Ohio University Faculty Senate Meeting Minutes

Extraordinary Meeting

October 29, 2007

Margaret M. Walter Hall, Room 235

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

In Attendance:
College of Arts & Sciences:  T. Anderson, D. Bell, G. Buckley, S. Gradin, D. Ingram, 

P. Jung, S. López-Permouth, G. Matlack, J. McLaughlin, D. Miles, S. Patterson,

 B. Quitslund, W. Roosenburg, A. Smith, G. Van Patten, J. Webster
College of Business:  T. Stock

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

College of Education:  V. Conley, T. Leinbaugh, C. Bartone, J. Giesey, R. Pasic, 

T. Sexton
College of Fine Arts:  D. Adleta, D. McDiarmid, C. Smith, D. Thomas, D. Wilson

College of Health and Human Services:  T. Overby (for D. Bolon), J. Hinton, 

S. Marinellie

College of Osteopathic Medicine:  P. Coschigano

Group II:  A. Hall, C. Naccarato

Chillicothe:  

Eastern:  T. Flynn
Lancaster:  P. Munhall

Southern:  M. Crawford (for E. McCown)

Zanesville:  K. Collins

Excused:  W. Gist, S. Brogan, J. McKean

Absent:  M. Clouse, L. Hoshower, S. Hatty, M. Simpson, J. Benson

________________________________________________________________________

Overview of the Meeting
I.
Roll Call

II.
Summary of Faculty Feedback – Sergio López-Permouth

III.
Summary of the Five-Year Financial Plan – Joe McLaughlin
IV.
A Strategy to Gauge Faculty Priorities Among the Five-Year Academic Plan 
Objectives
V.
Ten Sense-of-the-Senate Resolutions Proposed by EPSA and FFC (all for 
first reading) – Joe 
McLaughlin and David Ingram
VI.
A Resolution to Include the Plans of the Academic Units in the Five-Year 
Academic Action Plan (for first reading) – Phyllis Bernt
VII.
Adjournment

________________________________________________________________________
Minutes of the Meeting
I.
Roll Call
· The Secretary called the roll

II.
Summary of Faculty Feedback – Sergio López-Permouth
· López presented a summary of faculty comments sent to him in response to a call for faculty feedback with respect to the Five-Year Academic Plan.  The following concerns, opinions and  recommendations were expressed by faculty members who responded to this call for feedback:
· A lack of support for faculty research;
· The image of Ohio University as an undergraduate teaching university implicit in the plan;

· The hiring of 17 more people in Information Technology that is called for in the plan;

· A recommendation that Communication and Marketing work with the School of Journalism;
· Raising ACT scores of incoming freshmen should not be a major goal;
· Support for departments and staff has been “cut to the bone”;

· More funds should be allocated to graduate student support – this is more important than the establishment of a Graduate College;
· The implementation of goals and strategies in the plan should require accountability;

· Study abroad program funding has been radically decreased;

· The budget plan in the Five-Year Plan represents “bureaucratic thinking” and the plan contains “exorbitant non-academic spending”;
· In the plan, no cost is associated with increasing the diversity of faculty and staff;
· Efforts to increase diversity should go beyond recruitment efforts at “historically black colleges”;

· The strategy of increasing international graduate students called for in the plan is unnecessary in the hard sciences;
· Funding for athletics programs “does not belong in an academic plan”;
· Funding for the plan should not come from the University Foundation;

· Faculty compensation is not adequately addressed in the plan -- $1 million per year for the next five years will not “get us into the next quartile”;

________________________________________________________________________

III.
Summary of the Five-Year Financial Plan – Joe McLaughlin
· McLaughlin presented a summary of the cumulative and annual base adjustment funding called for in the Five-Year Academic Plan.  The handout distributed by McLaughlin that provides funding details for the plan is available in Excel format by requesting it from the Senate secretary, Tim Anderson (anderst1@ohio.edu).
· McLaughlin said the “price tag” for the plan is $37.2 million in cumulative funding, which represents $12.35 million in annual base adjustments.
· McLaughlin explained the difference between “cumulative base investments” and “annual base adjustments” called for in the plan.
· McLaughlin explained that most of the funding for the plan will be paid for through a reallocation process and said that he anticipates very little “new” funding for the plan.  He said that Budget Planning Council (BPC) will be deliberating on the financial details of the plan.

________________________________________________________________________

IV.
A Strategy to Gauge Faculty Priorities Among the Five-Year Academic Plan 
Objectives – David Ingram
· Ingram explained that he (EPSA chair), Sergio López (Faculty Senate chair), Tracy Leinbaugh (Faculty Senate Executive Committee) and David Thomas (Faculty Senate vice-chair) are charged with providing feedback from Faculty Senate about the Five-Year Academic Plan to Chuch McWeeney so that he can include opinions and concerns from Senators in his report to President McDavis.
· Ingram explained a proposed process for gauging Senators’ opinions as to which objectives in the Five-Year Academic plan are the most important to them.  This process will involve each Senator placing colored stickers beside the objectives that they deem most important on a printed list of all of individual objectives in the plan.  This list of objectives will be provided to each Senator and each Senator will be given 10 colored stickers.  Senators will be asked to place a sticker or stickers (no more than two) beside the objectives they consider most important.  This will be accomplished at the next extraordinary meeting of the Senate on November 5th, after which the chair will collect and count Senators’ responses.  The chair will then report on the results of this process at the next regular Senate meeting on November 19th.  The handout of objectives in the Five-Year Academic Plan that will be distributed at the November 5th meeting is available in Appendix C.
________________________________________________________________________

V.
Ten Sense-of-the-Senate Resolutions Proposed by EPSA and FFC – David 
Ingram and Joe McLaughlin 
The full texts of each resolution as presented for first reading are available in Appendix A.

David Ingram and Joe McLaughlin presented the following resolutions, all for first reading:
Resolution 1: A Comprehensive Plan
· Ingram presented the text of the resolution, which calls for a comprehensive Academic Plan that includes both strategic investments and targeted reductions.

· P. Bernt said that she thought the resolution was a “good idea,” but asked what might happen when it is realized that very significant things will have to be cut – what will we have to give up in order to do new things?  She asked if additional language is needed in the resolution, or is this implicit in the existing language.
· C. Smith said that in his opinion this was implicit because the language in the resolution states that the process must include deliberation.
· T. Flynn suggested employing the term “academic mission of the university” in one phrase.

· R. Pasic suggested some minor wording changes

· N. Pecora asked who would be making the judgments that the resolution calls for.

· C. Smith agreed with Pecora that this was important.

· V. Conley suggested that faculty should be the ones making the decisions with regard to academic programs.
· B. Quitslund said that in her opinion it seems as though there are two separate resolutions represented here, one that deals with reductions and the other dealing with strategic investments.

· J. Giesey asked why these two things [reductions and investments] weren’t spoken of together in the first place.
· J. McLaughlin explained that the goal of the resolution is to ensure the faculty is a part of the discussion with regard to strategic cuts and investments.
· G. Van Patten said that in his opinion it is “worthwhile” to make it explicit that faculty members be involved in these decisions.
· D. Ingram suggested that the University Curriculum Council (UCC) could be used to ensure that programs would not be lost.

· C. Bartone asked if this could be accomplished by asking for more faculty representation on the Budget Planning Council (BPC).  
· J. McLaughlin responded that the BPC does not make decisions, but rather only makes recommendations.
· P. Bernt said that the Five-Year Plan language says nothing about who is responsible for doing what.

Resolution 2: Reaffirm Our Mission Particularly to the Region
· Ingram presented the text of the resolution, which resolves to improve access to, and excellence in, higher education in our region.

· T. Flynn said that he agrees with the resolution, but proposed changes to the wording to include suggesting improving efforts to have degrees offered on the regional campuses.

· J. Hinton said that our regional campus network is one of the things that make Ohio University unique; there are fewer opportunities in our region of the state, and regional higher education is very important in this context.

Resolution 3: Academics vs. Academic Support
· McLaughlin presented the text of the resolution, which calls for a net shift of resources from academic support to the academic units and the identification of metrics to ensure this occurs.  He said that the two committees feel it is important that academic units are not harmed by the Five-Year Plan and that it is important that the university identify goals and metrics that are measurable.

· R. Pasic asked who would be responsible for tracking these metrics.
· C. Smith suggested language that refers to percentages instead of total costs.

· B. Quitslund noted that some of things in the Five-Year Plan that are included as “academics” really are not.
· P. Bernt argued that the library should be identified as an academic area because if it is categorized as an “academic support” unit it will be subject to greater cuts in funding.

· C. Naccarato asked what is to prevent programs being placed under academics and vice versa.  McLaughlin said that this is precisely part of the problem with respect to trying to understand the budgetary aspects of the plan.
· P. Bernt said that “academic planning units” is the normal nomenclature that is employed.

· C. Bartone suggested that a better definition of “academic units” and “academic support” is needed.

· After a short discussion about the role of athletics in the Five-Year plan, G. Matlack reminded Senators that athletics can and do often play a valuable advertising role.

Resolution 4: A Comment on Interdisciplinary Programs
· Ingram presented the text of the resolution, which stipulates that investments in interdisciplinary programs should not be limited to new appointments, but should foster interdisciplinary activities generally by Ohio faculty.

· W. Roosenburg suggested including wording that would dovetail with the Chancellor’s support for interdisciplinary programs.
· P. Jung said that interdisciplinary programs are “unrealistic in the sciences” and suggested changes in wording.

· N. Pecora said that the wording calling for the fostering of such activities should be stronger.

· C. Smith proposed wording that would suggest putting money into interdisciplinary activities, adding resources that would make it possible for such activities to happen.

· G. Matlack asked if the resolution is meant to encourage the support of existing programs, many of which are just “keeping their heads above water,” or encouraging faculty to just work together.  Ingram clarified that the resolution calls for more resources and the creation of structures that would foster interdisciplinary activities.

· D. Adleta asked if there are any other ways to create these kinds of opportunities.  Ingram said that both time and faculty cost money, and the structure of the existing Plan does not recognize this.

Resolution 5: More Faculty
· McLaughlin presented the text of the resolution, which calls for the revision of the Vision Ohio strategic plan to formally include written goals regarding the hiring of more faculty members:  Specifically, to increase Group I faculty by 20 to 30 per year to bring Group I instruction on the Athens campus to 85% (AAUP and OU policy) and to track Group I faculty instruction as a Vision Ohio metric.

· W. Roosenburg asked if we could ask for a specific line item in the budget.  McLaughlin said that there was a line item for these in previous budgets, but not in the current one.
· A. Smith asked if this means hiring Group I faculty above and beyond the current number, or the conversion of Group II, III and IV money.  McLaughlin responded that it mean “both.”
· W. Roosenburg asked what the current percentage of Group I faculty at OU is.  R. Pasic said that he thought it was about 60%, but he was not sure of the exact percentage.
Resolution 6: A Quality Learning Environment for All
· Ingram presented the text of the resolution, which resolves that enhancing service and accessibility to a quality learning environment should be our highest priority for all students, not just athletes.

· P. Bernt asked why this would be any different between athletes and other students.

· J. Bernt said that one reason might be that tutors need to be hired in order to keep student athletes eligible.

Resolution 7: Marketing and Communications
· Ingram presented the text of the resolution, which resolves that investments in Marketing and Communications efforts reflect improvements in the quality of education at Ohio University.

· J. Bernt said that the resolution seems to be focused on improving education by recruiting students, but what about attempting to recruit quality faculty and administrators?
· C. Smith said that the resolution seems to imply that Communications and Marketing is not doing this at the present.  Ingram said that while Communications and Marketing efforts are improving, language encouraging this is needed, as is language encouraging benchmarks and accountability.

· P. Bernt said that in her opinion we should include language in the resolution that notes current success.
· G. Van Patten said that he thought the metrics language is a good idea and that we should think about including such language in other resolutions.

· N. Pecora said that if the resolution is about “benchmarks” then it is a good idea.

· A. Smith said that improving the stature of the university is a “long-term process” and that he feels that some of the advertising spots in the Columbus area are targeted not so much to potential students, but rather to politicians.  Ingram disagreed, noting that the university has lost large numbers of students from Columbus, and that advertising there is an attempt to “get them back.”

Resolution 8: University Advancement
· McLaughlin presented the text of the resolution, which calls for identification of the source of funding for improving University Advancement and that these investments should have a lower priority than investment in academics.

· P. Bernt said that University Advancement requests are coming out of the general fund and that they are, by definition, competing for academic funds.  In the last campaign they borrowed some money and then repaid it, but this request is a request for increases to base funding.
· J. Bernt said that in his opinion they [University Advancement] ought to be able to pay for this themselves.
· T. Flynn said that he thought some of these resolutions could be subsumed into some of the others and that if similar resolutions could be put together it would make “a stronger case.”  Ingram said that the time is an issue and that the goal of these resolutions is to “provide advice”; these resolutions are trying to “get at what we think is missing.”
· B. Quitslund said that subsuming resolutions might decrease their effectiveness.

· J. Bernt said that the problem with the Five-Year Plan is that it purports to be an academic plan, but it has so many non-academic aspects to it.

· S. Gradin said that separating these issues out into several resolutions keeps the individual issues from becoming “invisible.”

· C. Smith said that it is “up to us” to not let these things become “forgettable” and for that reason it is best to have each of the resolutions address separate issues.

· J. McLaughlin said that we are saying some very specific things about each of these areas and that he does not want to see that lost.

· P. Bernt said that language about benchmarking and being as self-supporting as possible needs to be in this resolution.

· G. Van Patten suggested a minor wording change.

· T. Flynn said that he would like to see a “structure” to these resolutions.

· C. Smith said that the resolutions do not have any relationship to each other except that they all deal with the Five-Year Plan.

· P. Bernt said that we probably do need to have some sort of organization, but that it should not be a hierarchical organization.

· G. Van Patten said that in his opinion voting on each resolution separately allows us to deal with each of them in a better way.

Resolution 9: Student Information System
· McLaughlin presented the text of the resolution, which resolves that funding for the new Student Information System should not be in competition for funds identified in the Five-Year Plan.

· D. Miles said that it was his understanding that this was to be paid for by bonds.  McLaughlin said that the Board of Trustees has stipulated that the university cannot borrow any money right now.
· John Day said that it was assumed that this money would be one-time funds.

Resolution 10: Faculty Time is a Resource
· McLaughlin presented the text of the resolution, which resolves that the Five-Year Plan be revised to reflect and explicitly recognize the true cots of faculty time and that increased expectation or reallocation of faculty effort must be matched with an appropriate budget line.

· G. Van Patten said that advising time “looks free on paper,” and wondered how this can be accurately measured.  He also asked what “budget line” specifically means in the context of this resolution.  McLaughlin said that, for example, increasing faculty diversity costs faculty time, and if faculty are going to be required to do more work without remuneration, then we should see decreased expectations in, say, advising.
· J. Bernt asked for clarification with respect to the first “whereas” in the resolution and suggested changes to wording for clarity.
________________________________________________________________________

VI.
A Resolution to Include the Plans of the Academic Units in the Five-Year 
Academic Action Plan (for first reading) – Phyllis Bernt

· P. Bernt presented the text of the resolution, which resolves that the Five-Year Plan, when presented to the Board of Trustees, incorporate the strategic plans of the Colleges, and the Schools and Departments of which they are comprised.
· J. McLaughlin asked if the Vision Ohio Steering Committee looked at individual college and departmental goals.  T. Anderson said that, in general, the committee looked at things at the university level.  V. Conley said that individual college and departmental goals may have informed Vision Ohio goals, but the committee was looking at goals at the university level.
· P. Bernt said that this is a “huge piece of the picture” that has been missing and that has “fallen through the cracks” in the Five-Year Plan.
The full text of the resolution as presented is included in Appendix A.
· G. Van Patten asked what Bernt envisioned happening as a result of this resolution.  Bernt replied that we need to “add up what colleges and departments need” and then have that be a part of the academic action plan.  Van Patten suggested some wording changes that would make the language stronger.
________________________________________________________________________

VII.
Adjournment
MOTION:  T. Flynn motioned to adjourn the meeting (J. McLaughlin second)

APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY ON A VOICE VOTE

The Chair adjourned the meeting at 9:20 p.m.

Respectfully submitted by Timothy G. Anderson, Secretary
Appendix A, Item 1
Ten Sense-of-the-Senate Resolutions

Educational Policy and Student Affairs Committee

And

Finance and Facilities Committee

For First Reading 

Resolution One:  A Comprehensive Plan

Whereas the draft of the university's Five Year Academic Action Plan identifies $30 million dollars in new investments over five years ($12.3 million in base investments); and 

Whereas no plan exists that identifies where the money for these investments will come from; and

Whereas it is inconceivable that this plan can be funded without significant reallocations, which means that the university will have to stop doing things it is now doing; and 

Whereas previous annual reallocations have been steady, significant, and minimally strategic; and 

Whereas it is impossible to assess priorities for new initiatives in a void, that is, without a commensurate list of activities that will be eliminated or reduced;

Be it resolved that the university create a strategic reallocation plan that will propose explicit areas of reduction and elimination.  Such a plan will allow faculty, staff, and students to weigh new initiatives against concrete plans to reduce or eliminate current activities; and 

Be it further resolved that this comprehensive Academic Plan, one that includes both strategic investments as well as targeted reductions and reallocations, be fully discussed and reviewed by the university community within a time frame that allows for adequate deliberation.

Resolution Two: Reaffirm our mission particularly to the region
Whereas the Vision Ohio Five Year Academic Action Plan does not appear to address the mission of Ohio University to the region:

It is the sense of the Faculty Senate that we must strive to continually improve access to, and excellence in, higher education in our region.

Resolution Three:  Academics v. Academic Support

Whereas the university now budgets less than half of the Athens General Fund to Academic Areas; and 

Whereas significant new investments outlined in the draft of the Five Year Academic Plan will be in Academic Support areas (Information Technology, University Advancement, Student Affairs, and Intercollegiate Athletics); and

Whereas most of the funding for the Five Year Academic Plan will likely be generated through a reallocation process;

Be it resolved that the total cost of new investments in the Academic Support areas should not exceed the total monies reallocated from Academic Support areas;

Be it further resolved that the overall Academic Plan results in an increase of base resources to the Academic Areas; 

Be it further resolved that the University identify goals that would result in a net shift of resources from Academic Support to the Academic units and identify metrics to ensure this occurs. 

Resolution Four: A comment on interdisciplinary outcomes

Whereas interdisciplinary activities are essential for the future of Ohio University; 

It is the sense of the Faculty Senate that investments should not be limited to new appointments but should foster interdisciplinary activities generally by OHIO faculty.
Resolution Five: More Faculty

Whereas Faculty Senate passed a resolution in May 2006 that called for the following:

" Let it be resolved that VISION OHIO be revised to formally incorporate the following written goals:
· Establish a comprehensive Group I faculty hiring program to bring Group 1 instruction on the Athens campus to the AAUP guideline and Ohio University policy of 85%.  

· Increase Group I faculty by 20-30 per year to accomplish this goal in 10 years.

· Track percent Group I faculty instruction (Athens Campus Group I WSCH / All Athens Campus WSCH) as a metric of the success of the “Quality, Diversity, and Prominence for Faculty, Staff, and Students” goals of VISION OHIO.

These goals should be added to Vision Ohio as the first or second item under “Quality, Diversity, and Prominence for Faculty, Staff, and Students” in each section of VISION OHIO"; and

Whereas Provost Krendl reported to Senate in Fall 2006 that this was an important goal, but she wanted to determine first how much an increase in  faculty compensation--a higher priority--was going to cost;

Whereas a Faculty Compensation Task Force was formed in academic year 2006-2007 and issued a report calling for an additional $1.2 million investment in faculty compensation for each of the next five budget years; and

Whereas this amount is part of the FY08 budget and is included in the five-year financial planning being undertaken by Budget Planning Council; and 

Whereas one could justifiably conclude that the university has now determined the cost of improving faculty compensation; and 

Whereas most of the academic objectives articulated in the Draft Five Year Academic Action Plan can most effectively be accomplished through the commitment of more faculty time; and

Whereas there is at present no explicit goal to hire significant numbers of additional faculty in the draft of the Plan

Be it resolved that the Draft Five Year Academic Plan include recommendations for the hiring of new faculty in line with the resolution passed by Senate in May 2006.  
Resolution Six: A quality learning environment for all

Although athletics, including intramural sports, are an important aspect of the collegiate experience;

It is the sense of the Faculty Senate that as an academic institution enhancing service and accessibility to a quality learning environment should be our highest priority for all students, not just athletes.

Resolution Seven: Marketing and Communications
It is the sense of the Faculty Senate that investments in Marketing and Communications efforts follow and reflect improvements in the quality of education at Ohio University. 

Resolution Eight: University Advancement

Whereas it is an excellent objective to improve University Advancement efforts at Ohio University;

It is the sense of the Faculty Senate that we must clearly identify the source of funding for improving these development efforts and these investments should have a lower priority than investment in academics.

Resolution Nine: Student Information System

Whereas a fully-supported, integrated Student Information System (SIS) is critical to the academic enterprise;

It is the sense of the Faculty Senate that the new SIS system should not be in competition for funds identified in the 5-year Academic Plan.

Resolution Ten: Faculty Time is a Resource
Whereas many of the initiatives in the Draft Five Year Academic Plan will require greater commitments of time on the part of faculty Plan for which no funding is identified as needed but for which faculty will be required to increase their workload to accomplish; and
Whereas faculty time is a resource that costs the university money, but such time has not been budgeted in the plan; and
Whereas this greater investment in time will have to be accomplished either through hiring more faculty or reducing activities (teaching, research, and service) on which faculty currently spend their time;

Be it resolved that the plan be revised to reflect and explicitly recognize the true costs of faculty time.


Be it further resolved that any objective in the 5-year plan that implies an increased expectation or reallocation of faculty effort must be matched with an appropriate budget line.

Appendix A, Item 2

A Resolution Regarding Inclusion of Plans of Academic Units in the Five-Year Academic Action Plan

Phyllis Bernt
For First Reading
Whereas the University’s Five-Year Academic Action Plan purports to be an academic plan, and

Whereas the academic units are central to achieving the goals of any academic plan, and 

Whereas Colleges, through their Schools and Departments, developed strategic plans detailing their goals and objectives within the framework of Vision Ohio, and

Whereas the current draft of the University’s Five-Year Academic Action Plan does not mention specifically the Colleges’ plans, nor include resources directed specifically toward their achievement;

Be it resolved that the University’s Five-Year Academic Action Plan when presented to the Board of Trustees incorporate the strategic plans of the Colleges, and the Schools and Departments of which they are comprised.
Appendix C

Five-Year Academic Plan Objectives

For Information

I. Strengthen Undergraduate Education

1. Improve Retention Rate, Engagement, and Graduation Rate of Undergraduate Students

2. Implement General Education Assessment 

3. Enhance Interdisciplinary Programs

II. Enhance Graduate and Professional Education and Research

1. Enhance Support for Graduate and Professional Students
III. Improve Faculty, Staff, and Student Quality and Diversity

1. Improve Faculty, Staff, and Student Quality and Diversity

2. Increase Diversity of Faculty and Staff

3. Increase Diversity of Graduate Students

IV. Enrich Environment 

1. Enhance Positive Student Engagement in Campus and Community Life

2. Improve the Health and Safety of Students

3. Enhance Residential Students’ Out-of-Class Experience

4. Foster Leadership Development of Students

5. Enhance the Integration of Student Affairs and Academic Units

6. Instill Among Students a Sense of Personal and Civic Responsibility

7. Lift our Athletic Programs to New Heights of Excellence

V. Fortify Infrastructure

1. Provide a Dependable and Secure Network and Systems Infrastructure

2. Ensure Effective Information Technology Security Practices

3. Create and Maintain a Customer-Focused IT Service

4. Utilize Technology to Enhance the Academic Mission of Instruction, Research, and Service

5. Increase Annual Philanthropic Support from $15M to $30M

6. Campaign Preparation and Silent Phase Kick-Off

7. Improve Balance Sheet Strength

8. Reduce Support Expenditures Relative to Academic Expenditures

9. Lower Risk and Financial Liability Exposure

VI. Enhance National Prominence

1. Invest in Targeted Undergraduate Programs

2. Increase Strategic Investment in Targeted Graduate and Professional Programs

3. Increase Faculty Compensation

4. Increase Internal and External Research Funding including OUCOM

5. Strengthen Student Recruitment Marketing

6. Implement Paid Media Strategies to Build the Brand in Core Markets

7. Use Alumni Volunteers to Help Tell the OHIO Story

8. Make Better Use of the Web as a Brand-Building Tool

9. Make Better Use of Earned Media Coverage as a Brand-Building Tool

Write-in Goals and Objectives

1.     More Group I Faculty

2.


3.



4.
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