Ohio University Faculty Senate Meeting Minutes

Regular Meeting

May 12, 2008
Margaret M. Walter Hall, Room 235



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

In Attendance:

College of Arts and Sciences:  T. Anderson, G. Buckley, S. Gradin, D. Ingram, P. Jung, S. López-Permouth, G. Matlack, J. McLaughlin, S. Patterson, W. Roosenburg, A. Smith, 

G. Van Patten, J. Webster
College of Business:  L. Hoshower, T. Stock

Scripps College of Communication:  J. Bernt, P. Bernt, N. Pecora, J. Smith

College of Education:  V. Conley, T. Leinbaugh

College of Engineering:  R. Whaley (for J. Giesey), R. Pasic
College of Fine Arts:  C. Smith, D. Thomas, D. Wilson

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

College of Osteopathic Medicine:  P. Coschigano, M. Simpson

Group II:  A. Hall, C. Naccarato

Chillicothe Campus:  J. McKean

Eastern Campus:  J. Casebolt (for T. Flynn)

Zanesville Campus:  K. Collins

Excused:

D. Bell, B. Quitslund, M. Scott, S. Brogan, P. Munhall, E. McCown, J. Benson

Absent:

M. Clouse, W. Gist, C. Bartone, T. Sexton, D. McDiarmid, S. Hatty

Newly Elected Senators in Attendance:  

Arts and Sciences:  K. Brown, J. Lein, R. Palmer, S. Gradin

Business:  L. Hoshower

Communication:  J. Slade, S. Titsworth

Fine Arts:  D. Thomas, E. Sayrs, A. Reilly, R. Wetzel

Osteopathic Medicine:  T. Heckman

Group II:  C. Naccarato

Newly Elected Senators Absent:

Engineering:  D. Matolak

Lancaster Campus:  P. Munhall

Zanesville Campus:  J. Benson
Overview of the Meeting
I. 
Associate Provost David Descutner
II.
John Day, Associate Provost for Academic Budget and Planning
III.
Howard Lipman, Vice President for University Advancement

IV.
Roll Call and Approval of April 14, 2008 Minutes
V.
Chair’s Report – Sergio López-Permouth

a.  OFC report – Hugh Bloemer


b.  Newly elected Senators


c.  Resolution to Evaluate Ohio University Administrators (for second reading and vote)

VI.
Nominating Committee – David Ingram

a.  Election of Faculty Senate Officers

VII.
Educational Policy and Student Affairs Committee – David Ingram

a.  Resolution on Advising Policy (for first reading)
VIII.
Promotion and Tenure Committee – Charles Smith
IX.
Finance and Facilities Committee – Joe McLaughlin

a.  Resolution on Annual Compensation (for second reading and vote)

b.  Resolution on Faculty Compensation Initiative (for second reading and vote)

c.  Resolution on Health Benefits Surpluses (for second reading and vote)

X.  
Promotion and Tenure Committee – Sherrie Gradin
XI.
New Business
XII.
Adjournment



Minutes of the Meeting
I.
Associate Provost David Descutner
· Executive Vice President and Provost Kathy Krendl was out of town for tonight’s meeting, so Associate Provost David Descutner spoke to the Senate in her stead;
· Descutner briefed the Senate on the results of the recent AQIP quality checkup campus visit.  He said that in the exit interview with the outside reviewers the university received a “very positive” assessment; academic priorities driving action projects was very well received;
· Descutner reported on workload policy updates.  He said that Provost Krendl has recommended that each college develop their own workload document which would then be forwarded to her for approval.  The Provost recommends that flexible workloads and compensation for flexible workloads be taken into account when developing workload policies.
· Descutner reported on updates regarding the University System of Ohio (USO).  He said that Dean Ben Ogles (College of Arts & Sciences) strongly recommends that academic units begin working on “centers of excellence” narratives that will be due early in the fall.  He said that the undergraduate centers of excellence metrics remain unclear but that we hope to have a clearer understanding of them next month.
· Descutner reported on updated admissions and enrollment figures.  He said that the university has received a “record number” of applications this year and that selectivity has increased this year – more students with ACT scores above 25 and with higher gpa’s have been admitted.  The average ACT score of final admits currently stands at 23.9.  He said that multicultural indicators remain strong.  The only less-than-positive news is that housing contracts are down, possibly as a result of the poor economy.
· The full text of the Provost’s remarks are available online at:  http://www.ohio.edu/provost/upload/EVP-Provost_FSRep12May08.pdf
Questions for Descutner:

· W. Roosenburg asked what protection faculty would receive with respect to a workload policy without wording in the Faculty Handbook.  Descutner said that he did not have an answer to that question.
· G. Matlack asked if there would be insurance against the creation of a workload policy with a very high minimum workload expectation.  Descutner said that the Deans will provide oversight.

· R. Pasic said that in his opinion the administration would eventually have to create a university-wide workload policy.  Descutner said he feels we have reached an “impasse” due to grave reservations by the faculty, and for this reason the decision to have each college develop its own workload policy was reached.

· P. Bernt asked if this meant that there is no “baseline” workload.  Descutner said that the colleges will develop this individually.

· D. Ingram said that we do indeed have guidelines with respect to workload and that these come from the Board of Regents.  Their policy speaks of expectations for individual workloads and he said he believes this is something we can build upon.  He said in his opinion the main issue is enforcement of these policies.

· C. Smith said that this means the faculty is taken out of the equation, which is “upsetting.”  
· P. Bernt said that workload comes under a Handbook IIG grievance if there is a grievance with respect to workload.  She felt it would be a good idea to have some language drafted by the Executive Committee and Deans, along with Chairs and Directors.
· J. McLaughlin asked if the Provost is prepared to “hold the line” on selectivity.  Descutner said that she is.



II.
John Day -- Associate Provost for Academic Budget and Planning
· Day presented a report detailing the recommendations of the Faculty Compensation Task Force, including the computation of faculty compensation increases for FY09, the effect of last year’s compensation on Ohio University faculty salaries, and the use of market-driven data used in the computation process.  
· Day’s PowerPoint presentation can be accessed on the Faculty Senate website at: http://www.ohio.edu/facultysenate


III.
Howard Lipman -- Vice President for University Advancement

· Lipman presented a report on development fundraising during the past year.

· Lipman’s PowerPoint presentation can be accessed on the Faculty Senate website at:  http://www.ohio.edu/facultysenate


IV.
Roll Call and Approval of the April 14, 2008 Minutes
MOTION:  C. Smith made a motion to accept the April 14, 2008 minutes (D. Ingram second)
PASSED UNANIMOUSLY ON A VOICE VOTE



V.
Chair’s Report – Sergio López-Permouth
· Hugh Bloemer reported on the May 9, 2008, Ohio Faculty Council meeting in Columbus, which he attended with Louis Wright.  Topics of discussion included the following:
· Chancellor Fingerhut provided the OFC with a document that had been given to the Subsidy Consultation Group and asked for OFC input;
· Funding formulas for universities and community colleges;

· Efficient use of resources;
· Establishment of additional need- and merit-based scholarships;

· Faculty concerns with respect to increases in number of upper administrative positions at many state-supported institutions;

· The move to the semester system at the University of Cincinnati;

· SB 151 sponsored by Senator Roberts which calls for all public institutions to use the same textbooks for 100- and 200-level courses;

· López introduced and welcomed newly-elected senators.  These are:
· Ken Brown – College of Arts and Sciences

· Sherrie Gradin – College of Arts and Sciences

· James Lein – College of Arts and Sciences

· Ruth Palmer – College of Arts and Sciences

· Charles Naccarato – Group II

· John Benson – Zanesville Campus

· Patrick Munhall – Lancaster Campus

· Timothy Heckman – College of Osteopathic Medicine

· Leon Hoshower – College of Business

· Joseph Slade – College of Communication

· Scott Titsworth – College of Communication

· David Matolak – College of Engineering

· David Thomas – College of Fine Arts

· Elizabeth Sayrs – Collge of Fine Arts

· Allyn Reilly – College of Fine Arts

· Richard Wetzel – College of Fine Arts

· López said that he is currently working on organizing a visit by Chancellor Fingerhut to the Senate.

· López reported that the Executive Committee is currently in discussions with the administration with regard to “centers of excellence” metrics.

· D. Bolon asked if there were any developments regarding a faculty member as a non-voting member of the Board of Trustees.  López said that there have been no new developments but that he will be contacting Bolon to compare notes given his experience in these matters; he said that we will move forward on this in the fall.
· López brought forward for second reading and vote a Resolution to Evaluate Ohio University Administrators:
· López discussed the reasoning behind bringing the resolution forward and discussed minor changes in wording since the first reading;

· P. Bernt suggested a minor wording change that was accepted as a friendly amendment
· J. Bernt asked how faculty goals for administrators fit into this resolution.  López said that the Executive Committee felt that the goals should be associated with the expectations of the position; J. Bernt suggested the world “faculty” be inserted into the expectations in the last line of the resolution; this was accepted as a friendly amendment;

MOTION:  D. Thomas called for a vote on the resolution as amended

PASSED UNANIMOUSLY ON A VOICE VOTE

The full text of the resolution as passed is available in Appendix B



VI.
Nominating Committee – David Ingram
· Ingram facilitated and led the election of Faculty Senate officers:

· Ingram announced those standing for offices:  Chair: Sergio López-Permouth; Vice-Chair: David Thomas; Secretary: Jeremy Webster;

· Ingram called for additional nominations from the floor; there were none;

MOTION:  K. Brown moved for a vote by acclamation for the office of Chair (S. Patterson second)

PASSED UNANIMOUSLY ON A VOICE VOTE
· S. López-Permouth elected Chair unanimously by acclamation on a voice vote;

MOTION: W. Roosenburg moved for a vote by acclamation for the office of Vice-Chair (T. Leinbaugh second)

PASSED UNANIMOULSY ON A VOICE VOTE

· David Thomas elected Vice-Chair unanimously by acclamation on a voice vote;

MOTION:  S. Patterson moved for a vote by acclamation for the office of Secretary (W. Roosenburg second)

PASSED UNANIMOUSLY ON A VOICE VOTE

· Jeremy Webster elected Secretary unanimously by acclamation on a voice vote;



VII.
Educational Policy and Student Affairs Committee (EPSA) – David Ingram
· Ingram announced that the committee is working on appropriate language regarding funding for centers and institutes.
· Ingram said that he received a report from the regional campuses and that the committee will be looking at it to ensure it is consistent with the educational policies of the university.

· Ingram introduced for first reading a Resolution on Advising Policy:

· Ingram explained the reasoning behind bringing forward the resolution: there is no current language on advising; EPSA wants to provide help with creating advising policies for the individual academic units; EPSA wants to ensure that advising is rewarded;
· A. Reilly asked what such a resolution would cost.  Ingram said that he did not know for sure, but that question would be part of the development policy;
· N. Pecora expressed concern with involving the Provost’s office in advising.  Ingram said that all new policies and procedures must be initiated by a senior administrator;
· P. Bernt said that she feels that this would set a “strange precedent.”  She said that in her opinion advising policy and guidelines should be in the Faculty Handbook rather than the Policy and Procedures Manual;
· C. Smith said that in his opinion this resolution would shift the burden of students’ education onto the faculty and that he is “suspicious” of anything that adds to the paperwork required of faculty; he added that how advising will be compensated and rewarded is not spelled out in the resolution.  Ingram said that faculty in each unit would be responsible for developing such details.
· J. Bernt said that he “does not understand” why this proposal is being brought forward, one that will cost faculty much time; he added that advising systems are already in place;
· N. Pecora suggested separating all of the bulleted points on the second page;
· G. Van Patten suggested that a statement of policy such as this is more appropriate for the Faculty Handbook, not the Policies and Procedures Manual;

· J. McLaughlin agreed and said that he could not support the resolution beyond the first page because this shifts too much of the burden to the faculty and off of the students;

· A. Reilly suggested an additional bullet point that would stipulate that it is the student’s responsibility to meet the requirements;

MOTION:  P. Bernt motioned to table the resolution (N. Pecora second)

PASSED WITH ONE “NAY” ON A VOICE VOTE

The complete text of the resolution is included in Appendix A


VIII.
Promotion and Tenure Committee – Charles Smith
· Smith reported that there was no new committee business.



IX.
Finance and Facilities Committee (FFC) – Joe McLaughlin
· McLaughlin brought forward for second reading and vote a Resolution on Annual Compensation:
· McLaughlin discussed changes in wording in the resolution since the first reading; he stressed that the resolution is meant to ensure that cost of living increases should not be seen as a “reward”;

· L. Hoshower said that he has “mixed feelings” about voting for something that he knows will not come to fruition;

· T. Leinbaugh said that it is nevertheless important to show a unified voice;

· J. Bernt said that there is no doubt that everyone deserves a 3% cost of living increase, but perhaps we should argue for a 3% across-the-board increase, together with additional funds for merit raises;

· P. Bernt said that at least this resolution “puts pressure on people” and is a unified statement;

· N. Pecora asked if we could acknowledge that the 3% is not “adequate”; McLaughlin inserted language into the resolution to this effect as a friendly amendment;

· D. Wilson suggested a slight change in wording, which was accepted as a friendly amendment;

MOTION:  McLaughlin called for a vote on the resolution as amended

PASSED UNANIMOUSLY ON A VOICE VOTE

The full text of the resolution as passed is available in Appendix B.

· McLaughlin brought forward for second reading and vote a Resolution on Faculty Compensation Initiative:

· McLaughlin led a discussion of the reasoning behind bringing the resolution forward:
· The resolution recommends that the “market analysis” portion of the faculty compensation distribution, based upon the Oklahoma State national study of faculty salaries, not be employed at all; some units do not have comparable data in the Oklahoma State study; some schools comprise several different programs in different colleges; there are several units with only one or two faculty members, which most likely creates a distortion of the data; there are no follow-ups to insure that the market data that the Deans receive will go toward increasing the salaries of the faculty  members it was supposed to help;

· Many faculty members are still unhappy with last year’s health benefits increases and the fact that the calculations to bring OU salaries into the next quartile were made before increases in health care costs were assessed;
· Last year there were widely different numbers from college to college regarding the percentage of faculty members who received merit raises;
· Decisions on merit distributions should not be left entirely in the hands of Deans, chairs and directors;

· T. Stock said that in his opinion the committee’s response to the problem seems to be to dismiss the entire process because there are some things that cannot be fixed; he said that if we do not use market analysis data at least in some way then we are going to fall further behind;
· P. Bernt said that the problem is that we need a precise market analysis rather than a gross analysis;

· McLaughlin said that this is supposed to be a merit raise, but some faculty members in some colleges received nothing last year because of the use of market analysis data;

· G. Van Patten said that he is sympathetic with Stock’s point; the goals is to bring faculty as a whole up into the next quartile, but we have “mixed up” the procedures for addressing this goal;

· J. Bernt said that in his opinion the problem is that the university is trying to do “great things” with no money and that there is not a good solution to not being able to hire people at market value; he added, however, that he was in favor of the resolution because at least it gives everybody something;

· L. Hoshower said that the issue is what happens to the money when it gets to the colleges;

· P. Bernt said that we are running out of time because funds will be distributed before our next meeting;

· T. Stock said that we should “do the right thing” rather than passing something that is just as flawed as the thing we are saying is flawed;

· McLaughlin said that he is not against using market analysis, but not the way that the administration is proposing;

MOTION:  McLaughlin called for a vote on the resolution as presented

PASSED WITH TWO “NAYS” ON A VOICE VOTE

· McLaughlin brought forward for second reading and vote a Resolution on Health Benefits Surpluses:
· McLaughlin led a discussion of the reasoning behind bringing the resolution forward and discussed minor changes in wording since the first reading;

· K. Brown said that everything contained in this resolution was passed once before, but the administration has not lived up to its promise;

· McLaughlin agreed, that we had an “agreement” with the administration but that agreement was broken;

MOTION:  McLaughlin called for a vote on the resolution as presented

PASSED UNANIMOUSLY ON A VOICE VOTE



X.
Professional Relations Committee (PRC) -- Sherrie Gradin
· Gradin reported that the committee has been working on a review of two different policies;



XI.
New Business
There was no new business



XII.
Adjournment
MOTION: S. Gradin moved to adjourn the meeting (W. Roosenburg second)

PASSED UNANIMOUSLY ON A VOICE VOTE

The meeting was adjourned at 10:15 p.m.

Respectfully submitted by Timothy G. Anderson, Secretary

Appendix A
Motion to Establish a University-Wide Advising Policy

Educational Policy and Student Affairs Committee

For First Reading

May 12, 2008

TABLED

Whereas: “Ohio University cultivates a strong student-faculty advising system because we know the important role faculty can play for students, not just as advisors about courses and majors, but as mentors who introduce student to the richness of

university life and thereby help lead them to successful, satisfying lives. We know that good advising relies on both good will and good information.”
   

Whereas: some colleges, departments and schools have policies and procedures in place with regard to advising, not all do, and neither does the faculty handbook contain anything on advising expectations for advisors or their advisees.

Faculty Senate resolves: that the faculty handbook be changed as follows:

Insert a New Section D and renumber all subsequent sections.

D. Advising

Advising is a multifaceted process, ranging from assisting students in understanding the technical requirements for graduation in their chosen major, to mentoring students so that they can achieve their full potential at Ohio University and after they graduate, and it will be recognized and rewarded.

Successful advising is an essential academic activity, requiring effort by both the advisor and the advisee. Both advisor and advisee need to know what is expected of them.

Faculty in each department/school will determine the advising process and the personnel appropriate for that discipline such that: 

· that there are sufficient advising resources available to advise all students in a timely manner;

· that the Faculty’s policy and philosophy on advising is clear and communicated to their students and their advisors; 

· that the quality of advising is evaluated from both the advisee and advisor’s perspective;

· that advising is recognized in the workload of the advisors and is rewarded;

· and that advisors are trained in the  curricular requirements relevant to the programs of their advisees.

Faculty Senate further resolves that: a University wide policy should initiated by the Provost that contains the following points

Principles to ensure high quality advising at Ohio University.

· Advisees and Advisors need to know what is expected of them

· The University needs to ensure that advising policies are clearly known, and followed.

· Advising is a multifaceted process. It ranges from ensuring students understand the technical requirements for graduation in their chosen major through to mentoring students to ensure that they achieve their full potential at Ohio University and after they graduate.

· Technical advising may be done by professional advisors but this needs to be overseen by faculty to ensure consistency with the curricular objectives.

· Colleges, Departments, and Schools need to each establish a policy for ensuring that high quality advising is received by all students and that advisors have adequate resources and are rewarded for their efforts.

Colleges, Regional Campuses, and Life Long Learning will ensure:

· that all students can know the name of their advisor either at pre-college or within one week of the start of their first course at Ohio University; 

· that advising is evaluated and that the value of advising is recognized in the annual evaluation of individual advisors; 

· that any time limits on their undecided majors are publicized and widely known by their students;

· that all their students have mentors that are able to aid them in their programs of study at Ohio University and in what they plan to do after they have graduated

Departments, Schools and others responsible for the provision of advisers will ensure that:

· sufficient number of advisers are available to advise all students in a timely manner; 

· their policy and philosophy on advising is clear and communicated to their students and their advisors; 

· they evaluate the quality of advising from both the advisee and advisor’s perspective; 

· advising is recognized in the workload of the advisors and is rewarded;

· advisors are trained in the curricular requirements relevant to the programs of their advisees

Students as advisees will endeavor to: 

· communicate their goals and their progress to their advisor; 

· be aware of and comply with the University's published academic policies, regulations, and deadlines; 

· maintain their own record of which courses they need for their major and when they will try to take them; 

· meet with their designated adviser at least once a term; 

· be prepared and willing to evaluate their advisers in a thoughtful way; 

Advisors will ensure that they:

· receive sufficient training to under take their role and its expectations; 

· will answer students questions or help them find someone who can answer them; 

· will enable students to plan their program of study at Ohio University; 

· will be mentors for their advisees and able to aid them in their programs of study at Ohio University and what they plan to do after they have graduated;

Appendix B, Item 1
RESOLUTION ON EVALUATION OF PRESIDENT AND PROVOST

Executive Committee

May 12, 2008

PASSED

Whereas Ohio University faculty represent a great diversity of opinions and;

Whereas the faculty itself benefits from having a clear notion as to where we collectively stand and;

Whereas Faculty Senate is often called to speak on behalf of the faculty and;

Whereas the faculty believes that it is beneficial for the President and Provost to receive annual feedback on their performance for continuous improvement;

Be it resolved that it is the sense of the Senate that:

The Faculty Senate will conduct an evaluation of the President and Provost of Ohio University on a yearly basis with the purpose of informing our colleagues of the opinions of the faculty on the performance of said administrators;

The evaluation will be performed through the administration and analysis of a survey to all Group I and Group II faculty at Ohio University.  The Faculty Senate Executive Committee or their designees will be in charge of administering the survey;

The outcome of this evaluation should serve as a feedback mechanism for the President and Provost;

The information obtained through this evaluation will serve the Executive Committee of the Faculty Senate as they inform the Board of Trustees, the President or another appropriate reviewer about the faculty perspective on the President and Provost’s performance;

The survey will be consistent with the stated yearly goals of the President and Provost and with the faculty expectations associated with their positions.
Appendix B, Item 2

RESOLUTION ON ANNUAL RAISE POOL

Finance and Facilities Committee

May 12, 2008

PASSED
Whereas a top priority of Vision Ohio is to invest in faculty compensation in order to enhance the academic quality of the University; and

Whereas the administration has decided to meet this goal by raising average faculty salaries into the next quartile of our aspirational peers; and

Whereas competitive salaries for all faculty are necessary to maintain a high level of morale and motivation to achieve institutional objectives; and

Whereas Ohio University faculty raise pools have not kept pace with inflation in most recent years, our faculty salaries are inadequate in comparison to both state and national peer groups, and we are continuing to lose faculty to institutions with more competitive compensation; and 

Whereas the Faculty Compensation initiative has set aside $1.2 million to reward faculty on the basis of merit;

Be it resolved that the 3% raise pool, however inadequate, recommended by Budget Planning Council in the proposed FY09 Budget be distributed to Group I faculty across the board, including regional campus faculty, in order to reflect the rising cost of living and to prevent more faculty from falling farther behind in the state and nation; and

Be it further resolved that the raises provided by the annual raise pool be effective July 1, 2008 for the entire academic year.
Appendix B, Item 3

RESOLUTION ON FACULTY COMPENSATION INITIATIVE

Finance and Facilities Committee

May 12, 2008

PASSED
Whereas this will be the second year in the proposed five year plan to raise faculty compensation into the next quartile among our aspirational peers; and

Whereas in the first year of the plan (FY08), a substantial proportion of the monies budgeted for this initiative were distributed to units based upon a complex and imperfect calculation about where they stood in relation to market norms and not based upon merit; and

Whereas units were not held accountable for spending the market portion of the distribution to address those areas for which they received that portion of the money; and

Whereas changes to employee Health Benefits contributions, in both premiums and out-of-pocket expenses, resulted in an erosion of faculty compensation that was not considered in the calculations of the Task Force; and

Whereas in some units these monies were distributed in a manner that was not clearly communicated to the faculty, creating at least the appearance that they were solely distributed at the discretion of deans, chairs, and school directors without any input from faculty merit evaluation committee;

Be it resolved that these monies be proportionately distributed to departments and schools based upon their share of the current distribution of aggregate compensation (50%) and faculty headcount (50%) and not upon an imperfect market calculation; and

Be it further resolved that the Provost’s Office, in collaboration with Faculty Senate, determine the impact of last year’s decision regarding Health Benefits and the resulting erosion of faculty compensation and ensure that the total monies budgeted for the Faculty Compensation initiative be supplemented in order to allow the University to achieve its professed goal; and

Be it further resolved that the distribution of merit raises for the Faculty Compensation be determined henceforward by faculty merit evaluation committees in a process that is consistent with normal school/department processes for determining raises; and

Be it further resolved that, under a parallel Faculty Compensation initiative, the distribution of raises on the Regional Campuses should be determined by faculty merit evaluation committees and the results of this process should be reported to the full Faculty Senate; and

Be it further resolved that the raises provided by this pool of money be effective July 1, 2008 for the entire academic year.
Appendix B, Item 4

RESOLUTION ON HEALTH BENEFITS SURPLUSES

Finance and Facilities Committee

May 12, 2008

PASSED
Whereas during a discussion of Health Benefits Surpluses on February 14, 2005, President McDavis promised Faculty Senate that “The university portion will be held in reserve to offset future health insurance cost increases” (Faculty Senate Meeting minutes, February 14, 2005, p. 4); and

Whereas the University has ceased this practice during the last two fiscal years without any subsequent discussion with, or input from, Faculty Senate; and

Whereas significant monies (approximately $3.5 million) have accumulated in the surplus account (the “managerial reserve”) and a percentage of these reserves derive from premiums paid by employees; and 

Whereas these monies come from university funds budgeted for health care and are included in annual reports by our Office of Institutional Research to the AAUP survey of faculty compensation, data which is used by the university to compare our faculty compensation with peer institutions; and

Whereas, historically, Ohio University faculty have been told that our salaries lag peer institutions because health care is so costly;

Be it resolved that the accumulated health benefits surplus be considered compensation, as it has been until recently and as it has been officially reported by the University, and that it be used to defray and contain healthcare costs as previously promised by the President; and

Be it further resolved that the percentage of the surplus each year that derives from employee premium contributions be returned to employees, as soon as end of the year totals are determined, in the form of a premium holiday pro-rated to an amount commensurate with the surplus.
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