Minutes

Faculty Senate

Ohio University

May 10, 2004

Regular Meeting, Governance Room, Margaret M. Walter Hall

Members PRESENT were: Arts and Sciences: Anderson, Appel, Bloemer, K. Brown, Daley, Drabold, Dyer, Grimes, Heckman, Helm, Ingram, Just, Lopez-Permouth, Miles, Morris, Nance, S. Reilly, Sarnoff, Tuck, Webster and T. Young; Business: Gupta, Sherman and Tucker; Communications: Bernt, D. Brown, Debatin and Miller; Education: Howley and Leinbaugh; Engineering: Braasch, Celenk, Gulino and Hale; Fine Arts: Cardenas, A. Reilly, Scott, Thomas and Wetzel; Health and Human Services: M. Brown, Chabot, Chleboun, Graham, Paulins and Rathbun; Osteopathic Medicine: Coschigano, Gaines and Simpson; Eastern: Flynn; Lancaster: Becker and Heineman; Southern: Crawford; Zanesville: Shriver; Group II: Thomas and Young.

Members EXCUSED were: Arts and Sciences: McLaughlin; Business: Stephens; Communication: Stewart; Chillicothe: McManus, Parker and Zajdel.  

Members ABSENT were: Engineering: Kaya and Pasic; Osteopathic Medicine: Stroh; Chillicothe: Simmons; Lancaster: Killoran.

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. Provost Kopp

II. President Glidden

III. Faculty Senate Election Report 

IV. Roll Call and Approval of the April 12, 2004 Minutes

V. Election of Senate Officers

VI. Chair’s Report – Hugh Bloemer

         Next Senate Meeting, June 14, 2004  

VII. Promotion and Tenure Committee – Steve Grimes 

VIII. Educational Policy and Student Affairs Committee – David Ingram

IX. Professional Relations Committee – Madeleine Scott

X. New Business

XI. Adjournment

Summary of the Minutes

Faculty Senate

Ohio University

May 10, 2004

· Provost Kopp addressed the Senate on trends in undergraduate applications, faculty salary equity adjustments and the university calendar.

· President Glidden addressed the Senate on the state budget situation and the progress of the Bicentennial Campaign.

· Senate Chair Bloemer reported on the recent Senate Elections and presided over the election of the 04-05 Senate Officers.

· Bloemer thanked the retiring Senators for their hard work and dedication during their term and he reminded the new and continuing Senators to complete the handout listing Senate Committee preferences and give the completed form to the Senate Secretary at the end of meeting. 

· The Educational Policy and Student Affairs Committee presented two resolutions for SECOND READINGS AND VOTE, the first addressing the proposed “Major’s Only” course policy and the second dealing with proposed changes in the enrollment/residency requirements. The EPSA Committee also presented for FIRST READING a resolution condemning the proposed $1.5 million increase in the budget for the Intercollegiate Athletics Department (ICA).   

· The Professional Relations Committee (PRC) presented for FIRST READING a resolution addressing the addition of the term “Domestic Partner” in the language of several passages of the Faculty Handbook and to make the term equivalent to spouse or husband/wife.   

The Complete Minutes

I. Provost Kopp

Provost Kopp began his address by commenting on undergraduate application trends and how these trends have been affected by the negative press the university received after the annual Halloween celebration. Kopp showed data, which represented application trends for freshman admission to Ohio University over the past five years. The data demonstrated a drop of around 1100 applications between the months of November and December when comparing the 2003 numbers to those of the previous year. Kopp said the question has been asked if this significant drop was caused by the negative publicity from Halloween. He said the data shows the application numbers have lagged behind previous years beginning in December and continuing thereafter. 

Ingram (A&S) commented that the lag in applications also appears to be a pattern in previous years. Kopp agreed but added that there is a drop of 600 applications in this year’s application total as compared to last. He added that it is difficult to make accurate conclusions with the data but the administration is concerned about the drop in application numbers during the end of last year and plans are to continue to monitor the situation. Ingram (A&S) asked if other institutions have experienced such a drop in application numbers during the same time period. Kopp answered that this type of analysis has not been performed. Kopp said he is concerned not just because of the initial drop but the fact that the numbers are not rebounding. He also said that the yield of women applications are down and that it is important to keep monitoring and analyzing the data. Bernt (COMM) asked if the numbers that Kopp was presenting were just for the Athens campus and if there was application information from the regional campuses as well. Kopp said that applications are up on the regional campuses. Bernt added that the drop in numbers could be due to an economic issue and students are applying to schools close to home in order to save money. Kopp said that Bernt’s assessment could be right and more analysis should be done, but the severe drop in application numbers late in the year is not something that the university has experienced in the past. Bloemer said that the Senate asked for the analysis to be done in order to pinpoint whether Halloween was the overriding factor in the application drop. Bloemer said that he feels there may be more to the issue than just Halloween. Kopp agreed, but added that Halloween received a great deal of negative press in the Cleveland area, which accounts for around 23% of the freshman applications, and it is not unreasonable to think that unfavorable press about the university will affect the application numbers from this region.

Kopp then commented on the recent Group I Faculty salary equity study, which Kopp said clearly showed salary inequities for many of the faculty from the College of Fine Arts. Kopp said his initial study showed the average faculty salary in the College of Fine Arts was well below the state average at all faculty ranks. He said he has reworked the data to see if the recent mid-year salary adjustment program has improved the situation in this college. Kopp reported that the average faculty salary for all ranks in the college remain $586/year below the state average. When each rank was analyzed, the Professors in the college are now $1264/year above the state average, however Associate and Assistant Professors in the college remain behind $1352 and $2000/year respectively. Kopp concluded that the mid-year salary adjustment has helped the situation in the college but it remains an open question as more work needs to be done. 

Questions/Comments about the Salary Adjustments 

A. Reilly (FA) commented that he felt that the data Kopp presented clearly showed that the starting salaries being offered to Assistant Professors within the College are too low, which is the root of the salary issue in the College. Kopp agreed. D. Thomas (FA) asked if Kopp could clarify what he meant by the salary issue being an “open question”. Kopp said that the data he presented is preliminary and more information and analysis will be needed to make a more accurate comparison with other state institutions. He said his office would continue to work on the issue. Celenk (ENG) asked if the data would be more meaningful if Kopp used a national standard as the benchmark. Kopp said he has not compared the data to a national standard and he asked if Celenk had one in mind. Kopp added that the point of the study was to compare salaries to state institutions and not to a national scale. He added to make such a comparison nationally one would need an index by which to compare the data, however this was not the point of the study. Kopp added he could pursue the question of national competitiveness if given the time.    

Kopp then commented on the recent discussions, which are taking place across campus regarding the possibility of changing the academic calendar from a quarter to a semester system. Kopp said that the issue is being raised at this time because the university is already planning to implement a new General Education Program and update the Student Information System, and since both of these decisions will be affected by the academic calendar, it is reasonable to at least discuss the calendar issue at this time. Kopp added that not to raise the issue makes the decision to remain on a quarter calendar. He said that in his many discussions with various faculty around campus, some had a great desire to change to a semester calendar. Kopp added the real issue is not one of a calendar switch but he said that he wants to focus on the type of calendar system that makes sense for the institution as a whole. Kopp said that whatever calendar is chosen the change would require a great deal of work on curriculum integration and rethinking the organization and delivery of course material. Kopp said there are several issues and programs that must be evaluated regarding how these areas will be affected by a calendar change. He said these issues include: research agendas, student transfer, faculty workload, early retirement, study abroad programs, general education requirements, academic advising and summer program enrollment to name a few. Kopp said issues regarding graduate education, faculty scholarly activity and research must also be discussed. He said that there must be institutional accountability for any decision that is made and that both faculty and students will have other issues such as time for learning that would be affected by a calendar change. 

Kopp added the process that will take place in order to fully investigate and discuss the issue, are preliminary but will include; discussions with the various Senates across campus, a Campus Wide Meeting which will be held on June 4th, meetings with individual departments, a detailed cost analysis of a possible change, analysis of different calendar models and the development of a forum for electronic discussion. 

Questions/Comments about the Calendar Change Issue

Scott (FA) asked if Kopp could provide a timeline for the calendar analysis process. Kopp said that no timetable has been discussed and he added that the new President of the university would first need to weigh in on the issue. He added that he did not see any possibility of changing the calendar before Fall of 2006 and he said realistically if a change was made to a semester system it would most likely be implemented during the Fall of 2007. Ingram (A&S) asked Kopp if he could comment on the format of the Campus Wide Meeting. Kopp said he would provide a general overview of the topic; however, he envisioned the meeting to be an open discussion of the issues by the participants. Ingram suggested that Kopp hold the meeting twice to give more of an opportunity for the university and Athens communities to attend. Kopp said he was very open to the format. Ingram also suggested that the format include the participants breaking out into smaller discussion groups. Flynn (EAST) commented that the hidden costs in making any change in calendar would be that of faculty time. Kopp agreed but added that the time spent could be very beneficial in the long run; however, he would need to be convinced of this before pursuing a change. Flynn added that there will likely be significant “up front” costs in a calendar change. Kopp answered that Flynn was correct however, a calendar change to semesters may save money in the long run. Flynn asked if Kopp had information from comparable institutions that have made a calendar change regarding how their change effected enrollment. Kopp answered that many institutions making the switch experience a significant drop in enrollment for around 2 years, but then enrollment rebounds after this time. He added that in the long term the initial lost revenue due to the enrollment drop may be recovered in savings, which are inherent in a semester system. He added that the university budget situation will not be very bright for several years to come and that the institution must explore ways to save or generate revenue. K. Brown (A&S) commented that he has recently spoken with colleagues at institutions that have made a switch from a quarter system to semesters, and most claim that the change did not result in savings. Kopp commented that Brown’s analysis may be true for most institutions however, the university is about to experience a significant cost in reorganizing courses for the new general education program, therefore it would make sense to also investigate any costs the university might endure by going to semesters. Kopp added that a semester calendar could also result in an increase in summer enrollment, which would generate revenue for the institution. Bloemer (A&S) asked Kopp if he had evidence that suggested that students learn better on a semester system because more time is spent studying the subject matter. Kopp replied that he has talked to several that feel learning is promoted more on a semester system and others that feel quarters are better for learning but he said to his knowledge there is no hard evidence that one system is better than the other is for learning. Bernt (COMM) asked Kopp if he could comment on the current status of implementation of the new general education program. Kopp answered that the implementation of the program will be difficult by the initial target date of 2005. Paulins (HHS) asked if the discussion among faculty was true that the implementation date for the new general education program will be moved to the Fall of 2006. Kopp added that another advantage of a calendar change at this time would be that it would force departments and schools to reorganize their courses for implementation into the new general education program. Kopp said that while many departments and schools are ahead of the curve in getting their courses approved for the new general education program, others are dragging behind. Just (A&S) asked Kopp if he could comment on the timing of the decision, especially since the revamping of the general education program has been going on for some time. Kopp said the reason is that the university is already facing costs to change the general education program. In addition, while some departments are ahead of the curve with regard to getting courses approved for the new program there are several departments lagging behind. Kopp added that if the majority of departments/schools were ahead of the curve with general education he would not be raising the calendar switch at this time. He said he is also concerned that if we do not discuss the possibility of changes at present once the new general education program and the new SIS system are in place it will be more difficult to change at that point. He also said that he has heard from many on campus that when Ohio State changes to a semester calendar so will Ohio University. Kopp said he does not want to get into a situation where Ohio State dictates what Ohio University will do; he felt that we needed to be the ones to decide what calendar system best fits our institution. Phil Cantino (Department of Environmental and Plant Biology) commented that departments ahead of the curve on the general education issue are likely to be hurt by a decision to switch to a semester calendar because they will now have to redo their courses for a semester system. Cantino also asked if Kopp plans to form a committee or task force to study the issue before a decision is made. Kopp answered that he was not planning to form another task force to study the issue because he was advised against it. He said that he is open to forming a task force but he did not feel that such a committee would help make the decision. Kopp added that the Senate FFC could be involved in the cost analysis part of the decision and the discussion of all issues related to the analysis will be transparent. He added that the Faculty Senate would also be informed every step of the way. Chabot (HHS) said that she felt whatever decision was made the faculty should be informed as early as possible so they could move forward with curriculum decisions. She added there are also “family issues” affected by a calendar change, especially faculty with children in the school systems. Chabot added that a calendar change may affect the ability for certain disciplines to attract faculty. Gulino (ENG) said he is in support of a change to a semester system; however, he added there are costs to such a change that cannot be measured in dollars. Gulino also said that asking the question whether a quarter or a semester system is better for learning will never help make the decision because both systems have worked fine in the past. He said that he did not feel there was any evidence suggesting that one system was better than the other for student learning, and the decision will come down to more subtle reasons. Kopp agreed and added that the real question in his mind is “what is the best calendar system for Ohio University”. Cardenas (FA) asked what evidence exists demonstrating that more revenue could be generated during the summer term when following a semester system. Kopp answered that it is a combination of factors. He added that it was not just the result of the semester system, but also the length of the summer term. Kopp said that because Ohio University begins its summer term so late in June, other institutions have captured many of the students who want to complete classes during the summer. He said that one of the suggestions of the Revenue Enhancement Committee was to investigate ways that the summer term could generate additional revenue and a calendar change may make the summer term more attractive to students and thus accomplish this goal. Daley (A&S) said that an institution could choose from several different semester models and he asked if Kopp had compared the different models to see which may be the best fit for the university. Kopp said that he has not looked closely at the models yet, but that he plans to do so. He added that there is an issue of faculty workload and one of utilization of facilities. He said the hard part is getting into the details of the various models and until that is done it is hard to get faculty to look seriously at making a change. Helm (A&S) commented that a change in calendar models would hurt the attractiveness of some of the study abroad programs that are vital to the curriculum of her department (Modern Languages). She said under a semester system many students may not be able to afford to study abroad because of the extra time involved. In addition, she said it may be difficult to find a faculty member to lead the program on a semester system. Kopp answered that many universities on a semester calendar have successful study abroad programs that are affordable. He added that we would need to look at the way these universities conduct their programs, and possibly offer programs in combination with other universities. Drabold (A&S) commented on his concern that beginning the discussion of a calendar change at this time along with so many other issues being discussed on campus may be confusing to the new President who would come to campus in the middle of the discussions. Kopp answered that he hoped it would not be confusing. K. Brown (A&S) encouraged the Senators not to focus on preconceived notions about quarters verses semesters but to contact colleagues at other institutions that have made calendar changes and discuss the issue with them. Brown said that when faculty contact their colleagues they should ask two questions, the first being was the quality of learning affected by the change and the second, how did the change affect faculty teaching loads. Brown said that every university he has contacted thus far informed him that teaching loads increased. A. Reilly (FA) added that many of the differences of opinion between quarters and semesters are discipline specific. He added that it appears with certain disciplines the quarter system works best where with others a semester system is preferable. Celenk (ENG) asked if a change in the calendar system would change the overall educational mission of the university. Kopp responded that most departments and schools to whom he has spoken thus far feel that graduate education would be enhanced under a semester system. He said that most of the graduate students who have contacted him have felt the same way. Kopp added that clearly, research and graduate education can exist under the quarter system, but the question must be asked if such education may be enhanced under a semester system bringing Ohio University to the next level of national prominence. Celenk asked if Kopp felt that graduate education would be more effective under a semester system. Kopp answered that he did not necessarily feel it would be better, but faculty should have these conversations with their colleagues. He added that both sides of the issue should be discussed and that the university community should keep an open mind and not go into the discussions with preconceived notions. Kopp added that he felt the decision will be very important to the future of the university. Celenk asked if there would be reductions in faculty workload. Kopp said that he did not foresee an overall reduction of faculty workload as these issues are handled at the department/school level.                                                                                                                                                     

II. President Glidden

President Glidden began his address by commenting on the state budget situation. Glidden said there is not a great deal of detail information to report. He said that he recently attended a meeting of the Higher Education Funding Commission and learned that the state budget for 06-07 will be fairly “flat” when compared to the 05-06 budget. Glidden said that if the budget is flat overall the increase in enrollment around the state is occurring mainly at the two-year colleges around the state. He said there are estimates that the 2-year colleges will grow around 50% within the next 2 years. The projected growth of the 4-year universities is around 7%. Glidden said that because the Ohio University enrollment will stay flat our state share of instruction will decrease. Glidden said the Chancellor for Higher Education has asked the universities to come up with scenarios to handle a 20-30% cut in state support over the next year. Glidden said such a cut would be catastrophic, but he felt that the Chancellor wanted this information to take to the General Assembly to convince the Assembly to provide more support to higher education in the future. Glidden commented that there are structural problems in Ohio causing many of the budget problems and these structural problems will not be solved overnight. He added that in Ohio, 5% of the population is currently paying 60% of the taxes. Therefore, when there is a drop in the economy it is amplified because fewer citizens are paying the bulk of the state tax. In addition, while the economy is beginning to rebound, unemployment in the state remains high and as a result taxes are down and jobless benefits are up around the state. Glidden said Ohio is not as bad as some states but is worse than others are.
Glidden also said that studies are currently in progress to make the university operate more efficiently. One area would be to involve fewer employees in the analysis of monthly accounting (ORACLE) reports. The communications area is another area being looked at to increase efficiency.    

Glidden asked for faculty cooperation in distributing the faculty salary equity adjustments. He said there are many factors to be considered in making the adjustments, one is the comparative salary in a particular discipline and another is the length of service of the faculty member. A third factor would be a merit component. Glidden said that the merit data is harder to acquire and it will take some time.                   

Glidden then thanked the faculty as part of the 2600 employees contributing to the Bicentennial Campaign. Glidden reported that over 65% of all employees have contributed to the campaign and he was very encouraged with these numbers. Glidden said the goal of the campaign will be met and the official results will be communicated on May 18th.        

Comments/Questions for Glidden

Gaines (COM) asked if Glidden could comment on the problems that the proposed Retirement Center has caused between the university and the Athens community. Glidden answered that he did not know of anything you could do in Athens that would not upset a certain population in the community. He said the university has been supportive of the group planning the retirement facility. Glidden said he felt that Athens needs such a facility with an assisted living component. He added that such a facility would benefit the entire university community. Glidden said at least 3 groups have tried in the past to plan such as facility and the current group is working very hard to see it to completion. Glidden said his first choice for the location of the facility was adjacent to the hospital; however, the amount of land available at this location was insufficient. He said that the Ridges area was also discussed as a possible location, but this area would result in a new set of protestors and the terrain would also be a problem. Glidden said the current location is next to the Mill Street Apartment complex, north of Stimson Avenue.  Plans are to tear down the Mill Street Apartments to add campus recreation space that would be lost to the retirement center. Glidden said the Mill Street Apartments may at some point be replaced but not at the current location. He added that he felt the “gain is worth the pain”. He added that it is not a done deal because a great deal of fill dirt would be needed to make the project work. He said that he still prefers the Ridges as a location but considering the type of complex that is planned it would not be an efficient solution. Ingram (A&S) asked if there was a plan to relocate the students displaced when the Mill Street Apartments were demolished. Glidden said that the complex was originally built for married students but the complex is currently occupied with international students that are “doubling up” in the various apartments. Glidden said that the university is not breaking even, when the rent being charged and the costs of maintaining the facility are considered. He added that Wolf Street Apartments would be a solution for relocation. Debatin (COMM) asked as an alternative if it would be possible to offer the Mill Street Apartments area to the developer for the retirement community; he also asked how the entire issue fits with the comprehensive plan for the City of Athens. Glidden said he could not answer the later question, but in response to the first Glidden said he did not see a difference in having the green space to the north or south of Stimson Avenue, however he felt it was better to have the space as close to the dorms as possible which would mean that the Mill Street area would be preferred.                         

III. Election Report

Faculty Senate Chair Bloemer reported to the Senate regarding the recent Senate election results. Bloemer said that this year the Office of Institutional Research provided the official faculty membership list, which appeared to be complete, as he received no complaints from faculty who did not receive ballots. Bloemer thanked Director of Institutional Research, Mike Williford, for providing the complete list, insuring that the elections went smoothly. Bloemer reported that the former Chairs of the Senate and the Senate Executive Committee met on April 28th to count the ballots and determine the identity of the newly elected Senators. Bloemer reported that 48% of the ballots to Group I faculty were returned and 42% of Group II faculty ballots were completed and received. He said a total of 19 Senators were elected. Bloemer then read the names of the newly elected Senators by college. The list can be found below along with the names of the Senators who are retiring.    

Newly Elected Senators                                      Retiring Senators

Arts & Sciences                                                         Arts & Sciences

Kenneth Brown (Chemistry and Biochemistry)        Tim Heckman

David Drabold (Physics)                                            Don Miles

Winfried Just (Mathematics)                                      Damian Nance

Stephen Reilly (Biological Sciences)                         Jeremy Webster

Susan Sarnoff (Social Work)

Todd Young (Mathematics)

Business                                                                     Business 
Mary Tucker (Management Systems)                       Askok Gupta                                     

Communication                                                        Communication

Bernhard Debatin (Journalism)                                Duncan Brown 

Education                                                                      
Tracy Leinbaugh (Counseling & Higher Education)    

Engineering                                                                Engineering

Daniel Gulino (Chemical Engineering)                     Mehmet Celenk

Trevor Hale (Industrial & Manufacturing Systems)  Sava Kaya                                                     

Fine Arts                                                                     Fine Arts

Carolyn Cardenas (Art)                                              Richard Wetzel

Allyn Reilly (Music)

David Thomas (Film) 

Health & Human Services                                         Health & Human Services

Matthew Brown (Recreation & Sports Sciences)      Gary Chleboun

Annette Graham (Human & Consumer Sciences)     Ann Paulins

Osteopathic Medicine                                                Osteopathic Medicine

Peter Coschigano (Biomedical Sciences)                   Carol Gaines

Chillicothe                                                                  Chillicothe

Vicky Parker (Nursing)                                              Charlotte McManus

Christi Simmons (Business Mgt. Technology)      
Ruth Zajdel

Lancaster                                                                     Lancaster

Janet Becker (Business Technology)                          Helen Killoran 

Bloemer reminded the Senate that only newly elected Senators and Continuing Senators should participate in the election of the Senate Executive Officers; however, all continuing Senators and the retiring Senators should vote on the Resolutions for the evening.     

IV. Roll Call and Approval of the April 12, 2004 Minutes

The Senate Secretary called the roll of new, retiring and continuing Senators by college, group and regional campus. A list of Senators PRESENT, EXCUSED or ABSENT can be found in the front of these minutes. A correction to the April minutes was communicated to the Senate Secretary by Celenk (ENG). With no further corrections to the April minutes, K. Brown  (A&S) made a motion to accept the April minutes, seconded by Ingram (A&S). The April 2004 minutes were accepted. The revised April minutes can be accessed from the Faculty Senate web page, http://www.ohiou.edu/facsen/welcome.htm

V. Election of Senate Executive Officers

Bloemer reported that Senators Ann Paulins and Duncan Brown agreed to serve as the nominating committee for the 2004-05 Faculty Senate Officers. Bloemer reported that there has been one nomination for each Senate officer position.

Bloemer said Phyllis Bernt (COMM) has agreed to run for the Chair of the Faculty Senate. Bloemer then asked if there were additional nominations from the floor. Hearing none, Senator Madeleine Scott (FA) spoke in support of Bernt’s nomination. Scott commented that Bernt has a history of service to the Faculty Senate as she previously served as the Secretary of the Senate when President Glidden began office. Scott added that Bernt also served as a Senate Executive Committee member under three Provosts, and has a history of working well with the President and Provost of the university and their staffs. With no additional nominations, Bloemer asked for a motion to elect Bernt by acclamation. K. Brown (A&S) made the motion to elect Bernt by acclamation. The motion was seconded by Ingram (A&S). A vote was taken and Bernt was elected Faculty Senate Chair by acclamation. 

Bloemer informed the Senate that one candidate Margret Appel (A&S) has been nominated for the 2004-05 Faculty Senate Vice Chair position. Bloemer asked if there were additional nominations from the floor. Hearing none, Bloemer asked if anyone was willing to speak on Appel’s behalf. Senator David Thomas (FA) spoke in support of Appel’s nomination. Thomas commented on Appel’s excellent knowledge of curriculum and leadership of the University Curriculum Council (UCC). He also said that the Chair of the UCC required an attention to detail, which Appel provides. He commented that Appel has an excellent knowledge of assessment.  Bloemer then asked the Senate for a motion to elect Appel by acclamation. Such motion was provided by Ingram (A&S) and seconded by Grimes (A&S). A vote was taken and Appel was elected by acclamation.

Next, Bloemer informed the Senate that one candidate, Marty Tuck, had been nominated for the 2004-05 Faculty Senate Secretary position. Bloemer asked if there were additional nominations from the floor. Hearing none, Bloemer asked if there was anyone willing to speak on Tuck’s behalf. P. Bernt (COMM) spoke in support of Tuck’s nomination. Bernt commented that the Secretary position is a very difficult and important job and Tuck, in the past, had done an excellent job with the position. She also commented that Tuck was an excellent member of the Senate Executive Committee, and he has had past leadership experience as Chair of the Molecular and Cellular Biology Program. Bloemer then asked for a motion to elect Tuck Faculty Senate Secretary by acclamation. Such a motion was provided by Scott (FA) and seconded by Miles (A&S). A vote was taken and Tuck was elected Faculty Senate Secretary by acclamation.

Bloemer closed the elections by commenting that the Ohio University Faculty Senate is once again in “good hands” and he asked for a round of applause for the three elected officers. 

VI. Chair’s Report

In his Chair’s report, Hugh Bloemer thanked all of the retiring Senators for their hard and dedicated work while they have been members of the Faculty Senate. Bloemer told the retiring Senators that by serving on the Senate they have shown a commitment to the “shared governance” concept that is deeply cherished at Ohio University.  Bloemer added that the retiring Senators have made a difference at the institution and with the concept of shared governance. Bloemer then read the names of all retiring Senators; a list of the retiring Senators can be found in Section III above. Bloemer asked for a round of applause to show appreciation to the retiring Senators.  

Bloemer then asked all new and continuing Senators to complete the Senate Committee preference request form located in the handout materials and return it to the Senate Secretary after the evening meeting. Bloemer said that the Faculty Senate Executive Committee will do its best to match the Senators requests with the needs of the Senate. Vice Chair Appel informed the Senators that they should be aware the EPSA Committee members are also automatically placed of the University Curriculum Council (UCC) and a UCC subcommittee, which is part of the Council.     

Bloemer then encouraged all Senators and their colleagues to participate in the June 11 and 12th 2004 Commencement Ceremonies. Bloemer said that he feels it is important for the students and their families to see that the faculty care enough to attend the ceremonies. 

Bloemer then reminded faculty that final examinations should only be given during the scheduled time and changing final exam times without proper approval is a violation of the Faculty Handbook and against “Ohio University rules”. 

In his closing remarks, Bloemer said because of continuing budget problems at the university he decided to forgo the traditional reception at the May meeting for new and retiring Senators. Bloemer commented that this action is our way of telling the administration that common budget problems are recognized and the Senate is willing to contribute to mitigate the budget situation. He added that he hopes the ICA is listening and will follow suit. 

The next Senate meeting is scheduled for Monday, June 14, 2004 at 7:10 pm in the Governance Room of the Margaret M. Walter Lecture Hall. Bloemer reminded the Senators that the newly elected, retiring and continuing Senators are all able to participate in the voting process at this meeting. 

COMMITTEE REPORTS

Bloemer informed the Senate that there would not be a committee report from the Finance and Facilities Committee (FFC) because he had learned that the Committee Chair, Ray Stephens had been admitted to the hospital. Sherman (BUS) informed the Senate that Stephens was suffering from a ruptured spleen but was recovering.   

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

Grimes reported that the P&T Committee was in communication with department and college P&T Committees on behalf of two faculty members who were making P&T appeals.  

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

Ingram presented for SECOND READING AND VOTE a resolution defining the policy by which departments/schools can reserve seats in department courses for majors in the department/school (Appendix A, Item 1). Ingram said that EPSA feels students should be able to explore subjects not in their discipline but at the same time the Committee recognizes there are resource issues which require departments to limit seats in courses just for their majors. The resolution allows departments to reserve seats for majors but limits the percentage of reserved seats to 75. Ingram said that two call numbers one for majors only and one for nonmajors will be created in the Registrar’s office and after the first 2-3 weeks of the quarter the two sections will be merged into one. Ingram said that both populations of students (majors and nonmajors) would be treated the same with regard to course requirements, expectations, etc. 

Questions/Comments about the Resolution

D. Brown (COMM) said he was disappointed that the second reading version is the same as the first. Brown said that he thought after discussion of the original version of the resolution there would be a change in the language of the revised resolution to “grandfather” from the resolution existing courses currently listed as majors only. Brown added that the new policy would be problematic for his and other departments who maintain courses as majors only because of a lack of resources. Ingram said that EPSA decided not to change the language and felt the resolution was clear that only new sections of courses would be affected by the policy. A. Reilly (FA) agreed with Brown that the language should be more specific as the resolution states the Individual Course Committee (ICC) of the University Curriculum Council (UCC) would monitor the policy, and based on the existing language of the resolution could disallow an existing course as majors only. Ingram said that the language could be changed to read courses “as approved under this motion”. Appel (A&S) commented that the UCC has always maintained the policy of approving majors only courses where there are limitations in resources, and she did not see a reason for the current resolution to cause concern. A. Reilly (FA) said that while the UCC currently operates in this fashion, the language should be clarified for the future. Cardenas (FA) commented that the issue was not only classroom and equipment resources but faculty resources as well. Appel said she felt that the resolution is geared more toward classroom courses and not laboratory or performance courses where resources would be an issue. A. Reilly said that he would feel more comfortable if a clause were added to the resolution exempting existing majors only courses from the resolution. D. Brown (COMM) added that he is also concerned about a limitation in faculty resources and he too was concerned that the ICC committee would have the power to review existing courses and possibly change the current majors only status of these courses. Ingram suggested adding the language “proposed under this motion” could be used to exempt the existing courses from ICC review. He said that he would accept this language change as a friendly amendment. Graham (HHC) asked if the 75% limit would also apply to students who are minoring in a particular area and needed the course in question to fulfill a graduation requirement. Ingram replied that the resolution is not limited to students within the department who would need the course for a graduation requirement, but would also apply to students who are in majors outside the department that need the course as a requirement to complete their curriculum. D. Thomas (FA) said that language requiring departments to make an appropriate explanation as to why seats should be reserved for majors should also be added to the resolution. Ingram said he felt it is implied that a department would need to explain why they are making the request. K. Brown (A&S) said that the purpose of the resolution is to create a system to allow majors into courses required for graduation without going through cumbersome “pinkslipping” processes. Brown said that departments can now set their courses with low seating numbers and pink slip the students into these courses. The resolution was written to find an alternative to this process. Brown said that the resolution is not designed to “trick” departments out of their existing majors only courses. Grimes (A&S) asked if the other 25% of the seats in the course would be excluded from majors. Ingram said they would not. Bernt (COMM) suggested adding a “grandfather” clause for existing majors only courses and taking out the last paragraph of the resolution, which grants the review power to the ICC. Ingram said that he was specifically asked by the Chair of ICC to grant ICC the authority to delete a course that was not following the guidelines set forth in the resolution. After additional discussion, Ingram said he would table the resolution until new language could be added addressing the concerns expressed at the meeting and a revised resolution would be introduced at the June meeting.

Ingram then presented a resolution for SECOND READING AND VOTE (Appendix A, Item 2), which addressed a new minimum enrollment/residency requirement. Ingram informed the Senate that currently students are required to complete their final 48 credit hours in residence at Ohio University. Ingram said that this requirement has become problematic and many colleges are currently waiving the requirement. Ingram said the resolution proposes a change that would require students complete in residency 50% of their coursework required to fulfill the curriculum for their major. He said the resolution is flexible enough that colleges can add additional requirements if they wish.      

Questions/Comments about the Resolution

Flynn (EAST) asked if departments could identify specific courses as part of the 50% of coursework that must be completed in residency. Ingram answered that they could and this was one of the main purposes for drafting the requirements described in the resolution. With no additional questions, Ingram called for a vote on the resolution. A vote was taken and the resolution passed. 

Ingram then presented a third resolution for FIRST READING (Appendix B, Item 1) condemning the recent increase in the budget for the Intercollegiate Athletics Department (ICA). Ingram said that he and others from the faculty ranks are upset because this decision was made by the administration and the Board of Trustees, without input or discussion with the faculty or any of the other campus groups. Ingram also said many objected to the fact that there were no benchmarks created for the ICA to determine if the additional funds would be spent wisely and would be effective at improving the program. Ingram added he could not understand how the ICA could be getting such a large increase at the same time as the academic units are receiving cuts to their budgets. 

Questions/Comments about the Resolution 

Hale (ENG) spoke against the resolution and in support of the increase in the ICA budget. Hale claimed that there have been discussions on the budget issue of the ICA; he also said that the ICA budget has recently been cut like that of the academic units. Hale commented that the ICA has made an excellent case for the increase in funds when you compare the budget of the Ohio University program with the other athletic programs in the Mid American Conference. Hale said the budget increase is justified if the university expects the program to be competitive and provide a meaningful experience for the student athlete at Ohio University. Hale said he also fears that if the ICA is not supported it may begin to affect alumni giving to the university. K. Brown (A&S) replied to Hale’s comments by saying that the budget cuts the ICA has endured as of late (as communicated by Tom Boeh at a recent Faculty Senate meeting) amounted to an $85,000 annual cut, out of a total budget of $5 million. Brown said that this cut amounted to only a 1.7% cut, whereas many academic departments have had to endure a much greater cut than this. He said 2 years ago his department (Chemistry and Biochemistry) lost 24% of the operating budget. Brown commented that he is strongly opposed to cutting academic budgets which hurts the overall educational mission of the university, and at the same time adding money to the ICA budget simply to win a couple of additional football games. D. Brown (COMM) commented that he objected to the fact that there were no apparent discussions by the Board of Trustees on the issue and it was unclear how the decision to raise the ICA budget was made. He added that these actions make him worry about the tradition of shared governance at the university. Bloemer (A&S) said that he had heard that the Board of Trustees wanted the increase and there were no real discussions of the issue. Bloemer added that what bothers him the most about the issue is that there appears to be no accountability regarding how the money will be spent. Sherman (BUS) suggested that if accountability is the issue that a phrase should be added to the resolution addressing this issue in order to make the resolution more “positive” in nature. Flynn (EAST) commented that he was also bothered that the ICA budget issue had not been fully discussed before the decision was made. Bloemer added that since this was the first reading of the resolution, the Senate should think about the resolution carefully and e-mail Ingram with any suggestions for changes or other comments about the issue. K. Brown (A&S) added that while the resolution may not make a difference because the ICA decision had already been made, he felt passing the resolution was important because it would go far to gain the respect of our faculty colleagues. Paulins (HHS) also commented that academics are and should be the core mission of the university. She added that faculty are continuously required to submit proposals and reports as a means to show accountability for how their academic budgets are spent and she felt that ICA and the other nonacademic units should share this type of accountability. A. Reilly (FA) said that while the Fine Arts faculty are unhappy regarding their noncompetitive salaries (see issue above) it made them more angry that there is a lack of scholarship funds for students to study in the College of Fine Arts. He said that it is disappointing to him that such a large amount of university funds are going to ICA needs when there is also such a need for scholarship funds in the various academic areas. Daley (A&S) also commented that he was disappointed in the lack of input faculty currently have in the budgeting process of the university. Ingram said that while he agrees that the lack of input is a disappointment, he felt that the more important issue is the lack of accountability placed on how the funds will be spent. He said measures of accountability should be put in place. Ingram added that he felt it is important for faculty to register now our dissent with the decision that was made. Simpson (COM) said that she was disappointed because in the past faculty have been asked and promised more input on budgetary matters and now we have another case where this has not happened. Sherman (BUS) also commented that the important issue to him was the lack of faculty input in budgetary decisions. He added that the UPAC process was put in place so the faculty and other members of the university community could have input in the budget decisions of the university and now that UPAC has been dissolved, there appears to be no mechanism for input. Appel (A&S) added that UPAC was functional until this year. Ingram closed the discussion on the resolution by inviting the Senators to make additional comments on the resolution by e-mailing him or any of the other members of EPSA.

In his closing comments, Ingram said that EPSA is currently in discussions with the Registrar’s and the Legal Affairs offices regarding the issue of the proper way to distribute graded materials to students protecting their privacy but also allowing faculty to distribute these materials to students in a timely manner, especially faculty who instruct large classes.                                                                                                           
IX. Professional Relations Committee (PRC) – Madeleine Scott 

Scott reported to the Senate that the resolution addressing the adjunct faculty issue presented for first reading at the April Faculty Senate meeting would not be discussed at the May meeting. Scott said that the resolution has been tabled for the rest of the academic year until the PRC can work out concerns with the resolution that were discussed at the April meeting. 

Scott then presented a resolution for FIRST READING (Appendix B, Item 2), which addressed alterations in various sections of the Faculty Handbook, to recognize and define the term “Domestic Partner”.  Scott said that the resolution is a follow up to the PRC resolution passed at the February meeting in which Domestic Partners were recognized. Scott said the resolution presented for discussion takes the issue a step further by proposing changes in the Faculty Handbook and defining Domestic Partners as part of the “immediate family” of an employee. Scott then read the resolution, as it is presented in Appendix B. Changes to the Handbook are highlighted in the resolution in bold type. 

Questions/Comments about the Resolution 

Simpson (COM) commented that she found it interesting that brother-in-law was listed in the current Faculty Handbook language as part of the immediate family but sister-in-law was not. She also commented that the current language does not mention stepchildren as immediate family, which it should. With regard to the sister-in law comment, Scott agreed and said she would double check the Handbook language to make sure it was not a mistake in the typing of the resolution. Scott added that she felt the stepchildren are included in the definition of “family”. Anderson (A&S) said that there is a section in the Handbook specifically addressing stepchildren. Scott said the language found in Section II. H. 1. c. of the Handbook that defines “a legal guardian or other person who stands in place of a parent (in loco parentis)” should cover the stepchildren issue. Daley (A&S) said the changes should be punctuated correctly in the second reading of the resolution. S. Reilly (A&S) felt that the term “Domestic Partners” proposed in the resolution should be singular. Gulino (ENG) said that he felt the phrase “committed relationship” should be more defined in the proposed language changes. He questioned how a couple would document that they are in a committed relationship. Braasch (ENG) agreed. Scott answered that there is a form on file, in most cases, where domestic partners document their relationship. She said that this issue was discussed with the first resolution passed at the February meeting. Discussion ensued between several Senators regarding the definition and documentation of committed relationships. Paulins (HHS) said that she felt the resolution was a positive step in defining and recognizing Domestic Partner relationships. Simpson (COM) added that Domestic Partners are defined as being responsible for one another’s welfare. Bernt (COM) added that other institutions have recognized Domestic Partners and she felt we could benefit by studying how these institutions have addressed the issue. M. Thomas (GII) said that the term Domestic Partners have been defined by other institutions, which could serve as a precedent for the resolution. Lopez-Permouth (A&S) added that the definition of Domestic Partner could be an issue the Human Resources Department could address and recognize. Sarnoff (A&S) said that she felt Domestic Partners should submit a document confirming their relationship, and that two persons in residence with one another should not be used as criteria. Chabot (HHS) commented that in her view it is the language and the spirit of the resolution that is important. With no additional discussion, Bloemer told the Senators that if they had additional comments about the resolution before the second reading they should contact Scott.                                 

X. New Business

After the committee reports, Bloemer asked if there was new business for the Senate to discuss. Marty Tuck, Faculty Senate Secretary, then reminded the Senate that the May meeting was the last at which outgoing Chair Hugh Bloemer would preside. Tuck commented that Bloemer has been Senate Chair for the past 3 years, and during this time, there have been many positive accomplishments by the Senate benefiting Ohio University and the faculty. Tuck said Bloemer’s leadership deserves strong credit for many of them. Tuck commented that he knew of very few faculty with the dedication and love for Ohio University that Bloemer has, and he (Tuck) was proud to recognize Bloemer’s commitment to the university and faculty with a gift. On behalf of the Faculty Senate Executive Committee (Margret Appel, Phyllis Bernt, Ann Paulins and Marty Tuck), Tuck presented an engraved gavel as a gift to Bloemer. Tuck’s presentation then concluded with a round of “thundering” applause for outgoing Faculty Senate Chair Hugh Bloemer.           

XI. Adjournment

With no additional New Business, Bloemer adjourned the May 2004 Faculty Senate meeting at 9:40 pm.   

                                                                                   Respectively submitted by

                                                                                   Martin T. Tuck

                                                                                   Secretary of the Faculty Senate  
APPENDIX A, ITEM 1

FACULTY SENATE
EDUCATIONAL POLICY AND STUDENT AFFAIRS COMMITTEE
RESOLUTION

SECOND READING AND FOR VOTE

MAY 10, 2004
Majors only policy.

Whereas the Faculty Senate passed the following resolution on 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.

_____________

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

#This is the review by the UCC programs subcommittee and now takes place every seven years.

Whereas some academic programs are overwhelmed by the numbers of non-majors trying to take classes that are 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 majors only sections under the motion of June 20, 1988.

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 the same.

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 only section provided that:

1. the number of seats for the 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 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 majors only course is merged into the class list for the non-majors course on or about the second week of the quarter.

Further, the ICC is instructed to monitor the use of the new sections as outlined in the Faculty Senate motion of June 20, 1988 and to delete any course that offends against this motion.

APPENDIX A, ITEM 2
FACULTY SENATE

EDUCATIONAL POLICY AND STUDENT AFFAIRS COMMITTEE
RESOLUTION

SECOND READING AND FOR VOTE

MAY 10, 2004
Changes to the minimum enrollment/residency requirements

Whereas there is a desire to shift the focus of a student’s enrollment away from the final forty-eight hours and to place more emphasis on earning most of the credit hours used to fulfill the major concentration;

And whereas this new policy will ensure that graduates of Ohio University have taken sufficient course work in general and in the major to be true graduates of the institution, and at the same time, it will provide more flexibility for transfer students, students engaged in distance learning, students enrolled in courses through the statewide Ohio Learning Network in conjunction with other institutions, and adult students in general, by enabling them to earn a degree without having to earn their final forty-eight hours while enrolled at Ohio University.

Resolved that to earn a bachelor’s degree from Ohio University, students must earn a minimum of forty-eight credit hours while enrolled at Ohio University, and they must earn a minimum of fifty percent of course work taken to fulfill their major concentration in residence at Ohio University.

Resolved that for either a bachelor’s degree or an associate’s degree, a College may require more than fifty percent to fulfill a major concentration or have other additional requirements for a given program or programs.

APPENDIX B, ITEM 1
FACULTY SENATE

EDUCATIONAL POLICY AND STUDENT AFFAIRS COMMITTEE
RESOLUTION

FIRST READING

MAY 10, 2004
Increase to the base funding of the Athletics Department Budget from General Funds

Whereas it proposed to increase the base budget of the Athletics Department in each of the next three years by $500,000.

Whereas there has been no University wide discussion of the use of this money, no benchmarks established for its use, and no outcomes established by which its effective use may be measured.

Whereas no academic department has seen or is likely to see such increases, and all have seen cuts in academic support in past years and are expecting more next year.

Whereas the increase to base funding to attract minority students is only $50,000.

Whereas the increase to base funding for the research initiative is only $275,000.

Faculty Senate condemns such an arbitrary use of taxpayers’ and students’ dollars and University resources and requests the Trustees not approve these increases to the Athletics’ budget.
APPENDIX B, ITEM 2
FACULTY SENATE

PROFESSIONAL RELATIONS COMMITTEE
RESOLUTION

FIRST READING

MAY 10, 2004
Recommendation to add the definition of the term “Domestic Partner” and to include the term “Domestic Partner” in citations regarding family in Faculty Handbook.
PROPOSED ADDITION TO FACULTY HANDBOOK LANGUAGE

Faculty Handbook Section II. U.

II. U. Definition of Domestic Partner

Domestic Partner is defined as same sex or opposite sex unmarried partners whose partnership is characterized by the following: the partnership is a committed relationship of more than 6 months; the partnership exists between partners who are 18 years of age or older.  Additionally, partners in a domestic partnership: are responsible for one another’s common welfare; are not related by blood closer than would bar marriage in the state of Ohio; are mentally competent to consent to such a relationship; and are each others’ sole domestic partner.  In all of those places in the Handbook in which the term “family” is defined, the term “domestic partner” is meant to be included as an equivalent to spouse or husband/wife.

PROPOSED CHANGES TO FACULTY HANDBOOK LANGUAGE

Faculty Handbook Section II. C. 7. a.

Insertions in boldface:

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, domestic partners of same sex and opposite sex, parent-child, and sibling relationships, even if the persons involved do not live in the same household.

Faculty Handbook Section II. H. 1. c.

Insertions in boldface:

1. Sick leave is the authorized absence from duties due to:


c. Illness, injury or death in the individual’s immediate family.  Immediate family is 
defined as spouse, domestic partners of same sex and opposite sex, son, daughter,
mother, father, brother, sister, grandparent, grandchild, father-in-law, mother-in-law, 
daughter-in-law, son-in-law, brother-in-law, and legal guardian or other person who 
stands in place of a parent (in loco parentis).  Sick leave granted for a death in the 
immediate family shall not exceed five (5) working days.

Faculty Handbook Section II. S. 2

Insertions in boldface:

Familial instructional relationships may also confer unfair advantage on the student related to the instructor, or be so perceived.  Thus, instructors shall not supervise nor grade the academic work of immediate family members.  For purposes of this policy, immediate family is defined as Section II. C. 7. a. and includes husband-wife, parent-child, domestic partners of same sex and opposite sex, and sibling relationships.
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