditures for the next year (2005) have been estimated at between 12-16%. Stephens reported that the university currently has a “catastrophe reserve” of around $4 million. He said considering the surpluses realized in recent years, and the general good health of the health care budget, the FFC is recommending that there be no changes in the heath care package benefits and contribution rates (in any form) for the 04-05 fiscal year. This is stated in the resolution presented by the FFC for FIRST READING (Appendix B, Item 1). Stephens said that the FFC is still waiting for information to analyze the total percentage of heath care costs that Ohio University employees are currently paying (premium plus any copay amounts). Stephens said that many around campus have been estimating this figure, but he said that he does not feel that the information is available to make an accurate prediction. Stephens said that he is unclear as to what would be a fair percentage for an employee to pay for the health care package, and this figure would be one for debate. However, in order to properly discuss the issue, it is important that employees get an accurate percentage as to what they are contributing. Greg Fialko, Director of Benefits, confirmed that the reported contribution percentage that the employees are now paying is based solely on the premiums and do not include copays or prescription drug costs. Stephens commented that he is concerned that with the recent proposed increases in contributions and reduction in the benefits package, Ohio University will not be competitive with other institutions.           

Questions/Comments about the Resolution

Ingram (A&S) quoted a study appearing in the New York Times, that showed while OU employees do pay a lower percentage in contribution rates (when compared to the private sector), once total health care costs are calculated, including copays and drug costs, the OU employees do contribute more to their health care costs when compared to many other employee groups. Stephens said that the study Ingram quoted is considering total contributions to health care not just premium costs. Provost Kopp commented that in 1999 a $300 increase was given to the employees in salary to be used as an adjustment for increased health care premium costs. Kopp said that the percentage calculation may be overstated if the adjustment was not considered and he asked Stephens if this adjustment was factored into the study that he (Stephens) presented. Kopp said if the adjustment was not factored, he suggested that Stephens do so in order to get a more accurate assessment of the contribution rates. Stephens answered that the data that he based his study on did not go past fiscal year 2002. Stephens added that he would need to be provided with more detailed data to make the type of analysis that Kopp was suggesting. McLaughlin (A&S) commented that many have stated that the heath care budget would save money if employees would “alter their behavior” with regard to how they use the system. McLaughlin asked what is meant by this phrase. He wondered if disincentives are being created in order to encourage employees not to use the system. Stephens replied that disincentives could be created to force employees not to use the system inappropriately. Stephens added that an extensive study has not been performed to determine if employees are using the system inappropriately. Stephens added that proper use of the system would give the employees just as good of a health care system as they have now, but at a lesser cost. McLaughlin added that in his view the costs associated with the system are increasing at a significant rate, which may encourage employees not to seek medical care when it is needed. Rathbun (HHS) commented that the university may need to educate the employees better on how to use the system correctly in order to reduce costs and thus save the system money. Stephens answered that employees do not receive a great deal of information about the operation of the health care system as they have in the past. Stephens commented that it is the first reading of the resolution, and he suggested that the Senate consider the points that have been discussed before a vote is taken on the resolution at the April meeting. K. Brown (A&S) commented that because the university will be preparing a budget to be approved at the April Board of Trustees meeting, and the university will be conducting an open enrollment period beginning April 1st, he felt that the Senate did not have time to wait to vote on the resolution at the April Faculty Senate meeting. Brown therefore made a motion to suspend the rules for a second reading and vote on the resolution at the March meeting. McLaughlin seconded Brown’s motion. A vote was taken and the motion to suspend the rules for a second reading of the resolution passed. On behalf of the FFC, Stephens then presented the resolution for a vote (Appendix B, Item 1). Stephens said that there is one correction to the resolution, in the first paragraph, the date when the Faculty Senate passed the budgeting resolution should be changed to November 17, 2003.  A vote was then taken and the resolution passed.                       

VII. Professional Relations Committee (PRC) – Madeleine Scott

Scott reported that the PRC committee is expecting two grievances for review before the end of the academic year. In addition, Scott reported that the PRC has been working during the winter months on reviewing the language in the Faculty Handbook that relates to PRC issues. Scott said the committee is focusing on the “currency and coherence among various sections of the Handbook”. She said that the PRC is particularly interested in three issues regarding Handbook language, the first being the specific role of the Vice President for Regional Higher Education as represented in the various sections of the Handbook. Second, the committee is interested in how the process of investigating sexual harassment complaints is addressed in the Handbook and third, Scott said the committee is focusing on clarifications by which the word “family” in defined in different locations within the Handbook.

Scott commented that some of the issues related to Handbook language may be interrelated to concerns that other Senate committees are addressing, especially the P&T committee. Scott said if this is the case, PRC recommendations will be forwarded to these other committees for their review. 

Finally, Scott said the PRC is discussing the possibility of making the Handbook available as a pdf document with pagination that reflects the document as a whole and not just the various sections of the Handbook. Scott said the committee feels providing the document in this manner will be of great service to the Senate as well as Ohio University faculty.      

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

Grimes reported that the annual Promotion and Tenure Workshop was held Friday, February 27th in the Human Resources Building. Grimes thanked all faculty and administrators who participated in the workshop and made it such a success.

Grimes also reported that the P&T committee has granted one appeal during the past month on a Promotion and Tenure case. 

Grimes then asked if the P&T committee members could remain for a short meeting after the regular Senate meeting.   

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

Ingram first reported on an issue dealing with the residency requirement for students to receive a degree from Ohio University. Ingram said that currently students are required to earn a minimum of 48 credit hours in residence at Ohio University before they can receive a degree from the university. Ingram commented that this requirement has been a challenge for many students on the regional campuses but also certain students from the Athens campus as well. Ingram said that EPSA plans to present a resolution for first reading at the April meeting to change the language of this requirement. Ingram said that plans are to change the language to require students to earn a minimum of 50% of their credit hours required for the fulfillment of their major program in residence at Ohio University. Ingram said that there will be language added to the resolution to allow individual colleges to have more stringent requirements than specified in the resolution if they (the colleges) feel that this is appropriate. Ingram said that he is currently working on this language with the Assistant Deans of the individual colleges. Ingram said that the main point of the resolution will be to get away from the current 48-hour minimum, which Ingram said many colleges are finding difficult to work with. 

Questions about the Residency Requirement Issue

Bernt (COMM) asked if the requirement was specific in that the credit hours earned in residence must be earned toward the end of the completion of the student’s major program. Ingram replied that the requirement just states that 50% of the credit hours within the “major concentration” must be completed at Ohio University. Stephens asked Ingram what the phrase “major concentration” means. Ingram said that he did not know but he would find out before a resolution on the issue is presented to the Senate for first reading. Ingram added that some students have completed some of their “minor” requirements for their degree outside of residency and this has caused problems with the current “48-hour” rule. Stephens asked what the phase “in residence” means. Ingram replied that it just means the courses must be completed at Ohio University, including the OU regional campuses. Ingram said that residence in the context being used in the resolution is where the student is registered. Flynn (EAST) suggested changing the language to read “enrolled at Ohio University” rather than “in residence” in order to avoid confusion regarding the definition of “in residence”. 

Ingram then presented for FIRST READING a resolution opposing the alteration of science curriculums around the state and proficiency tests to include “pseudo-scientific” approaches such as Creationism or Intelligent Design, which have no scientific validity (Appendix B, Item 2). Ingram reminded the Senate that the OFC has passed a resolution containing language very similar to the resolution at hand. Ingram commented that Creationism and Intelligent Design are not scientific topics and they should not be treated as such. Ingram said that the purpose of the resolution is to provide momentum to the issue, as the Board of Education will be debating the issue the next day. Hopefully, the resolution will influence the Board to move away from their decision to add these nonviable approaches to the science curriculum. 

Discussion of the Resolution

Bernt (COMM) made the motion to suspend the rules for a second reading of the resolution before a vote could be taken. This motion was seconded by Reilly (FA). Anderson (A&S) asked if the resolution represented the Ohio University Faculty Senate formulating an opinion on the validity of the Creationism and Intelligent Design approaches, or is the Senate objecting to the subjects being taught in a scientific curriculum. Ingram said that the resolution is an expression of an opinion. A vote was then taken to suspend the rules and the motion passed. Ingram added that several OU faculty members hope to also get other universities around the state to express their opinion about the issue in order to create a more collective voice. Cardenas (FA) asked if the complete State Board of Education “module” that was referred to in the resolution is published and accessible. Stephens replied that the module is published on the State Board of Education web site. Cardenas asked if the module describes Creationism and Intelligent Design as alternate opinions on the subject or as more factual in nature. Stephens answered that the module describes the approaches as alternatives to Evolution. Flynn (EAST) then proposed a friendly amendment to add the word “inquiry” to the last sentence of the resolution which would change the resolution language in the last paragraph to “…..not amenable to the scientific process of inquiry, scrutiny, testing, and revision”. Ingram accepted the friendly amendment. Kaya (ENG) asked if the resolution is stating an opinion that Creationism and Intelligent Design should not be taught at all in the public schools. Ingram replied that the resolution is saying that the approaches should not be taught as part of the science curriculum. Ingram added the approaches could be taught as a cultural or historic issue, but not as science. A vote was taken and the resolution passed. 

In his final comments, Ingram reported that EPSA has finished its work on the Honors Tutorial College issue and will be providing a report soon. He also reported that EPSA should present a resolution regarding the majors only course issue at the April Senate meeting.              

X. Adjournment

Bloemer asked the Senate if there was new business to discuss. Hearing none, Bloemer asked if there was a motion to adjourn the March meeting. Grimes (A&S) made the motion to adjourn the meeting, which was seconded by Scott (FA); the meeting was adjourned at 9:40 pm.   

                                                                                   Respectfully submitted by

                                                                                   Martin T. Tuck

                                                                                   Secretary of the Faculty Senate

Appendix B, Item 1

Faculty Senate

Finance and Facilities Committee

Proposed Resolution Concerning Healthcare Benefits

FIRST READING

Whereas the Faculty Senate resolution of November 17, 2003 resolved that any healthcare costs budgeted, but not expended in one year be carried forward in the next year, to be used as an offset for future healthcare costs.

Whereas the University reserved beyond the required healthcare reserve and the management catastrophe reserve $2,087,543 at the end of fiscal year 2003;

Whereas the estimated healthcare costs for fiscal year 2004 will be approximately $2,000,000 less than budgeted;

Whereas the fiscal year 2004 includes $1,001,000 as increase in the required healthcare reserve and the management catastrophe reserve;

Whereas the current estimated increase in healthcare costs at 16% based on the budgeted amount will be $5.1 million and the estimated increase in healthcare costs at 16% based on the expected annual amount will be $4.4 million; and

Whereas healthcare surpluses in fiscal years 2002 and 2003 in the amounts respectively of $5.8 million and $3.2 million have not been used to adjust employee costs;

Be it resolved that no changes in employee healthcare costs, including the minimum visit charge (a type of co-pay), minimum deductibles, and shared healthcare costs or other type of co-pay, be made for fiscal year 2005.  This will include all medical, dental, and drug healthcare benefits.
Appendix B, Item 2

EDUCATIONAL POLICY AND STUDENT AFFAIRS

RESOLUTION REGARDING

THE REINSTATEMENT OF PROPER TEACHING GUIDELINES

FOR THE TEACHING OF

 GEOLOGICAL AND BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES

FIRST READING AND FOR VOTE

Whereas, it is a responsibility of the Ohio educators to present science and encourage scientific inquiry; and

Whereas, science is a systematic method of continuing investigation, based on observation, hypothesis testing, measurement, experimentation, and theory building, that leads to more adequate explanations of natural phenomena, explanations that are open to further testing, revision, and falsification, and may be accepted or rejected on the basis of evidence; and

Whereas, the theory of evolution, as presently developed, fully satisfies these criteria, especially when its teaching considers the remaining debates concerning its detailed mechanisms; and

Whereas, a recent decision by the State Board of Education establishes a module for the “critical assessment of evolution”, which simultaneously attacks the theory itself and facilitates the introduction of pseudo-scientific approaches such as “Creationism” or “Intelligent Design”, that have no scientific validity,

Therefore, be it resolved that the Ohio University Faculty Senate supports legislation reversing the State Board’s decision and restoring genuine science education to the state’s public school curricula, and

be it further resolved that the Ohio University faculty Senate urges citizens, educational authorities, and legislators to oppose any alteration of the science curriculum or state proficiency tests in science that would in any way accommodate approaches based on either religious beliefs or other sources that are not amenable to the scientific process of inquiry, scrutiny, testing, and revision.

Appendix C, Item 1

Faculty Senate

Finance and Facilities Committee

GOVERNOR’S COMMISSION ON HIGHER EDUCATION AND THE ECONOMY

Overriding Goal:  Increase Ohio’s economic competitiveness and create more jobs by capitalizing on higher education’s potential for fueling economic growth.

Strategies:

· Better educate more Ohioans so they have the knowledge and skills needed to succeed in the knowledge – and technology-based economy.

· Enhance Ohio’s Economic Growth by strengthening higher education’s base for creating and bringing to market new ideas and innovations.

· Make organizational changes that spur improvement in the performance and productivity of Ohio’s colleges and universities.

Policy Options:

1. Increase the number of Ohioans who participate and succeed in higher education: Ohio College Access Network, Pa-12 improvements, coordination for P-16, tuition caps, plans for improving learning productivity.

2. Improve P-12 preparation in science and mathematics.

3. Increase degrees in science, technology, engineering and mathematics.

4. Improved working together of two-year colleges and regional workforce councils.

5. Build research capacity and collaboration on world-class basic and applied research: Third Frontier Commission funding, 20% of masters and 35% of doctoral subsidies into research challenge.

6. Help Ohio businesses turn university research into products, processes and services.

7. Improve application to and transfer between Ohio colleges and universities.

8. Strengthen Governor’s role: Advisory for Higher Education and Economy, change number and term of regents, Governor appointment of chair of regents, nonresident regents.

9. Publicly report productivity gains and cost efficiencies: five biennial cycles, centers of excellence, Regent’s sanctions for nonparticipation, funding of academic and administrative pilot projects – cost savings to remain with the university.

10. Strengthen academic accountability: linked to strategies, increase academic funding increased when present, another round of evaluation of graduate degrees which would include increases/decreases in funding and removal of right to offer the degree.

Summary Prepared by Ray G. Stephens, Member, Ohio Faculty Council

Appendix C, Item 2

Faculty Senate

Finance and Facilities Committee

A RESOLUTION BY THE OHIO FACULTY COUNCIL

February 13, 2004

Regarding the reinstatement of proper teaching guidelines for the teaching of Geological and Biological Sciences

WHEREAS, it is a responsibility of the Ohio educators to present science and encourage scientific inquiry; and

WHEREAS, science is a systematic method of continuing investigation, based on observation, hypothesis testing, measurement, experimentation, and theory building, which leads to more adequate explanations of natural phenomena, explanations that are open to further testing, revision, and falsification, and while not “believed in” through faith may be accepted or rejected on the basis of evidence; and

WHEREAS, the theory of evolution, as presently developed, fully satisfies these criteria, especially when its teaching considers the remaining debates concerning its detailed mechanisms; and

WHEREAS, a recent decision by the State Board of Education establishes a module for the “critical assessment of evolution,” which simultaneously attacks the theory itself and facilitates the introduction of pseudo-scientific approaches such as “Creationism” or “Intelligent Design,” which have no scientific validity,

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Ohio Faculty Council urges citizens, educational authorities, and legislators to oppose any alteration of the science curriculum or state proficiency tests in science that would in any way accommodate approaches based on either religious beliefs or other sources that are not amenable to the scientific process of scrutiny, testing, and revision.

Appendix C, Item 3

Faculty Senate

Finance and Facilities Committee

Ohio Faculty Council

Resolution on Domestic Partner Benefits

Adopted February 11, 2000

________________________________________________________________________

WHEREAS the health of any system of higher education depends on its ability to attract and retain the most talented and dedicated faculty, and

WHEREAS an important factor in decisions to apply for and remain in faculty positions is the availability of benefits to dependent household members, and

WHEREAS members of the Ohio Faculty Council have been consistently informed by our constituents throughout the state that lack of benefits for unmarried domestic partners has often been an obstacle to recruiting and retaining the most distinguished and productive colleagues, and

WHEREAS the extension of health and related benefits to unmarried domestic partners is viewed by faculty at universities throughout Ohio as a matter of basic human rights,

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT the Ohio Faculty Council calls upon the Ohio Board of Regents and the Inter-University Council to assist all universities in Ohio’s state university system to join the hundreds of major companies, colleges, universities, and local and state governments that offer benefits to unmarried domestic partners.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT the Ohio Faculty Council urges all state universities in the Ohio system to move expeditiously toward providing domestic partner benefits to their faculty.

Appendix C, Item 4

Faculty Senate

Finance and Facilities Committee

February 15, 1999

Report on Health Care Costs – William Reeves

Reeves represents the Finance and Facilities Committee on the Benefits Advisory Committee (BAC).  The BAC has recently been considering funding strategies to cope with anticipated cost increases for health care in 1999-2000.

Reeves reported that, although approximately 85% of all University employees are enrolled in the Preferred Provider Organization (PPO), the anticipated reduction in our health care costs did not occur during calendar year 1998.  (The PPO plan began in January 1998.)  In retrospect, the strong increase in plan utilization that the University experienced from employees in the PPO in 1998 could have been forecast.  Such an increase in plan usage seems to be a normal part of the introduction of a PPO plan in place of a fee-for-service plan.  Our co-pay of $15 per office visit is also probably on the low side for plans of our type and this too encourages more plan usage.  On the positive side, we might anticipate that the increased use of office visits may reduce the potential for major illnesses with their much higher costs.  In other words, we are using more office visits as a means of preventive medicine.

 Health care costs for 1999-2000 are being estimated as 14% higher than this year’s costs.  This estimate is based on our own limited experience with the PPO plan as well as nationally anticipated increases for similar plans.  Part of these increased costs will be bourne by a new influx of money, about $1.6 million, from tuition and subsidy revenues for next year.  Another part of the increased costs will have to be bourne by increases in employee contributions (premiums) next year.  The BAC is currently considering various options that would increase the premiums’ share of total costs from its current figure of less than 5% to perhaps 8% or 10%.  Any increase would represent a change in the Faculty Handbook and thus require Faculty Senate approval.  An additional consideration is the possibility of sheltering low wage earners at the University from the full impact of premium increase to tying premiums, through a scale factor, to employee salaries.

Appendix C, Item 5

Faculty Senate

Finance and Facilities Committee

Change to the Faculty Handbook Regarding Health Benefits

Approved May 17, 1999

III.A

Health Insurance Plans

Participation in some form of the health plan is required for faculty in Groups I, II, and IV.  Premium payments under this plan are partially or totally made by the University with the understanding that increases in the premium are considered as part of the annual discussion concerning faculty compensation increases.

III.A.2

Comprehensive Plan
This is a contributory indemnity plan.  (The following, underlined, portions are to be deleted from the Handbook.)  Separate contribution rates for the 1998 calendar year (on a twelve month basis) are set for an employee at $27.36 monthly, employee plus 1 dependent at $54.72 monthly, and employee plus more than one dependent at $82.08 monthly.  The University will contribute at least 90% of the blended premium equivalent rate for medical and prescription benefits annually after the 1998 calendar year.  Schedules of rates will be available from the Benefits Office during each annual enrollment period after the 1998 calendar year.
III.A.3

Open Choice PPO

This is a contributory preferred provider plan.  (The following, underlined, portions are to be deleted from the Handbook.  Separate contribution rates for the 1998 calendar year (on a twelve month basis) are set for an employee at $8.38 monthly, employee plus 1 dependent at $16.76 monthly, and employee plus more than one dependent at $25.14 monthly.  The University will contribute at least 90% of the blended premium equivalent rate for medical and prescription benefits annually after the 1998 calendar year.  Schedules of rates will be available from the Benefits Office during each annual enrollment period after the 1998 calendar year.
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