Ohio University Faculty Senate Meeting Minutes

Regular Meeting

Monday, October 17, 2005

Margaret M. Walter Hall, Room 235

In Attendance:

Arts and Sciences: T. Anderson, K. Brown, J. Duerr, S. Gradin, D. Ingram, D. Lassiter, S. Lopez, M. McMills, D. Miles, M. Morris, S. Reilly, K. Uhalde, J. Wilcox, T. Young

Business: W. Gist, J. Roberson

Communication: P. Bernt, B. Debatin, J. Miller, R. Stewart

Education: T. Leinbaugh

Engineering: H. Pasic, T. Sexton

Fine Arts: C. Cardenas, A. Reilly, M. Scott, D. Thomas

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

Osteopathic Medicine: S. Hatty (for M. Simpson), E. Rowland (for D. Stroh)

Group II: M. Thomas, D. Young

Chillicothe: V. Parker

Eastern: T. Flynn

Lancaster: J. Becker, K. Heineman

Southern: T. Quinn (for M. Crawford)

Zanesville: J. Benson, R. Shriver

Excused:
D. Deeter, V. Conley, D. Gulino, T. Hale, G. Lush, P. Coschigano, R. Mittelstaedt
Absent:

D. Drabold, C. Coski, S. Sarnoff, E. Geist (for R. Mittelstaedt)
Overview of the Meeting

I.  
President McDavis

II.  
Roll Call and Approval of September 19, 2005 Minutes

III.
Chair’s Report – Phyllis Bernt



a. OFC Meeting Report – Louis Wright



b. Update on Various Issues

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


a. Response to SB 24 Compromise

b. Changes to Gen Ed Council and to UCC to Address General Education – Resolution for First Reading

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

a. Gaps in the Appeal Process Relating to Promotion and Tenure

VI.
Professional Relations (P&T) – Carolyn Cardenas


a. Overview of Faculty Handbook Provisions Regarding Faculty Groups



b. Information Regarding the New Sexual Harassment Policy



c. Academic Freedom in the Classroom – Resolution for First Reading

VII.
Finance and Facilities (FFC) – Steve Reilly


a. Comparative Data Regarding Faculty Salaries

VIII.
New Business

IX.
Adjournment
Minutes of the Meeting
I.  President McDavis
As Provost Krendl was away on business, President McDavis presented a combined President’s and Provost’s report
1. Updates on Enrollment Figures
McDavis presented the following final enrollment figures for the fall quarter: 19,738 students on the Athens campus; 8,900 students on the regional campuses; the freshman class size is 4,164; graduate student enrollment is down by 88 students, but overall enrollment is up 34; multicultural enrollment is up by 108 students; the first-year retention rate is 81% and this is the 3rd best rate among the state institutions; the four-year graduation rate is up to 48%.
2. IUC Resolution on Student Rights
McDavis reported that at the last IUC meeting all university presidents on the council endorsed a resolution relating to student rights, which includes processes and procedures for students to express concerns regarding classroom grievances; the presidents also endorsed a resolution in support of State Issue 1, which will appear on the November ballot.
3. Vision Ohio
McDavis reported the following information regarding the status and implementation of Vision Ohio goals: as requested by the administration, each department/unit has issued a response to Vision Ohio; a series of open forums regarding Vision Ohio have been held and Provost Krendl has visited the four regional campuses in order to hold meetings on Vision Ohio; the implementation phase of Vision Ohio is on-going
4. Searches

McDavis reported that there are currently three on-going administrative position searches: Vice President for Finance (a short list will be selected within 30 days and the search should be completed by the end of December); Vice President for Student Affairs (search should be completed by June 2006); Vice President for University Advancement (search should be completed by June 2006)
5. Civic Responsibility of Students

McDavis reiterated that this remains a very high priority for him and he continues to seek input from faculty members with respect to ideas for improving personal and civic responsibility on the part of students; he maintained that he believes students have “received the message” and that they will behave well in the future.
6. General Education Reform

McDavis said that Gen Ed reform remains a high priority of the Student Senate and encouraged faculty members to work together with the Student Senate to move forward in a positive way with respect to this issue

7. Receptions at 29 Park Place

McDavis said that due to scheduling conflicts and the fact that there are simply too many faculty members, he will only be inviting Group I faculty to the series of receptions that are being hosted by the President at his residence this year; he said that he intends to invite Group II, III and IV faculty members to receptions next year, as well as Faculty Senate members.
Questions for McDavis:
· S. Gradin asked McDavis to comment on the increasing numbers of incoming students placing low on placement tests.  McDavis said that this was certainly a legitimate concern and that he will discuss this trend with the Provost and will share information regarding this trend with the Senate and with the enrollment management group.  He said that he was against spending more time and money on retention and therefore the solution might be to improve the ways in which data are processed with respect to admittance procedures.
· R. Shriver inquired as to whether the enrollment numbers that McDavis gave in his report to the Senate were based on an actual head count or on FTEs.  McDavis answered that they are based on a head count.
· J. Wilcox expressed an opinion that with respect to the President’s request for faculty input relating to student behavior, he feels that it is not just a question of academic activity, but also social and economic activity that must be addressed.  He wondered whether academic activity might be stimulated by stimulating other social/economic activities at the university and in the community.  McDavis responded by agreeing that the goal is to extend activities out into the community that would include the campus and that are non-alcoholic in nature.  He said he continues to hold conversations with the mayor about this and has also met with tavern and bar owners regarding these issues.
· D. Thomas asked McDavis to provide a summary of the last Board of Trustees meeting.  McDavis said that, overall, it was a good meeting and he feels that the Board is very engaged and focused on moving the administration’s agenda forward.  The Board expressed some concerns with the amount of debt that the university has incurred ($190 million).  McDavis said he felt that in order to move forward the administration will need to provide more and better information to the Board to illustrate why the debt level needs to be increased.  He said that the student life committee meeting went very well and the committee felt that the university needed to pursue a “zero tolerance” policy on sexual harassment.  He also said that the university is behind schedule in implementing the new Student Information System (SIS).  D. Thomas asked if SIS can be implemented without issuing a bond in order to do so.  McDavis said that he does not want to increase student fees, so it is in the best interests of the university to do issue a bond.

· R. Pasic asked McDavis to comment on the status of research at the university.  McDavis said that the university is aggressively pursuing the construction of a $30 million integrated research and learning facility and will strive to create more research space.  He also said that research occupies a prominent place in Vision Ohio and that the university is looking for opportunities in the private sector with respect to funding more research.
· B. Debatin expressed concerns that he has heard from faculty constituents regarding Vision Ohio.  He said that many faculty expressed concerns about the “transparency” of the implementation process for Vision Ohio, which for many appears to be a “top-down” process in which decisions are being made too quickly in “emergency mode.”  Concerns have also been voiced with regard to the feasibility of responsibility-centered budgeting; research and teaching responsibilities of faculty as outlined in the document; and the question of reallocation processes.  McDavis responded by saying that in his opinion there has been ample opportunity for faculty members to express opinions about Vision Ohio: since the process was announced in September 2004, over 200 individuals have been involved in an “intimate” way with Vision Ohio planning and implementation.  He argued that this planning and implementation has been a very public process, with every constituent group being asked to contribute ideas and opinions, the results of which have been reported in the media and other outlets; details regarding the document have been developed from the “bottom up.”  Regarding responsibility-centered budgeting, McDavis said that a Budget Planning Council is in place with representatives from most constituent groups and that this group has developed concepts to be employed in the budgeting process.  He also said that Vision Ohio does not have an “end point,” that it is a living document, and that there will always be opportunity for feedback from the units and from faculty via the Senate.  Debatin responded by saying that it could very well be that much of the concern stems from the fact that Vision Ohio is so complex and contains so much information that faculty feel that they are overwhelmed by it all.  He said that he senses a high level of confusion on the part of faculty about how the decision-making process in Vision Ohio actually works; moreover, many faculty members feel that they are being asked to accomplish too much in too short a period of time.  McDavis responded by saying that he will take all of these comments and concerns into consideration as the process goes forward.
· D. Miles inquired about the reasoning behind the issuance of a bond in order to implement the new SIS and the source of the funding for the new system.  McDavis said that the development of the new SIS will take from two to four years.  He reiterated that the administration is looking for ways to pay for the SIS without increasing student fees and noted that the longer we wait to update SIS the more expensive in will be.
II.  Roll Call and Approval of September 19, 2005 Minutes
W. Gist brought to the attention of the secretary three minor corrections that needed to be made in the September 19, 2005 meeting minutes.  The chair called for a motion to accept the September 19, 2005 meeting minutes as amended.

MOTION: A. Reilly made a motion to accept the September 19, 2005 minutes as amended (R. Shriver seconded)

PASSED UNANIMOUSLY ON A VOICE VOTE
III.  Chair’s Report (Phyllis Bernt)
1.  Ohio Faculty Council Meeting
· L. Wright presented a report on the recent meeting of the Ohio Faculty Council, which he attended.  Wright’s full report is included in Appendix C.

2.  Update on Various Issues
· P. Bernt observed that there appears to be “no clear consensus” on whether or not the Senate should formally go on record in support of State Issue 1 that would allow bonds to be issued locally for local development.  L. Wright argued that supporting it would send a message in showing that the faculty feels that more resources are needed for research.  J. Wilcox, however, felt that such a process seems “opaque.”

MOTION:  R. Shriver moved that the Senate endorse support for State Issue 1 and that the chair should draft a letter of support (C. Cardenas seconded).
MOTION PASSED 14-12 ON A HAND VOTE

· Bernt announced that the executive committee is looking into ways of making the Faculty Handbook more “user friendly.”  She said that an online Handbook is now searchable due to the hard work of Dick Piccard.  She is also working with Computer Services to add an index to the PDF version of the Handbook.
· Bernt thanked the faculty for nominating representatives to the Dean’s Evaluation Committees.
· Bernt presented an update on various issues on which the executive committee has been working, especially the subject of faculty groups.  The full text of this update is included in Appendix C.
· Bernt announced the date of the next regular Faculty Senate meeting: Monday, November 14th, 2005 in Margaret M. Walter Hall, Room 235.
IV.  Educational Policy and Student Affairs (Ken Brown)
1.  Response to Senate Bill 24 Compromise

· Brown presented an overview of existing language in the Handbook with respect to the issues covered in SB 24.  He observed that most of it is older AAUP language but it also includes some newer wording.  He said that the Senate response to SB 24 will still include language about not introducing irrelevant material in class.  As he sees it, the controversy revolves around whether or not to enact new mechanisms for student grievances about violations given the fact that there are already some mechanisms for student grievances in place (such as student evaluations).  Brown was concerned that if the Senate does not enact new mechanisms for student grievances, it will be seen by legislators as an inadequate response to the SB 24 compromise; enacting such new mechanisms might very well be better than having rules imposed on us from the legislature.  Brown asked for discussion about what the Senate’s response should be, whether or not we should enact new mechanisms for student grievances, and what the “end point” for such grievance processes might be.  L. Wright suggested that the College Ethics Committee might be the best place to begin such a discussion.  T. Flynn argued that the current language is satisfactory, as is the current grievance procedure.  C. Cardenas felt that it would be impossible to create a standardized procedure when grievances really should be handled on a case-by-case basis.  She wondered if it is really necessary to create a grievance process that is so detailed.  A. Reilly countered that he felt that we should not leave the grievance process open ended, else we will attract attention from legislators who might feel that this is an inadequate response.  D. Miles asked who would decide whether content in a class was irrelevant to the subject of the class.  B. Debatin asked if these issues could be dealt with on another level, without a multi-step grievance process.  D. Thomas argued that creating new grievance procedures could lead down a very “slippery slope.”  He felt that we should keep the language as is in the Handbook because it already adequately addresses these issues.  Further discussion of possible language that might be included in a new grievance process was discussed, but no clear consensus was reached at the end of the discussion.
2.  Changes to the Gen Ed Council and to UC to Address General Education
· Brown presented a resolution for first reading (included in Appendix B).  He welcomed comments and suggestions and said that Senators could e-mail him with comments and suggestions.

V.  Promotion and Tenure (Annette Graham)
1.  Gaps in the Appeal Process with Regard to Promotion and Tenure
· Graham presented some first drafts of flow charts for the appeal process that have been developed by the committee.  She solicited faculty input in this matter.
VI.  Professional Relations (Carolyn Cardenas)
1.  Resolution on Academic Freedom in the Classroom
· Cardenas presented a resolution for first reading (included in Appendix B) on academic freedom in the classroom.  This resolution updates some language in the Handbook as recommended by the AAUP.

2.  Faculty Handbook Provisions Regarding Faculty Groups
· Cardenas presented an update to the chart that was previously presented to the Senate outlining the group classification system from the Faculty Handbook.  She said that this chart reflects work over the past three years regarding issues related to group classification as a result of real and perceived inequities.  She said that this is a “work in progress” and solicited faculty input with regard to this matter.
3.  Information on the New Sexual Harassment Policy
· Cardenas presented language and issues that the Professional Relations Committee feels should be addressed and said the committee wants to be involved in the process of reviewing sexual harassment policies and procedures.  This too is an ongoing process and there is an ongoing dialogue between the PRC and the Policies and Procedures Committee.
VII.  Finance and Facilities (Steve Reilly)
1.  Comparative Data Regarding Faculty Salaries
· Reilly presented data gathered by the committee with respect to faculty salaries at OU in comparison to state and peer institutions (included in Appendix A).  From these data, Reilly argued that OU is below average in comparison with regional and national trends and with our peer institutions as well.  He said the data suggest that salary increases at OU have not been keeping up with increases in cost of living and inflation rates.  He said that the committee will continue to look at these numbers in the immediate future.

VIII.  New Business
There was no new business.

IX.  Adjournment
MOTION: D. Thomas moved to adjourn the meeting (R. Stewart seconded)

MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY ON A VOICE VOTE

The meeting was adjourned at 9:30 p.m.

Respectfully submitted by Timothy G. Anderson, Secretary
Appendix B, Item 1
Resolution on Academic Freedom in the Classroom 

Presented for First Reading by PRC
Professional Relations Committee

October 17, 2005

For first reading

RESOLUTION ON ACADEMIC FREEDOM IN CLASSROOM 

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 B, Item 2

Resolution on Changes to the Gen Ed 

Council Presented by EPSA
Educational Policy and Student Affairs Committee

Resolution Regarding the General Education Council

For second reading and vote (to be presented at November meeting)
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 C, Item 1

For Information

Full Text of the Chair’s Report for the October 17, 2005 Meeting
Ohio Faculty Council Meeting: Louis Wright

Louis Wright attended the Ohio Faculty Council meeting on October 14th and has a report of that meeting.

Ballot Initiative Issue 1:

Several days ago I sent an email to all of you asking whether we as a Faculty Senate want to go on record as supporting Ballot Initiative Issue 1 (Jobs for Ohio).  I’ve heard from very few of you so far, and would like to get a sense of what your views are.  We can do this as a formal resolution (which I have drafted for our discussion) or we can decide that you give me the authority to sign a boilerplate resolution.

Updates:

I’m pleased to report that the Provost signed the resolution regarding the evaluation of Group II faculty which we passed last June.

I am also pleased to tell you that we are looking for ways to make use of the Faculty Handbook more user-friendly.  Thanks to Dick Piccard, the online Handbook is now searchable, and I’ve been working with Doug Grammer in Computer Services to add an index to the downloadable PDF version of the Handbook.  

Also these past several weeks, I asked representatives from each of the colleges and campuses to identify faculty to serve on college/campus professional ethics committees and on dean’s evaluation committees.  I am happy to report that we are almost done with the process and I want to thank all of you who helped with this process.  

History of faculty groups:

And finally, later this evening the PRC will be presenting an overview of our current rules regarding the four faculty groups—I, II, III, and IV.  I thought it would be enlightening to see when and why these groups came into existence, so I’ve been combing the Senate archives and also talking with faculty, now retired, who were on the Senate when the groups were created.

The idea of creating faculty groups was introduced in July of 1971.  Discussions took place over a long period of months, with a proposal for the creation of Group I (part time), Group II and Group III being passed in April of 1973.  Further tinkering with the Handbook language went on through the rest of 1973.  Group IV wasn’t added to the Handbook until June of 1977.  Group IV was added so that all categories of appointments would be covered.

Why these groups were created is an interesting story.  During the 1960’s enrollment grew very quickly on this campus—as it did on many other campuses—as male students sought student deferments from the draft and from Viet Nam.  Because of this quick growth in enrollment, demand for faculty was high and universities found it difficult to hire enough full-time faculty.  Ohio University turned to part time faculty.  And they found many part time instructors among the ranks of faculty spouses—virtually all of whom were female.  The proposal to create faculty groups arose from the desire to do two things:

1. Provide opportunities for faculty spouses who had strong credentials but who did not want full time positions.  This was also seen as helping expand gender diversity in the institution.  

2. Establish some rules to regularize the hiring of part time faculty.

The result was the creation of the following groups:

1. Group I part time:  this designation was to cover those part time faculty who were deemed by the full time faculty to have the appropriate credentials to be tenured but who did not want full time positions.  All of the rules and expectations regarding tenure and promotion would apply to this category—and we still have about 8 part time Group I faculty today.

2. Group II:  this designation was to cover part-time faculty who perhaps did not have the credentials for, or who did not want to pursue, tenurable Group I part time positions.  Group II were those faculty who were regularly hired to teach—often at the last minute.  Creation of a Group II designation was designed to give them some sense of continuity and adequate notification of employment, and also to give them benefits.  

3. Group III:  this designation was added at the request of department chairs who wanted to maintain flexibility in hiring—in other words they wanted to be able to hire some instructors at the last minute because of the difficulty in forecasting demand for specific courses.

My discussions with the faculty who worked on creating the language that established Groups I part time, Group II and Group III suggest that their expectation was that there would be very few Group I part time and very few Group II positions.  For this reason, the rules written to govern Group II and III were pretty vague and the idea was that the department chair would take care of hiring these few folks.

Group IV was created as a category after it became clear that there was a need for some full time term appointments.  There had been earlier resolutions to limit such appointments to 2 years in total.  The Group IV language extended that limit to three years (except for OPIE which is six years and ROTC which is unlimited because the instructors are selected by the military).

In reading the minutes of the meetings at which creation of these groups was discussed, I was struck by the issues that were brought up—and that we still have to face.  For example, several faculty talked about the difficulty in determining salaries for part time faculty since there was no agreement about what constituted a full time load. We still haven’t figured out a way to normalize part-time salaries and we still don’t have agreement on what constitutes a full time load. 

I think we can learn quite a bit from looking at this early history.  These rules were put in place to solve a specific problem, but their use has grown beyond that problem and beyond what was foreseen or intended.  This tells me that we need to look at issues as broadly as possible, and not just seek to solve an immediate problem, because the law of unintended consequences will undoubtedly set in.  I think we can also learn that it is important to be specific.  One of the faculty members I spoke with told me that vagueness of the rules was the way things were done in the 1970’s.  Plus, this was a first cut at creating these new categories of faculty.  Over-all, this structure has served us fairly well, but, the lack of specificity has created uncertainty and abuses of the system.  

I think another lesson to be learned is that we should proceed with an abundance of caution.  These rules have been in place, with little change, for over 30 years.  We need to be careful and thorough in what we decide to do with them.  The stricture,” first do no harm,” should apply to all of us, not just to our medical colleagues.

The next regular Faculty Senate meeting is scheduled for Monday, November 14th , at 7:10 pm in this room.  Note that the meeting will be the second Monday of the month so that we don’t run into the week of Thanksgiving.
Appendix C, Item 2

For Information

Report of Louis Wright on the Recent Ohio Faculty 

Council Meeting, October 14, 2005

Louis Wright, the elected Ohio University Faculty Senate Representative, attended the first meeting of the Ohio Faculty Council (OFC) for the 2005-2006 academic year. The other representative, Phyllis Bernt, Chair of the Faculty Senate was unable to attend.   The Ohio Faculty Council has two representatives from each of the public 4 year universities in Ohio and meets monthly during the academic year at the Ohio Board of Regents.  Support for the meetings is furnished by the Chancellor of the Board of Regents.

The first order of business was to elect officers for the 2005-2006 academic year.  They are:  CHAIR, John Cuppoletti (U. of Cincinnati), VICE-CHAIR Davit CAICCHDavid Witt (U. of Akron) and SECRETARY, Rodger Govea (Cleveland St.).  After the election of officers, the meeting proceeded with the following items:

· Mark F. Smith, Director of Government Relations for the AAUP, joined the meeting as a guest and provided a national update on "The Academic Bill of Rights".  He congratulated us and the remainder of Higher Education in Ohio for having Senate Bill 24 withdrawn.  Apparently this has been the fate in a number of other states.  It was considered by 3 states in 2004 (none adopted it) and by 15 in 2005 where it was essentially defeated except for Pennsylvania where a committee to study the issue has been set up.  David Horowitz is claiming victory despite these setbacks and is now planning to start going directly to individual universities--So, the battle is not over yet.   Furthermore, there is language being introduced at the federal level in both the House and Senate that is reasonably on the surface but may be the beginning of federal interference in how universities operate in this arena.   I have left a copy of an October 7, 2005 Memo from Mark Smith reporting on how the Academic Bill of Rights was handled at a number of states with the Chair of the Faculty Senate.

· The OFC also heard a report from the two representatives from the University of Akron on the difficulties between the administration and the faculty and staff union which has been going on for a couple of years.  The whole concept of "Shared Governance" seems to have disappeared at Akron.  In light of this, they asked each member institution of the OFC to consider carrying out a survey of the shared governance climate at their institution.  The AAUP has such a survey instrument which David Witt of Akron proposes to modify to meet the needs of the various institutions in Ohio.  Once the questions on the survey are finalized, he would like to request that each of the state supported universities have their faculty (and maybe others) respond to the survey.  I am giving a copy of the AAUP survey to Phyllis and would ask that she and the Executive Committee consider participation.  Clearly, the faculty at Akron is looking for some support in their dealings with their administration so we have to be somewhat careful.  On the other hand, if one believes that shared governance is the best way to run a university, this might be a way of strengthening that across the state.

· Near the end of the meeting, Chancellor Rod Chu joined the meeting and passed out a letter form Ohio House Speaker Jon Husted to the presidents of Ohio's public colleges and universities.  Chancellor Chu seemed to read the letter as a positive development, but it seemed to me that while it recognized the importance of higher education for the future of the state--it concentrated on the old story of doing more with less.

Appendix C, Item 3

For Information
Comparative Data on Faculty Salaries 

Presented by the Finance and Facilities Committee
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 out of 11 Peers (03-04)
	10
	9
	11
	
	
	
	

	OH Doct
	89497
	65302
	53525
	
	114216
	85154
	70456

	OU
	88150
	65893
	54396
	
	113079
	87550
	74363

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

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	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
	-1347
	591
	871
	
	-1137
	+2396
	+3907

	Benefits Compensation difference
	
	
	
	
	+210
	+1805
	+3036


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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