
Ohio University Faculty Senate Meeting Minutes

Regular Meeting

November 13th, 2006

Margaret M. Walter Hall, Room 235

________________________________________________________________________

The Chair called the meeting to order at 7:15 p.m.

In Attendance:

Arts & Sciences:  T. Anderson, J. Bender, Ken Brown, Kim Brown, G. Buckley, 

S. Gradin, D. Ingram, W. Just, J. McLaughlin, D. Miles, L. Rice, W. Roosenburg, 

J. Ueland
Business:  L. Hoshower, W. Gist
Communication:  P. Bernt, B. Debatin, N. Pecora, J.W. Smith

Education:  V. Conley, T. Leinbaugh

Engineering:  C. Bartone, J. Giesey, D. Gulino, T. Sexton

Fine Arts:  C. Hayes, D. McDiarmid, A. Reilly, D. Thomas

Health and Human Services:  A. Graham, J. Hinton, D. Matthews

Osteopathic Medicine:  P. Coschigano, D. Stroh, M. Simpson

Group II:  A. Hall, C. Naccarato
Chillicothe:  J. McKean

Eastern:  T. Flynn

Lancaster:  J. Becker, P. Munhall

Southern:  E. McCown

Zanesville:  J. Benson, S. Ghaffari (for K. Collins)

Excused:

S. Lopez, G. Van Patten, M. Tucker, C. Smith, 

Absent:

S. Sarnoff, A. Smith

________________________________________________________________________

Overview of the Meeting
I.
Associate Provost John Day

a.  Strategic Investment Process

II.
Roll Call and Approval of October 16, 2006, Minutes
III.
Chair’s Report – Phyllis Bernt

a.  Report on Meetings


b.  Baker Center University Center Grand Opening Celebration


c.  Resolution on Disposition of Resolutions – for second reading and vote

IV.
Professional Relations Committee (PRC) – Norma Pecora

a.  Draft of Resolution on Sexual Harassment Policy


b.  Discussion of II.G. Grievance Language

V.
Finance and Facilities Committee (FFC) – Joe McLaughlin

a.  Report on Enrollment Trends

b.  Anthem Insurance Transition

VI.
Promotion and Tenure Committee (P&T) – Annette Graham

a.  Workload Policy Discussion


b.  Handbook Language Regarding UORC (formerly RHE) Reporting Structure

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

a.  Resolution Regarding Academic Integrity – for first reading

VIII.
New Business

IX.
Adjournment
________________________________________________________________________

Minutes of the Meeting
I.
Associate Provost John Day
· President McDavis was unable to attend the Senate meeting because of a scheduling conflict and Provost Krendl was unable to attend because of illness
· Associate Provost John Day reported on the strategic investment process for the money made available as a result of last year’s budget reductions.  He said that there was about $6 million and that the money would be used to invest in three areas:  1) undergraduate priorities; 2) research and graduate education; and 3) faculty recruitment and retention.
· Day said that proposals for resource allocation to support these priorities are to be submitted to the Provost’s Office by January 5th, 2007.  These proposals will be reviewed by Deans and senior administrators in January and February, after which the group will rank and comment on the importance of the proposals.  This ranked list will then be reviewed by the Budge Planning Council (BPC), which will rank and comment on the proposals in terms of budgetary impact and potential return on resource investment.  This ranked list will then be presented to the President and the Board of Trustees in June.
· Day described the proposal process and transmittal form for these strategic investment proposals.  Proposals regarding research and graduate education will go through the GERB.  A task force to develop a plan for faculty compensation has been formed.  With regard to undergraduate priorities, proposals will originate from the planning units and will be reviewed and prioritized by the Deans and Vice Presidents.  Proposals from these three processes (GERB, the compensation task force, and the Deans and VP review process) will all go to the BPC which will develop budget recommendations.
Questions for Day:

· D. Ingram asked where the university is with respect to moving towards an RCM budgeting model.  Day said that we still need a process for seeding and identifying strategic investments.  He said that the FY 08 budget will be only partially an RCM budget.
· G. Buckley asked about the apparent discrepancy between what the state says the cost of the new Baker University Center is and what the university administration has reported:  OU says the cost is $60 million while the state website says $45 million.  Day said that the discrepancy may be caused by the state website including only how much of the new center is paid for by student fees.
________________________________________________________________________

II.
Roll Call and Approval of October 16, 2006 Minutes
MOTION:  T. Sexton moved to accept the minutes as presented (W. Roosenburg second).

APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY ON A VOICE VOTE

________________________________________________________________________

III.
Chair’s Report – Phyllis Bernt
· Bernt introduced three students (Dan Yeatts, Carin Martin and Chris Phelps) who represent a COMS class that has undertaken help with planning the dedication of the new Baker University Center on February 10, 2007, as a class project.  The students asked the Senators for ideas and feedback with respect to getting faculty involved in the dedication.  The students reported on activities planned for the dedication ceremony.  J. Hinton said that she would like to see student-led tours for faculty.  N. Pecora asked who will be conducting the ribbon cutting ceremony.  The students said that a faculty member from each department, students representing each of Ohio’s counties and representative international students will be taking part in this ceremony.  J. Bender asked if there were any plans for entertainment at the ceremony.  The students said that President McDavis and former President Robert Glidden will speak and the women’s chorale and Marching 110 will perform.  There will also be dedications for the Women’s Center and open houses for different groups housed in the building.
· Bernt reported on several meetings involving the Senate and the administration, as well as other constituent groups.  Issues discussed at these meetings included Vision Ohio implementation, the new budget model, and concerns about Anthem.  She reported on her presentation regarding faculty concerns at the October 20th Board of Trustees meeting and said that this presentation was also discussed at a Cabinet meeting on November 6th.  The Senate Executive Committee met with President McDavis and VP Decatur to discuss concerns about Anthem, the new CIO search, and the issue of whether to switch to a semester-based academic calendar.  Bernt said that the President has asked the Senate to begin discussions about whether or not to switch to semesters.  McDavis said that he is hearing that people want a decision made soon and that he will decide soon.  A lengthy discussion of the pros and cons of a semester-based calendar ensued.  D. Ingram said that the issue of cost should be taken into account before we can make a decision.  Ken Brown said that it was clear to him that there is no clear consensus on this issue among the faculty and wanted to know what kind of semester system would be implemented.  T. Sexton said that he thought that a formal survey of the faculty should be done.  J. Bender said that he was very much against switching to semesters because of the costs in faculty time that would be required.  J. Hinton said that a semester system would save time in the long run.  B. Debatin said that he believed that there is a need to get faculty more involved in the process and that the administration should be willing to redirect resources to help with the transition.  J. McLaughlin said that faculty members want to know what the workload is going to be in a semester-based system and that they are not going to get an answer to that from the President, but rather from the Deans.  J. Hinton said that in her opinion the quarter-based system does not allow for enough “reflection time” or for service projects.  K. Brown reiterated that a switch to a semester system would require an incredible amount of faculty time; for example, the Individual Course Committee of UCC would need to approve every course taught at the university.  D. Gulino said that it was his opinion that there will never be any strong consensus on this issue.  C. Bartone said that even if much work and time is required it will be worth it in the long run and the university should make the switch.  D. Ingram said that reports on cost-benefits analysis regarding switch to semesters are available in the Vision Ohio document.  The Senate took a straw vote on the issue:  25 senators were “for” switching to semesters; 13 were “against” switching to semesters; and 8 senators abstained from the vote.  
· Bernt presented a proposal by the Vision Ohio Interdisciplinary Implementation Team asking that an Interdisciplinary Council be created as a standing committee.  She said that the proposed Council would have 17 voting members, 10 of whom would be faculty members.  Ken Brown said that there should also be a standing committee (rather than an ad hoc committee) for benefits as well.  No objections to the formation of this proposed Council were raised.
· Bernt presented for second reading and vote a resolution regarding the disposition of resolutions passed by the Senate.  She explained revisions and additions since the first reading that addressed suggestions from Senators and input from the President and the Provost.  Some language was rewritten to provide more opportunity for flexibility.  M. Simpson, P. Coschigano and Ken Brown all suggested revisions in wording which were accepted as friendly amendments.  
MOTION:  P. Bernt called for a vote on the resolution.

PASSED UNANIMOUSLY ON A VOICE VOTE

A complete copy of the resolution as passed is included in Appendix B

________________________________________________________________________

IV.
Professional Relations Committee (PRC) – Norma Pecora
· Pecora reported that Provost Krendl was not going to sign the resolution regarding the Family Medical Leave Act on the advice of the Legal Affairs Office.  Pecora and P. Bernt will meet with Legal Affairs to determine the issues involved.

· Pecora led the Senate in a discussion of the draft of a resolution on sexual harassment policy.  She discussed the issues involved in the resolution, especially the need to match language in the Faculty Handbook with that of language in the Policy and Procedures document.
· Pecora led the Senate in a discussion of provisions regarding the grievance process as outlined in Section II.G. of the Handbook.  She said that PRC wants to codify language and make the section stronger.  She said that PRC will gather more information and will bring forward a resolution.  
____________________________________________________________________

V.
Finance and Facilities Committee (FFC) – Joe McLaughlin
· McLaughlin reported on a document handed out at the recent Budget Planning Council meeting regarding forecasted enrollment through 2011.  The freshman class is not projected to grow, but the forecast includes an increase in transfer students and in graduate enrollment.  This document is included in Appendix C, Item 2.
· McLaughlin noted that he and the members of the Executive Committee have been hearing complaints about the transition from Medical Mutual to Anthem as the university’s health care provider.  More specifically, Anthem appears to be paying less to providers, causing some concern that providers will drop out of the network.  The Senate will be asking faculty members to report any problems that they encounter.  McLaughlin will also be meeting with Greg Fialko to discuss some of the concerns he has been hearing.
________________________________________________________________________

VI.
Promotion & Tenure Committee (P&T) – Annette Graham
· Graham presented for first reading a resolution on Handbook language regarding UORC (formerly Regional Higher Education) reporting structure.  She discussed proposed changes to language in the Handbook and led a discussion of suggested changes to wording by Senate members.  The full text of the resolution is included in Appendix A
· Graham led a discussion of guiding principles regarding tenure-track faculty workload.  These guiding principles were formulated by a committee of three deans and three faculty members last spring and provide for a workload that is program specific.  Ken Brown inquired as to why a workload policy is needed.  Graham said that there is a policy in the Policy and Procedures Manual and P&T feels that the policy should be included in the Faculty Handbook rather than in the Policy and Procedures Manual.  A draft document of these guiding principles is included in Appendix C, Item 1.
________________________________________________________________________

VII.
Educational Policy and Student Affairs Committee (EPSA) – David Ingram
· Ingram presented for first reading a resolution affirming our commitment to academic integrity as a core value.  He discussed wording in a draft of the resolution, including changes in wording suggested by B. Debatin that were accepted as a friendly amendment.  The full text of the resolution is presented in Appendix A. 
VIII.
New Business
· B. Debatin expressed concern about the fact that OU is one of the few universities in the country with an open name search directory.  P. Bernt said that we are in fact not that unusual in this regard.
IX.
Adjournment
MOTION:  T. Flynn made a motion to adjourn the meeting (J. Hinton second)

PASSED UNANIMOUSLY ON A VOICE VOTE

The Chair adjourned the meeting at 9:30 p.m.

Respectfully submitted by Timothy G. Anderson, Secretary

Appendix A – Item 1
Promotion and Tenure Committee

November 13, 2006

Resolution Clarifying Language Regarding Regional Higher Education (University Outreach and Regional Campuses)
First Reading

Whereas the office of Regional Higher Education at Ohio University has been replaced by the office of University Outreach and Regional Campuses.

Whereas the position of Vice President for Regional Higher Education has been eliminated.

Whereas the Faculty Senate is striving to clarify Faculty Handbook language regarding promotion and tenure.

Be it resolved that:

The following language (boldface) will be inserted into the faculty handbook, strike through will be eliminated from the faculty handbook:

II.  Contracts

O.  Regional Campus University Outreach and Regional Campuses Faculty          Members 

1. Persons appointed to teaching positions at one of the regional campuses are members of the faculty of Ohio University under the terms and conditions of this Faculty Handbook.

2. At each regional campus there shall be one or more academic divisions. The faculty member designated to hold administrative responsibility for a division will have the title of division coordinator. The activities and responsibilities of the division (and its coordinator) shall be analogous to those of a department (and its chairperson).

3. Each appointment to a faculty position shall be designated for a specific campus and academic division as well as academic discipline (e.g., Assistant Professor of History, Division of Humanities, Lancaster Campus).

4. Where policies or procedures on the Athens campus call for action by a department (or chairperson), a dean, and the Provost, analogous procedures will be followed on each regional campus with action by the division (or coordinator), the regional campus dean, and the Vice President for Regional Higher Education  Provost.

5. Most part- and full-time Outreach and Regional Higher Education regional campus faculty members conduct instruction in courses that are the responsibility of Athens campus academic departments. It is the mutual responsibility of the department and the Outreach and Regional Higher Education regional campus faculty member to provide coordination and assure equivalence in course content and academic standards. In such cases, the following will also apply:

a. The initial appointment requires the approval of the Athens campus department; 

b. The faculty member may teach only those courses for which he/she is approved by the department; 

c. During consideration of advancement in rank or award of tenure, the appropriate academic division from the regional campus promotion and tenure advisory committee shall consult with the Athens department, and the department shall provide a written statement that must be included with the documents considered by the committee and others in the review process.
Appendix A – Item 2

Educational Policy and Student Affairs

Resolution Affirming Commitment to Academic Integrity

For first reading


Whereas recent events have highlighted the need for expanded vigilance regarding academic integrity at Ohio University; and,


Whereas the recent self-evaluation process that the university has undergone has identified continuous self-improvement as a cornerstone of its values; and,


Whereas academic integrity must be a  core value of any public institution that emphasizes academic achievement; and,


Whereas academic integrity prepares students to be honest workers, community members and citizens; and


Whereas academic integrity entails honesty in the face of continually changing technologies and social conditions; and,


Whereas the statement on professional ethics in the faculty handbook states that "Professors make every reasonable effort to foster honest academic conduct"...

Be it resolved that the Faculty of Ohio University are committed to the highest standards of academic integrity by modeling those standards in their scholarship, and by encouraging and enforcing those standards in the work of our students.

Appendix B
Executive Committee

November 13, 2006
Resolution Regarding Approval of Senate Resolutions

Passed
Whereas the Faculty Senate is an elected representative body that acts on behalf of all faculty on matters related to University planning, governance, and resource allocation, and

Whereas the Faculty Senate initiates policies related to University-wide academic matters and related to the rights and responsibilities of faculty members incident to their employment by the University, recommending their approval by the President through the Provost, and

Whereas the resolution process is the manner through which the Faculty Senate initiates changes to the Faculty Handbook, initiates changes in policies and procedures, curricular matters and other matters not reflected in the Handbook, and conveys Senate positions on issues of concern, and 

Whereas acceptance of Senate resolutions as demonstrated by signature of the Provost, as the designee of the President, is required for the resolutions to result in Handbook changes or in policy formulation, and

Whereas the Faculty Handbook is unclear regarding the process involved in the disposition of resolutions passed by the Faculty Senate, 

Be it resolved that Section VI.B.4.f.. be amended in the following manner to clarify the resolution process (new text underlined and in bold):  

VI.B.4.f.  The resolution process is the method most often used by the Senate in carrying out the functions specified in Article 3 of the Senate’s Constitution.  The Senate’s standing committees in formulating resolutions will engage in broad-based discussion, seeking input from Senators, constituents, and other interested parties..  No final action on a main motion or resolution introduced at a regular or special meeting may be taken at that same meeting.  This rule may be suspended by a two-thirds majority of those voting at any regular or special meeting.

Senate resolutions fall into three categories:  

· Resolutions of Position:  Such resolutions reflect the Senate’s position, or the “Sense of the Senate,” regarding a specific issue and do not require the signature of the Provost to be effective.  The Provost may sign the resolution as a reflection of support for the Senate’s position.
· Resolutions of Handbook Policy:  Such resolutions result in changes in Handbook provisions and require the signature of the Provost, as the President’s designee, to be effective.  The Provost shall respond to these resolutions by the date specified in the resolution, or within 60 days of the resolution’s passage if no date is specified, in one of three ways:  by signing the resolution; by stating in writing that the resolution will not be signed and explaining why it will not be signed; or by stating in writing the need for an extension of time to consider the resolution, after which a new date will be mutually agreed to in writing by the Provost and the  Senate Chair.  Should the Provost fail to respond at all within the time specified, or within 60 days of the resolution’s passage if no date is specified, the resolution will go into effect.  
· Resolutions of Non-Handbook Policy:  Such resolutions result in policies not involving provisions in the Handbook, such as matters covered in the policy and procedure manual, or matters of curriculum or other academic concerns.  Such resolutions require signature of the Provost, as the President’s designee, to be effective.  The Provost shall respond to these resolutions by the date specified in the resolution, or within 60 days of the resolution’s passage if no date is specified, in one of three ways:  by signing the resolution; by stating in writing that the resolution will not be signed and explaining why it will not be signed; or by stating in writing the need for an extension of time to consider the resolution, after which a new date will be mutually agreed to in writing by the Provost and the Senate Chair.  Should the Provost fail to respond at all within the time specified, or within 60 days of the resolution’s passage if no date is specified, the resolution will go into effect.  
Appendix C, Item 1
For Information

Principles Driving Workload Policies for Tenure Track Faculty 
at Ohio University

Committee Members:

Dennis Irwin, Chair

Chuck McWeeny

Greg Shepard

Phyllis Bernt

Caroline Cardenas

Annette Graham

As a comprehensive university that offers a broad range of undergraduate majors and a significant number of graduate programs, we recognize a need for faculty workloads to be flexible, both in their emphasis and over time.  Our academic programs are varied in their goals and missions and in the constituencies they serve.  As a result, our workload policy must enable academic programs to most effectively serve their constituencies (their students, the people of the state of Ohio, their academic discipline, etc.) within boundaries that are widely accepted by the Ohio academic community.

Actual teaching loads are adjusted depending on the participation of faculty in the following activities that are valued, at varying degrees, as appropriate parts of overall faculty activity.  The baseline workload for any college is that of a hypothetical tenure-track faculty member who is assigned teaching duties only.  It is improbable that a tenure-track faculty will have such a one-dimensional workload; the “teaching-only” model is simply a conceptual outline within which individual colleges and departments/schools can base more detailed workload policies.

Workload policies must be consistent with promotion and tenure guidelines and merit raise procedures.  They must also recognize the validity of negotiations with new faculty for temporary workload adjustments in order for programs to remain competitive in the recruiting environment for new faculty.

The following have been identified as being of concrete value to the Ohio community.  In recognition that different disciplines value these activities in varying degrees, it is necessary that a university-wide workload policy must be a framework within which each college may have its own framework and associated boundaries (e.g., a faculty member must teach at least 3 quarter hours per quarter in a particular college) but the actual workload for individual faculty members must be derived from a more detailed policy developed at the program or department/school level.  These detailed policies will, of course, exist within and adhere to the frameworks established at the college and university levels and must be approved at those levels.

Activities Valued as Elements of Faculty Workload

· Contact hours 

· Class sizes 

· Student credit hours or weighted student credit hours

· Course level (degree level)

· Graduate student advising

· Graduate committees

· Chairing graduate committees

· Undergraduate Advising

· University, college, department committees

· Service leadership

· Professional service; i.e., service to ones’ discipline

· Development activities

· Recruitment and retention activities

· Supervising PACE and other part-time student employees

· Program directors and grad chairs

· Lab development and maintenance

· Student organization advising

· Extracurricular activities or service

· Tutorials (HTC)

· Independent student project supervision

· Administrative service including interdisciplinary program directing or service

· Committee work (e.g., searches, admissions, curriculum)

· Accreditation support

· Mentoring students and other faculty

· Sponsored research

· Research or creative activity with measurable results (performances, publications, proposals for grants, etc.)

· Outreach activities

· Contribution to the first-year student experience

· Clinical activities

· Supervising student teachers

Issues that Either Lessen or Increase the Value of Certain Activities

· TA support or lack thereof

· Other forms of compensation for, say grad chair, dilute credit toward course load reduction

· There are minimums of teaching, scholarship/research, and service.

· Workload negotiated periodically or as a result of career changes or life issues

· New faculty may receive modified workload assignments

· Stages of career should influence acceptable “mix”

· Overload contracts considered; i.e., it is unlikely that a faculty member receiving additional compensation for a course delivered on a regional campus would be allowed to count that course when requesting an adjusted workload

What our peers do:

University of Connecticut, Unionized. Has a “Policy on Faculty Professional Responsibilities” which is a statement of general workload categories (e.g., teaching, research and creative activity, and service), general non-quantitative expectations of faculty activity in those areas, and what is valued in those areas; e.g., advising is valued in the teaching category. Authority for workload assignment is at the department or college level.

Indiana University-Bloomington
, Unionization unknown. The School of Education (similar to our College of Education) has a “Policy for Workload Decisions”.  The departments set criteria and process but the dean reviews those criteria and the process for equity and academic integrity. Further, the policy sets forth what amount to guiding principles; e.g., “Discretionary decisions to adjust the teaching load of individual faculty should be revenue neutral for the program and the department.”

University of Delaware, Unionized.  Departments have their own workload policies; however, the university’s Faculty Handbook implies that an appropriate workload for a teaching only faculty member is 12 credit hours per semester

University of Missouri-Columbia, Non-union. The College of Human Environmental Sciences has a quantitative workload policy based on 12 credit hours per semester with teaching load credits assigned for other duties (e.g., new course development, graduate student advising, etc.).  Evidently, the 12 hours is applicable only to faculty paid 100% from instructional funds (i.e., not from grants or contracts).  It is unclear what applies for faculty members who have parts of their salaries paid from grants or contracts.

University of New Hampshire, Unionized.  There does not appear to be a faculty workload policy.

University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill, Non-union. The workload policy is essentially a monitoring scheme.  However, UNC does subscribe to 4 courses per year as the standard workload for a Research I university on the old Carnegie classification system and 5 courses per year for Doctoral I universities.  Research II is not mentioned.  Course reductions are made at the discretion of department chairs and deans for a variety of time consuming and commendable activities.

Washington State University, Non-union.  No workload policy was found.

University of Tennessee
, Non-union.  Workload for a teaching only faculty member is 12 credit hours per semester.  Reductions can be made by department heads for advising, research, etc.

Clemson University, Non-union.  Workload is 9-12 credit hours per semester with reductions possible for research, heavy service, unusually large classes,etc. Evidently, the department authorizes reductions.

Auburn University, Non-union.  Teaching only workload is 12 credit hours per quarter.  However, adjustments to teaching load are made based on contact hour equivalencies (defined in their policy for a number of different activities).  
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Finance and Facilities Committee, November 13, 2006
	
	Past
	
	Preliminary
Current
	
	Projected
	
	Planned
	

	
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	
	2006
	
	2007
	
	2008
	2009
	2010
	2011
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	  Freshman
	3,778
	3,703
	3,672
	3,795
	4,164
	
	4,084
	
	4,125
	
	4,125
	4,125
	4,125
	4,125
	

	  Transfer
	488
	508
	470
	463
	469
	
	438
	
	475
	
	500
	550
	600
	650
	

	  Other New
	906
	836
	809
	789
	720
	
	720
	
	725
	
	725
	725
	725
	725
	

	Retention Increase*
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	
	0
	
	34
	
	97
	182
	286
	405
	

	  Continuing
	11,523
	11,807
	11,844
	11,593
	11,408
	
	11,315
	
	11,180
	
	11,139
	10,997
	10,886
	10,816
	

	Undergraduate
	16,695
	16,854
	16,795
	16,640
	16,761
	
	16,557
	
	16,539
	
	16,586
	16,579
	16,622
	16,721
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Master's
	2,754
	2,855
	2,516
	2,305
	2,342
	
	2,403
	
	2,420
	
	2,525
	2,640
	2,755
	2,755
	

	Doctoral
	589
	602
	663
	719
	762
	
	780
	
	780
	
	800
	810
	820
	820
	

	Graduate**
	3,343
	3,457
	3,179
	3,024
	3,104
	
	3,183
	
	3,200
	
	3,325
	3,450
	3,575
	3,575
	

	Medical
	423
	433
	425
	428
	430
	
	434
	
	434
	
	434
	434
	434
	434
	

	Total
	20,461
	20,744
	20,399
	20,092
	20,295
	
	20,174
	
	20,173
	
	20,345
	20,463
	20,631
	20,730
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	*Increase freshman retention one percent each year.

	**Athens graduate enrollment now includes graduate students at all Ohio University locations
  College of Business International Programs (CBIP) were added beginning 2005.
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