Ohio University Faculty Senate Meeting Minutes
Regular Meeting

Monday, November 14, 2005

Margaret M. Walter Hall, Room 235

________________________________________________________________________

The chair called the meeting to order at 7:15 p.m.
In Attendance:
Arts and Sciences: T. Anderson, K. Brown, C. Coski, D. Drabold, J. Duerr, S. Gradin, D. Ingram, D. Lassiter, S. Lopez, M. McMills, D. Miles, M. Morris, S. Reilly, S. Sarnoff, K. Uhalde, J. Wilcox
Business: L. Hoshower (sub. For D. Deeter), W. Gist, J. Roberson
Communication: P. Bernt, B. Debatin, J. Miller, R. Stewart

Education: V. Conley, T. Leinbaugh

Engineering: D. Gulino, T. Hale, H. Pasic, T. Sexton

Fine Arts: A. Reilly, M. Scott, D. Thomas
Health and Human Services: A. Graham, D. Matthews, R. Mittelstaedt

Osteopathic Medicine: P. Coschigano, M. Simpson
Group II: M. Thomas, D. Young

Chillicothe: V. Parker

Eastern: T. Flynn

Lancaster: J. Becker, K. Heineman

Southern: M. Crawford

Zanesville: J. Benson, R. Shriver

Excused: C. Cardenas
Absent: T. Young, D. Stroh

________________________________________________________________________

Overview of the Meeting
I.  
Associate Provost Martin Tuck
II.  
Roll Call and Approval of October 17, 2005, Minutes

III.
Chair’s Report – Phyllis Bernt

a. Faculty Groups

i.  Overview of practices at peer institutions and at other universities in     Ohio – informational materials

ii. Report on meeting with chairs and directors – Madeleine Scott
iii. Next steps

IV.
Educational Policy and Student Affairs (EPSA) Committee – Ken Brown

a. Response to Senate Bill 24 compromise – resolution for first reading

b. Changes to Gen Ed Council and to UCC to address General Education – resolution for second reading and for vote

c. Notification methods regarding final examination schedule – resolution for first reading

d. Admissions data – informational materials

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

a. Gaps in the current promotion and tenure process – informational materials

VI.
Professional Relations (P&T) Committee – J. Duerr (for Carolyn Cardenas)


a. Academic freedom in the classroom – resolution for second reading and vote

VII.
Finance and Facilities (FFC) Committee – Steve Reilly


a. Faculty salaries – resolution for first reading

VIII.
New Business

IX.
Adjournment

________________________________________________________________________

Minutes of the Meeting
I.  Associate Provost Tuck
As President McDavis and Provost Krendl were attending the annual meeting of the National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges in Washington, D.C., Associate Provost Tuck presented a report to the Senate consisting of two informational updates:

1. Admissions
Tuck reported that the total number of applications is up 181 from last year; the total number of students admitted is up 22.  The number of applications in the Honors Tutorial College is down this year and at this point the reasons for this are still unclear.  The number of applications in Business and Health and Human Services increased significantly.  

2. Vision Ohio
Tuck reported that Provost Krendl has thus far been involved in 30 discussion sessions on campus in order to discuss Vision Ohio.  Over 400 faculty members have been involved in these meetings and all of the teams have been chaired or co-chaired by faculty members.  The “comment period” is now completed and the implementation process is now in its beginning stages.  The resource budgeting team will offer a series of informational meetings in order to continue the discussion with respect to the Vision Ohio.
Questions for Tuck:
· T. Flynn inquired as to whether faculty will be involved in determining how the 1% merit salary increase will be distributed.  Tuck responded by saying that the various colleges have been given “quite a bit of leeway” in this regard.
· R. Stewart asked if Tuck had heard talk of rebasing with respect to Vision Ohio budgeting plans.  Tuck answered, “Not to my knowledge.”
________________________________________________________________________
II. Roll Call and Approval of the October 17, 2005, Meeting Minutes
MOTION: M. Scott made a motion to approve the October 17 minutes (T. Sexton second)

PASSED UNANIMOUSLY ON A VOICE VOTE

________________________________________________________________________

III. Chair’s Report – Phyllis Bernt
1.  Report on Executive Committee Meeting with Chairs and Directors
Madeleine Scott presented a report on the Senate Executive Committee’s meeting with the Chairs and Directors Council on November 7 regarding issues and concerns surrounding faculty categories (Scott’s complete report is included in the appendices of these minutes).
Questions for Scott:
· D. Young observed that according to the Faculty Handbook, Group III faculty can only be hired for six consecutive quarters.  He asked if this was true in practice.
· A. Reilly commented that School of Music has special needs in this regard with respect to music teachers.

· M. Scott replied by noting that these are precisely the kinds of issues that the chairs and directors deemed problematic.

2.  Presentation of Informational Material with Regard to Contingent Faculty Practices at Peer Institutions and Other Universities in Ohio
Phyllis Bernt presented informational material and data about faculty categories at Ohio University’s peer institutions and at other universities in Ohio (Bernt’s complete report is included in the appendices of these minutes).
Questions for Bernt:
· M. Thomas asked if the universities included in the report make heavy use of retired faculty.  Bernt said that she was not able to ascertain this from the various websites consulted.  V. Conley said that she believed many institutions do indeed use retired faculty but this is a rather recent development and websites are most likely not up to date with regard to this issue.
· D. Young commented that several Group II faculty members have devoted many years of their career to Ohio University and that putting a time limit on their terms of contract would be a “bitter pill to swallow.”  Bernt responded by saying that this is indeed true, but that we need to look at the structure of the faculty, identify issues with respect to that structure, and then tackle those problems and issues.  These issues include questions relating to promotion and tenure, rolling contracts and the desired profile of the faculty given the goals of the university.  Other issues include the role of clinical faculty, workloads for part-time faculty, compensation, promotion and titles of non-tenure-track faculty and time limitations for fixed-term non-tenure-track appointments.  She said it is clear from discussions with chairs and directors that there is ambiguity as to rules, procedures, and classification regarding non-tenure-track faculty.
· J. Wilcox asked how closely other institutions stick to their own rules.  Bernt said it is not easy to tell but it is obvious that other universities are struggling with the same issues we are.
· D. Thomas asked which Ohio universities are unionized.  Bernt replied Kent State, Cincinnati, Toledo, and Cleveland State.

· M. Thomas said that the issue of regional higher education needs to be addressed as well.

· M. Simpson asked if the administration could nullify our work in these matters once it is completed.  Bernt said she wants to undertake an effort that gets as much ‘buy-in’ and involves as many groups as possible in order to avoid such a turn of events.

3.  Next Steps
Bernt presented a series of steps and a timeline for addressing these faculty classification issues.  These steps will involve focus groups, faculty groups, and faculty at the regional campuses (the full text of these steps and the timeline is included in the appendices to these minutes).
Discussion:
· T. Flynn argued that language should be drafted before it is presented to faculty groups for discussion.
· M. Thomas thought that Regional Higher Education should not be involved at the beginning of this process.

· D. Young said that time might be better spent addressing one or two bigger issues rather than the whole issue of faculty group classification.

· D. Thomas argued that we should start with #5 on Bernt’s list first and then take it to the deans, president, and provost.

· J. Wilcox said that we should start drafting language early in the process

· K. Uhalde agreed with D. Young that we should start with two or three big principles before we start talking with the administration.
· A. Graham countered that we need to look at the whole and not consider the project in a piecemeal fashion.
· D. Young said that this is a “mess 30 years in the making,” and that if we try to correct it in three or four months we are going to make mistakes.

· B. Debatin argued that we need to have a clear position and clear principles defined before we begin the process.
· P. Bernt said that she will send out e-mails during December to poll Senate members about what they feel are the most important issues and then we will proceed from there.

The next scheduled regular Faculty Senate meeting is January 9, 2006 in Margaret M. Walter Hall, Room 235 at 7:00 p.m.
________________________________________________________________________

IV. EPSA – Ken Brown
1.  Final Exam Schedule

Brown admonished all Senators to adhere to the published final exam schedule and to encourage their colleagues to do the same.

2.  Admission Criteria
Brown presented admission criteria employed at Ohio University for informational purposes.  He noted that the university does not have admission “requirements,” but rather admission “guidelines.”  These are:  1) top 30% of high school class with an ACT score of 21 or SAT score of 990; 2) top 50% of high school class with an ACT score of 23 or SAT score of 1060.  He noted that for a variety of reasons (including different local admission guidelines) some students who do not meet these guidelines are admitted anyway.  Further, some colleges and schools have their own selective admission “guidelines.”
3.  Resolution on Notification Methods for Final Exam Schedule – For First Reading
Brown presented a resolution that would allow the registrar to use electronic mail, as well as campus mail, to inform faculty of the final examination schedule (the full text of the resolution is included in the appendices).
MOTION: T. Flynn moved to suspend the rules and vote on the resolution as presented (R. Shriver second).
PASSED UNANIMOUSLY ON A VOICE VOTE

MOTION: K. Brown moved to approve the resolution as presented.

PASSED UNANIMOUSLY ON A VOICE VOTE

4.  Resolution on Changes to the Gen Ed Council and to the UCC to Address General Education – For Second Reading and Vote
Brown presented a resolution that would disband the General Education Council (which had been created as part of the unimplemented General Education plan), move responsibility for General Education oversight to the UCC, and expand UCC membership to accommodate this shift in responsibility (the full text of the resolution is included in the appendices).
· M. Scott asked if six additional members would be added to the UCC as a result of this resolution.  D. Ingram answered that this is correct.

MOTION: K. Brown moved to approve the resolution

PASSED UNANIMOUSLY ON A VOICE VOTE

5.  Response to Senate Bill 24 Compromise – For First Reading
Brown presented for first reading a resolution that would establish a student grievance procedure in response to Senate Bill 24.  As part of this grievance procedure, a statement emphasizing the importance of academic freedom and the duties and responsibilities of both students and faculty in maintaining academic freedom would be developed and widely disseminated (the full text of the resolution is included in the appendices).

Discussion:
· M. Morris said that she had “serious problems” with the first sentence in which it states that the instructor has full responsibility for the content of the course.  K. Brown said that the final decision on this would be made by five faculty peers, not the administration or legislators.  The language is meant to protect the right to have this determined by academics, not other groups.
· M. Scott asked what the procedure would be in the case of a course that is not instructor-specific.  Brown answered that the language in the resolution says that it is the instructor who is responsible for course content.
· B. Debatin stated that he believes this could create severe problems from the professor’s viewpoint.
· P. Bernt reminded everyone that an appeals process is available to faculty as well as to students.

· K. Uhalde worried that the language in the resolution is such that there is no disincentive for making a false appeal.  Brown argued that this is not true given that the language in the resolution says that there are consequences for making a frivolous appeal.

· D. Descutner asked about EPSA’s progress on Tier II Gen Ed requirements and Tier III courses.  Brown said that the situation with Tier III is much better this term because EPSA struck down instructor-specific courses and allowed departmental capstone courses to count towards Tier III credit.  
________________________________________________________________________

V. P&T Committee – Annette Graham
1. Presentation of Material Regarding Gaps in Current Promotion and Tenure Processes

A. Graham continued a discussion begun at the last Senate meeting regarding gaps in the promotion and tenure appeal process.  The Faculty Handbook is unclear regarding specific steps that should be taken when an appeal is granted at various stages in the appeal process.  She reported that the committee will begin drafting language in January to address these gaps and will begin to bring resolutions to the floor of the Senate soon after.  

Questions for Graham:
· R. Shriver said that there are questions about this process at the regional campuses.  He asked about the involvement of the Vice President for Regional Higher Education at the Provost level.  Graham said that in one section of the Handbook the language states that he/she is not involved in the process, but that in another section he/she is.  These are precisely the kinds of gaps in language that the committee is addressing.

________________________________________________________________________

VI. PRC Committee – Janet Duerr (for Carolyn Cardenas)
1.  Resolution on Academic Freedom in the Classroom – For Second Reading and Vote

Duerr presented a resolution that would modernize the Faculty Handbook language related to academic freedom in the classroom (the full text of the resolution is included in the appendices).

MOTION: J. Duerr moved to approve the resolution
PASSED UNANIMOUSLY ON A VOICE VOTE

________________________________________________________________________

VII. FFC Committee – Steve Reilly
Reilly noted that he has corrected the total compensation numbers in the document presented at the October 17th meeting and that the minutes will be updated to include these corrections.

1.  Resolution on Faculty Salary Increases – For First Reading

Reilly presented a resolution regarding faculty salaries that asks that faculty raise pools be adequate to reflect faculty contributions and performance.  Reilly also presented data regarding the university’s resource allocations and measures of “success” and performance.  These data form the basis of the resolution (the full text of the resolution is included in the appendices).

________________________________________________________________________

VIII. New Business
· Concern was expressed by several members of the Senate with respect to the plans for background checks on all new hires, including internal hires.  Concern was expressed over the fact that the Senate has not heretofore been informed of this.  It was generally agreed that Senate should be involved with this matter.

________________________________________________________________________

IX. Adjournment
MOTION:  T. Hale motioned to adjourn the meeting (K. Brown second)

MOTION UNANIMOUSLY PASSED ON A VOICE VOTE

The meeting adjourned at 10:10 p.m.

Respectfully Submitted,

Timothy G. Anderson, Secretary
Appendix A, Item 1
FINANCE & FACILITIES COMMITTEE

RESOLUTION FOR REAL FACULTY SALARY INCREASES

FOR FIRST READING

November 14, 2005

Whereas, the president's recent bonus highlights the Board of Trustees strong desire to reward performance and, 

Whereas, the faculty teaching load from 1998-2004 has remained high (Group I faculty/ undergraduate student ratio unchanged at ~22.3) and effectively constant (Group I WSCH = -1.7%) yet has accommodated a 4.5% increase in student undergraduate enrollment and,

Whereas, faculty research activity during this time has increased over 60%, with average research funding per Group I faculty member increasing from $46,570 to $71,363 and,

Whereas, during this period, excellence in faculty teaching and mentorship has resulted in a record number of nationally competitive student academic awards, placing Ohio University as the academic leader in Ohio, in the MAC, and among our institutional peers, except for the University of North Carolina and,

Whereas, despite this evidence of excellent faculty performance and a 46% increase in operating funds, faculty raise pools have lagged inflation from 1998 to 2004 by an accumulative 1.4%, which means that the University has cut the cost of operations by cutting faculty salaries an average $953 per Group I faculty member, resulting in,

2004 OU Group I faculty salaries averaging $7924 below regional, public doctoral institutions, and ranking next to last (10 of 11) among our chosen institutional peers (on average $7742 below peer average in 2003), therefore, 

Let it be resolved that, instead of cutting faculty salaries, Ohio University compensate its faculty for their high level of performance in teaching and research by funding annual faculty salary raise pools that, not only meet annual inflation (which has averaged 3.36% since 1998), but provide real merit increases at least equal to those provided to upper administrators (which have averaged 2.36% over inflation since 1998).   


Appendix A, Item 2
Educational Policy and Student Affairs Committee

Resolution Regarding Academic Rights and Responsibilities

November 14, 2005

For first reading

Whereas the Inter-University Council of Ohio has adopted a resolution on Academic Rights and Responsibilities; and

Whereas the Inter-University Council of Ohio’s resolution recognizes that “The responsibility to judge the merits of competing academic ideas rests with colleges and universities and is determined by reference to the standards of the academic profession as established by the community of scholars at each institution;” and

Whereas the Inter-University Council of Ohio’s resolution further recognizes that debates regarding complex and difficult issues should be held in an open, tolerant and civil environment in which the “policies that protect students’ rights should not cast doubt on professors’ academic freedom;” and

Whereas the Inter-University Council of Ohio’s resolution states clearly that, “Academic freedom of faculty and the academic freedom of students and their institutions are essential and complementary elements of successful education;” and 

Whereas the Inter-University Council of Ohio’s resolution asks universities to assure that they have campus grievance procedures in place that recognize and foster respect for the diversity of ideas;

Be it resolved that, representatives of EPSA and the PRC, as well as representatives of the Student Senate, will work with the Provost to draft a statement articulating the importance of academic freedom to the educational environment at Ohio University, and that such a statement should clearly articulate not just the rights, but also the responsibilities of students and faculty regarding academic freedom; and

Be it further resolved that this statement will be based on the AAUP language currently in the Faculty Handbook; will be endorsed by the Faculty Senate and by the Student Senate; and will be included in the Faculty Handbook, University Catalogs, Student Handbooks, and other materials having to do with students’ rights and responsibilities; and 

Be it further resolved that a procedure for filing grievances regarding academic rights and responsibilities be established by the following changes to section IV.C.3 of the Faculty Handbook:  (strikethrough = deletion, boldface = addition)

Section IV.C.3 Grade Appeals of Academic Matters (including grades)
           1. The instructor assigned to a class has full responsibility for the content of the course and for grading, subject to the appeal process described in this section. In unusual circumstances (e.g., death, incapacity, or indefinite inaccessibility of the instructor) the departmental chairperson is responsible for the final grade, subject to appeal by the student to the dean as described in this section.
           2. A student appealing a grade an academic matter (see sections I.A.2.a, I.A.2.b, and I.A.3.b), including a grade, must make a concerted effort to resolve the matter with the instructor of the course. Failing such a resolution, the student may appeal the grade to the department chair or school director. The chair/director must attempt a resolution acceptable to both the student and the instructor but in the case of a grade appeal, does not have the authority to change the grade. The department chair or director may enlist departmental grievance procedures to assist in resolving the grade appeal at the departmental level. If the resolution at the departmental level is unsuccessful within the quarter following submission of the grade and the student wishes to pursue the appeal further, the chair/director shall forward the appeal to the dean of the college for action. If the chair/director is the instructor, the student appeals directly to the dean.
           3. The burden of proof for an grade change appeal is on the student, except in those cases involving charges of academic dishonesty. If the dean concludes that the student has insufficient grounds for an appeal, there can be no further appeal by the student. If the dean concludes that sufficient grounds do exist for an appeal, the dean shall appoint a faculty committee of five members from the college to consider the case. For a grade appeal, iIf a majority on the committee decide that the grade should be changed and the instructor does not accept the recommendation, the committee can authorize the Registrar to change the grade. If a majority on the committee decide that the grade should not be changed, that decision shall stand. The decision of the committee is not subject to further appeal. In appeal cases in which the dean is the instructor, the role of the dean will be assumed by the Provost. In those appeal cases involving courses taught by faculty from more than one college, the Dean of University College will review the appeal and, if necessary, appoint the appeals committee. For an appeal of an academic matter other than a grade, the committee shall determine the outcome, including any consequences for the instructor or the student.  
Appendix B, Item 1
Educational Policy and Student Affairs Committee

Resolution Regarding the Final Exam Schedules
November 14, 2005

Passed
Whereas certain sections of the Faculty Handbook bind officials to communicating with faculty by campus mail; and

Whereas in certain instances electronic mail is sufficient and more convenient for such communications;

Be it resolved that Section IV.C.1 of the Faculty Handbook be revised as follows (additions in boldface)

    IV.C.1. Final Examinations

          The schedule of final examinations is prepared by the Scheduling Office and each faculty member receives a copy through the campus mail or by electronic mail. Deviations from this schedule can be made only with prior approval of the dean of the college and must be cleared with the Scheduling Office.
Appendix B, Item 2
Educational Policy and Student Affairs Committee

Resolution Regarding the General Education Council

November 14, 2005
Passed

Whereas, the Faculty Senate created the General Education Council in order to implement a specific new General Education program, and

Whereas, a decision was made not to implement that General Education program, and

Whereas, the Faculty Senate seeks to establish a process that will deal with future reviews of the current General Education program in an effective and timely manner, 

Be it resolved that:

1.  The General Education Council be disbanded,  

2.  Implementation and maintenance of General Education should be done by the University Curriculum Council through the work of the Individual Course Committee, and 

3.  Six additional faculty members shall be added to the University Curriculum Council in order to facilitate this mandate.  

Changes to the Faculty Handbook required:

Alter section VII.B as follows (omit strike-outs, add boldface)

The University Curriculum Council, a statutory body established by the Faculty Senate in order to discharge the Faculty Senate's responsibilities with respect to curricular matters, is the final organization in a system of committees composed of departmental curriculum committees, college curriculum committees, and the University Curriculum Council itself. The function of the University Curriculum Council is to make recommendations in curricular matters that include, but are not necessarily limited to, the following:

   1.  addition, relocation, and deletion of academic programs and degrees;

   2.  the schedule of program review and the review process itself;

   3.  after formal review, the quality and priority of existing academic programs;

   4.  addition, deletion, and changes in courses;

   5.  academic program or department name changes and addition, deletion, and changes of master curriculum file prefixes, and major codes; and

   6.  academic requirements;

   7.  implementation and maintenance of the General Education program.

The University Curriculum Council's has a plurality of three??? faculty. Its membership consists of:
1.  24 30 faculty members, among whom are all members of the Educational Policy and Student Affairs Committee of the Faculty Senate, the Vice Chairperson of the Faculty Senate, and the Chairperson of the Graduate Council;
2.   the Deans of the Colleges of Arts and Sciences, Business, Communication, Education, Engineering and Technology, Fine Arts, Health and Human Services, and Osteopathic Medicine; the Dean of University College; the Dean of the Honors Tutorial College; the Director of the Center for International Studies; and the Associate Provost for  Graduate Studies;

   3.   one regional campus dean, chosen by said deans as their representative;

   4.   a member of the Alden Library staff;

   5.   five undergraduate students and two graduate students; and

   6.   a non-voting representative of the Provost's Office.

Omit Section VII.C in its entirety (and renumber the following sections)

C. General Education Council

The General Education Council reviews, coordinates and serves as an advocate for general education at Ohio University. The Council has responsibility for standards, oversight and evaluation of the General Education Program. The Council is concerned with addition, deletion, change and periodic review of all general education course offerings and with review and revision of general education and policies. The Council initiates, review sand recommends University-wide policy and new directions for general education.

Recommendations of the General Education Council are sent to the University Curriculum Council for approval.

The composition of the Council shall be as follows:

    * Faculty : Ten, including the Chair of the Council.

      In addition to the Chair, there shall be two faculty representatives from the College of Arts and Sciences and one faculty representative form the following colleges: Business, Communication, Education, Engineering and Technology, Fine Arts and Health and Human Services. There shall be one faculty representative from the regional campuses.

    * Students: Two undergraduates, at large.

    * Administrators: The Associate Provost for Undergraduate Studies (non-voting) and a University College staff person (non-voting) as appropriate.

Appendix B, Item 3
Professional Relations Committee

RESOLUTION ON ACADEMIC FREEDOM IN CLASSROOM

November 14, 2005

Passed

I.  Whereas, the entry in the Faculty Handbook regarding academic freedom in the classroom (I.A.3.b.) currently states:  “Teachers are entitled to freedom in the classroom in discussing their subject, but they should be careful not to introduce into their teaching controversial matter, which has no relation to their subject.”
And

Whereas, this statement dating from the 1940 AAUP guidelines is outmoded and does not adequately express the current need for diverse instructional approaches, while maintaining principles of academic freedom responsibly

And

Whereas, “the intent of the statement is not to discourage what is "controversial”, since controversy is at the heart of the free academic inquiry and which the entire statement is designed to foster.” (AAUP **) 

the above statement should therefore be replaced with the following AAUP recommendation:

Teachers are entitled to freedom in the classroom in discussing their subject, but “they should avoid persistently intruding material which has no relation to their subject.” (AAUP**)

II. Whereas, the passage further continues with outdated language regarding religion in the following statement: “Limitations of academic freedom because of religious or other aims of the institution should be clearly stated in writing at the time of the appointment”. (I.A.3.b. Handbook and AAUP*) 

And

Whereas, “most church-related institutions no longer need or desire the departure from the principle of academic freedom implied in the 1940 AAUP Statement, and AAUP does not now endorse such a departure” (AAUP**).

The above statement should be removed from the Handbook without reference to religion or limitations of academic freedom.

(Current Language of I.A.3.b:  All teachers are entitled to freedom in the classroom in discussing their subject, but they should be careful not to introduce into their teaching controversial matter that has no relation to their subject. Limitations of academic freedom because of religious or other aims of the institution should be clearly stated in writing at the time of the appointment.)

(Proposed Language:  All teachers are entitled to freedom in the classroom in discussing their subject, but they should avoid persistently intruding material which has no relation to their subject.)

*http://www.aaup.org/statements/Redbook/1940stat.htm
**http://www.aaup.org/statements/SpchState/Statements/comaclass.htm

Appendix C, Item 1

For Information

Finance and Facilities Committee

Data Regarding Ohio University Resource Allocations, 1998-2004

FACULTY VS. ATHLETIC & UPPER ADMINISTRATION SALARY INCREASES 1998-2004
	
	Salary 
	Change
	
	Total
	Inflation Adjusted
	

	Administrator
	1998
	2004
	Increase
	% Increase
	% Increase (-22%)
	

	Football coach 
	125000
	156000
	31000
	25
	3
	

	Basketball coach
	108527
	161522
	52995
	49
	27
	

	Athletics director
	101400
	138300
	36900
	36
	14
	

	
	
	
	Mean:
	37%
	15%
	Annual Merit = 2.36%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	President
	213200
	276400
	63200
	30
	8
	

	Provost
	156500
	199000
	42500
	27
	5
	

	VP Research
	103000
	155000
	52000
	50
	28
	

	VP Administration
	131550
	182500
	50950
	39
	17
	

	Dir. Legal Affairs
	107500
	149700
	42200
	39
	17
	

	
	
	
	Mean:
	37%
	15%
	Annual Merit = 2.36%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	Mean All:
	37%
	15%
	Annual Merit = 2.36%

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	Group 1 Faculty
	
	
	
	20.6
	-1.4%
	Annual Merit =-0.23%


	Source: OU Contract Salary Listing (OU Archives) 

Bureau of Labor Statistics – Midwest Region Towns < 50,000, Mean inflation 3.36% per year

OU Faculty Raise Pools 1998-2004
	


INCREASES IN FACULTY RESEARCH FUNDING 1998-2004
	
	
	
	
	Total

	
	1998
	2004
	Increase
	% Increase

	Research Grants
	17,556,320
	29,922,316
	12,365,996
	70.4

	Total OU grants and contracts funding 
	35,253,550
	56,448,586
	21,195,036
	60.1

	Group 1 Faculty
	757
	791
	34
	4.5

	Funding/ faculty as a metric of faculty performance*
	46,570
	71,363
	24,793
	53.2

	
	
	
	
	


*Note we understand that some portion of grants and contracts are awarded to non – faculty. 

Source: OU Fact Book June 2005
OHIO UNIVERSITY RESOURCE ALLOCATION IN TERMS OF
PERCENT CHANGE IN BUDGETED FTE’S
FROM 1998-2004
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Source: Ohio University Fact Book, June 2005
Appendix C, Item 2

For Information

Faculty Senate  -  Finance and Facilities Committee  -  October 2005 -REVISED

Ohio University Athens Group I Faculty
2004 Salary & Total Compensation differences from national, regional, & peer institutions.
	
	
	Salary
	
	
	Total Compensation
	
	

	Comparison
	Full
	Assoc
	Assist
	
	Full
	Assoc
	Assist

	Nat Publ Doct
	97948
	68576
	58310
	
	122591
	87572
	74706

	E.N. Central (OH,IL,IN,WI,MI)
	102591
	70474
	59147
	
	128616
	91520
	77049

	Peer Mean (03-04)
	93737
	67520
	57131
	
	na
	na
	na

	Rank of 11 in Peer Group (03-04)
	10
	9
	11
	
	
	
	

	OH Doct
	89632
	65361
	53613
	
	114102
	85394
	70846

	OU
	88150
	65893
	54396
	
	113079
	87550
	74363

	Rank (out of 10 OH Doct)
	6
	4
	2
	
	5
	4
	3

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Dollar Differentials to AVERAGE
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	OU to Nat. Publ. Doct. mean
	-9798
	-2683
	-3914
	
	-9512
	-22
	-343

	Benefits Compensation difference
	
	
	
	
	+286
	+2661
	+3571

	OU to Region mean
	-14441
	-4581
	-4751
	
	-15537
	-3970
	-2686

	Benefits Compensation difference
	
	
	
	
	-1096
	+611
	+2065

	OU to Peer mean
	-5587
	-1627
	-2735
	
	
	
	

	OU to OH Doct mean
	-1482
	532
	783
	
	-1023
	+2156
	+3517

	Benefits Compensation difference
	
	
	
	
	+459
	+1624
	+2734


Nat Publ Doct: 2004-5 National Public Doctoral Institutions

E.N. Central (OH,IL,IN,WI,MI): 2004-5 East North Central Regional Public Doctoral Institutions 

Peer Mean (2003-2004): Delaware, Connecticut, NC– Chapel Hill, Indiana, Missouri, New Hampshire, Tennessee, Clemson, Auburn, OU, Washington State.

OH Doct: 2004-5 Ohio universities with doctoral programs: Akron, Bowling Green, Cincinnati, Cleveland State, Kent State, Miami, Ohio State, Ohio, Toledo, Wright State. 

Sources: 

· National and regional data: Academe March-April 2005, p. 33,35 (Survey Report Tables 4 & 6)

· OU Peer data: OU Peer Study 2004 (03-04 data):  www.ohiou.edu/instres/univ/peerstudy
· Ohio Doctoral Universities data (AAUP data) IN: 

  2004-5 Ohio Universities Faculty Salary Survey: http://hr.osu.edu/miar/ohfacsal05.pdf (OSU)

  2004-5 Ohio University Faculty Salary Study: www.ohiou.edu/instres/faculty/AAUP0405.pdf
OU faculty salaries in relation to inflation: 

Estimated OU salary change in relation to inflation for a Salary of $50,000 from 1998-2004 (Inflation calculation is from Bureau of Labor statistics calculator and the OU salary is from the compounded increases of OU contract salary raises during this period:

1998


  2004

Inflation:

$50,000

$60,982

w/OU Contract raises



$60, 131 
-1.4% below inflation

Based on this example, on average OU salaries are 1.4% below inflation which means that has been no merit increase in 6 years.  
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Report by Madeleine Scott on the Executive Committee 

Meeting with the Chairs and Directors Council

CDC & faculty classification issues

Chairs and Directors Council met with the Faculty Senate Executive Council on November 7 to discuss faculty rank and classification issues.   Senate Chair Bernt and PRC Chair Cardenas shared the research that had been done to date on the matter and solicited the perspective of the CDC.   About 20 members attended the meeting and participated in the discussion.

CDC noted that if there are rules intended to guide the process of determining classification and rank for non tenure track individuals, they are not uniformly practiced, understood or widely known.  This makes it difficult for Chairs and Directors to operate fairly, effectively and appropriately to meet the unique needs of their departments and address the equitable treatment of all individuals.  

CDC members said that the current structure of Group assignment on appointment does not accommodate unique departmental needs. Assignment of FTE to positions is arbitrary and should be standardized, but that such standardization should recognize the unique needs of departments.  There are features of the existing Group I-IV practices that are too loose and others that are too restrictive.  An overhaul of the system seems in order. 

C & D said efforts should be undertaken to determine which practices are common to the various faculty groups in matters such as promotions and annual evaluation, determination of rank and title, as well as teaching assignment and service obligations.  Issues related to rank assignment, annual reviews, should decided by the tenure-track faculty. 

Regarding the role of service, if service is part of the position expectation it should be equated with teaching load demands so that it can be fairly compensated. The role of service for non-tenure track faculty must be addressed and explicit in contracts or letters of hire.

CDC members voiced concern about the issue with respect to Vision Ohio.  CDC members noted that non tenure track practices must be scrutinized with respect to the new budgeting process.  Concerns were raised regarding the pressures that an RCB model exerts on hiring practices to address accountability through cost efficiency and WSCH generation.  CDC noted that Vision Ohio amplifies expectations in research even as it increases teaching demands.  The convergence of these two on the lives of all faculty was a concern.  

CDC identified a need for clear guidelines that are uniformly adhered to and enforced at the   Provost level as was the practice prior to the advent of the paperless contract.  

Appendix C, Item 4
For Information

Faculty Classification Initiative Plan Presented by Phyllis Bernt 

1. Meet with the Deans and with the VP for RHE

2. Talk further with the President and the Provost

3. Hold faculty meetings

a. Should they be by faculty group or should they be mixed groups?

b. How do we get the regional campus faculty involved?

4. Identify and meet with any other groups we haven’t identified as yet

5. Pull all of the information we have gathered into a coherent and manageable format and share it widely.

a. Current rules

b. Peers and other Ohio university approaches

c. Information about Group II assembled by D.Young and M.Thomas

d. Results of discussions with people across campus

6. Full Faculty Senate discussion(s) at which we identify the principles and elements that we can all agree on and where we outline an approach.  This will take more than one meeting.

7. Work with PRC and P&T to draft language and resolutions that reflect the approach and principles identified by the full Senate

8. Vet the proposed language widely

9. Go through the Senate resolution discussion and voting process

10. Get Provost’s signature 

11. Create materials about the new approach for chairs/directors and deans, etc. so that people know the rules.

12. Identify processes that will assure that the rules are followed and work with the appropriate groups on campus to get them implemented
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