Ohio University Faculty Senate Meeting Minutes

Regular Meeting

September 17, 2007

Margaret M. Walter Hall, Room 235

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

In Attendance:

Arts & Sciences:  T. Anderson, G. Matlack (for D. Bell), G. Buckley, M. Clouse, S. Gradin, 
D. Ingram, P. Jung, S. López-Permouth, J. McLaughlin, D. Miles, S. Patterson, B. Quitslund, 
W. Roosenburg, A. Smith, G. Jackson (for G. Van Patten), J. Webster

Business:  W. Gist, L. Hoshower, T. Stock

Communication:  J. Bernt, P. Bernt, N. Pecora, J. Smith
Education:  V. Conley, T. Leinbaugh

Engineering:  C. Bartone, J. Giesey, R. Pasic, T. Sexton

Fine Arts:  D. Adleta, D. McDiarmid, C. Smith, D. Thomas
Health and Human Services:  D. Bolon, J. Hinton, S. Marinellie

Osteopathic Medicine:  P. Coschigano, M. Simpson

Group II:  A. Hall, C. Naccarato

Chillicothe:  S. Brogan, J. McKean

Eastern:  T. Flynn

Lancaster:  P. Munhall

Southern:  E. McCown

Zanesville:  K. Collins

Excused:  C. Hayes

Absent:  S. Hatty, J. Benson

______________________________________________________________________________

Overview of the Meeting
I.
President McDavis
II.
David Descutner, Associate Provost for Undergraduate Education
III.
Joe Brennan, Vice President for University Communications and Marketing

a. “The Promise” academic marketing campaign

IV.
Roll Call and Approval of the June 11, 2007 Minutes
V.
Chair’s Report – Sergio López-Permouth


a. Update on the staffing of standing committees


b. Ohio Faculty Council meeting report

c. Update on resolutions
VI.
Professional Relations Committee (PRC) – Sherrie Gradin

a. Planned activities for AY 07-08
VII.
Promotion and Tenure Committee (P&T) – Charles Smith

a. Planned activities for AY 07-08

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

a. The final state budget

b. Five-year academic plan

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

a. Social justice issues on campus

b. Planned activities for AY 07-08

X.
New Business
XI.
Adjournment
______________________________________________________________________________

Minutes of the Meeting
I.
President McDavis
· President McDavis extended his thanks to the faculty for their part in the university achieving a top five national ranking in graduation rates in US News and World Report.
· McDavis briefed the Senate on the new University System of Ohio (USO).  The executive order creating the USO was signed by Governor Strickland on August 2nd.  While exact details of the nature of the USO have yet to be formulated, McDavis said that the ultimate goal of the system will be to increase collaboration among the state’s public universities, community and technical colleges, and adult education centers.  McDavis reported that the Intra-University Council met with the Governor Eric Fingerhut, the newly appointed Chancellor for Higher Education, about how to move forward with implementation plans.  He said that the Chancellor is charged with creating a USO master plan by late December and will be on campus on September 26th.  McDavis told the Senate that the Governor and the Chancellor, in creating the USO master plan, want to address the following goals with respect to the state’s system of higher education: 1) maintain and increase the quality of programs; 2) make higher education more affordable to a larger segment of the population; 3) increase the accessibility of higher education; 4) foster, facilitate and improve economic development in the state; 5) strengthen accountability; and 6) address the role of regional campuses in the USO.
· McDavis spoke about the university’s five-year strategic plan, a draft of which was submitted to the Board of Trustees at the Board’s retreat on August 3rd.  He said this strategic plan is built upon six goals drawn from the Vision Ohio strategic plan document: 1) improving undergraduate education; 2) improving graduate education; 

3) increasing diversity; 4) enriching the university environment; 5) fortifying infrastructure; and 6) increasing national prominence.  McDavis said that he has asked for feedback from all constituent groups on the five-year plan and that more discussion and vetting of the plan will be undertaken this fall.
· McDavis announced the formation of a 13-member committee to examine the academic priorities that will guide the university over the next five years.  
· McDavis introduced Kent Smith, Vice President for Student Affairs, who reported on decisions being made regarding Hudson Health Center.  Smith said that funding for health services has decreased over the past five years, while at the same time there has been a growth in the demand for services, especially in psychological counseling services.  He said that the university hired an outside consulting firm to review Hudson Health Center operations.  The consulting firm brought forward 35 recommendations for improvement, such as partnering with the College of Medicine and/or other local medical service providers, and the creation of a dedicated health fee.  Smith also announced plans to hire an executive director of health services.
Questions for McDavis:
· P. Bernt expressed disappointment with the makeup of the committee charged with examining the academic priorities that will guide the university over the next five years because the committee has so few faculty members on it.  She said that in her opinion this was a “step backwards” with respect to the spirit of shared governance.  McDavis responded by stating that the committee is comprised of  representatives from all constituent groups and they are charged foremost with soliciting and receiving feedback about the proposed five-year plan.
· D. Ingram asked if there are plans or proposals to revise and/or match objectives between the Vision Ohio strategic plan and the five-year strategic plan, about which McDavis spoke during his presentation.  McDavis said that in discussions this summer, the strategic plan goals in Vision Ohio were revised to include “realistic” goals that could be accomplished in the next five years.  
Questions for Smith:

· J. Bernt asked Smith if the recommendations from the consulting firm included “shipping” students to, for example, Holzer Clinic.  Smith said that this is not what was recommended.  Rather, he said, the firm recommended looking into the concept of “shared services,” that Holzer was used only as an example, and that Holzer “isn’t in the equation.”

II.
Vice-Provost David Descutner
· Executive Vice-President and Provost Krendl was not able to attend the Senate meeting.  She asked Vice-Provost Descutner to represent her at this meeting.
· Descutner said that Provost Krendl will present regular updates on the University System of Ohio at each Senate meeting this year.
· Descutner said that pre-college, welcome week and new faculty orientation activities were all “very successful” and extended thanks to all faculty and staff that helped with these activities.
· Descutner provided the Senate with an update on enrollment figures.  He said that the good news with respect to enrollment is due in large part to long-term planning and the work of the Enrollment Management Committee.  He reported the following enrollment figures:
· Total enrollment on the Athens campus is 20,322, an increase of 170 students compared to last year; graduate student enrollment is up 50
· The Athens campus undergraduate enrollment stands at 16,686; the freshman class includes 4,023 students
· The number of transfers stands at 447 (450 was the “target” number this year).
· The four-year graduation rate is 51%; the six-year graduate rate is 71% (second in the state behind Miami University)
· Selectivity this year was 82% of those who applied
· The number of non-resident students rose to 454
· There are 77 first-year international students this term; the university instituted a shuttle system this year to provide transportation for international students from Port Columbus airport in Columbus to Athens; 150 students were transported this summer and fall
· The average ACT score of incoming freshman rose to 23.6

· The first-year student retention rate fell slightly this year to 79.5%; Descutner said that his office is working hard at “paying special attention to” “at risk” students; this includes requiring all undecided majors to participate in a learning community, creating a freshman inventory, improving conditions for student success, and improving disability services
· Mike Williford (Associate Provost for Institutional Research and Enrollment Planning) provided the Senate with figures on faculty retention rates.  He said that the 9-year retention rate is 92%, while the 2-year rate is 93%.  The departure rate over the last two years was 3%.  
· Descutner reported on the status of three ongoing administrative searches.  The three candidates for the Vice President for Diversity will be on campus this fall.  The review of candidates for the Vice President for Enrollment Management began within the past week and candidates will be brought to campus this fall.  An application pool for the Dean of Libraries position is currently being assembled.

The full content of the Provost’s presentation, as presented by Descutner, is available at: 

http://www.ohio.edu/provost/upload/facultysenatereport_07Sept2007.pdf
Questions for Descutner:
· P. Bernt asked how the overall enrollment has increased if the retention rate is down and the target for transfer students was missed.  Mike Williford said that the increase resulted largely from improvements in the sophomore-to-junior retention rate.
· J. McLaughlin said that with regard to faculty retention rates, he was concerned with the actual head count rather than the percentage figures.  He felt that attrition cuts over the past year will show up in the data this fall, which will alter the figures given by Williford.  Descutner said that he will provide these headcount numbers.  Mike Williford said that Institutional Research will have updated data regarding faculty retention rates very soon.
· D. Adleta asked if faculty not retained due to cutting of programs would show up in these data.  Descutner said that he did not know but would check on it.
· D. McDiarmid asked if faculty losses are “even” across colleges.  Descutner said that losses differed across the colleges.
· R. Pasic inquired about the diversity of first-year students this year.  Descutner said that the number of first-year African-American students is down from last year, but first-year enrollments increased in every other group compared with last year.

· J. Hinton asked about other ways by which the university measures diversity.  Descutner said that other ways of measuring diversity include by region, by income level, by geographic origin and by “first-generation” students.
· Najeé Muhammad asked about the retention rate with regard to faculty diversity.  Descutner said that he did not have these data at the moment, but would check on it and provide the information.
· M. Clouse said that in her opinion childcare services is a major issue with regard to faculty recruitment and retention.

______________________________________________________________________________

III.
Joe Brennan – Vice President for University Communications and Marketing
· Joe Brennan and Gina Calcamuggio (Senior Director of Communication and Marketing) gave a presentation regarding the new academic marketing campaign, “The Promise.”  This new marketing campaign is designed to highlight the university’s academic excellence and its academic “story.”  It is aimed toward targeting high school students, guidance counselors and parents during the peak admissions period.  The spots will run in Columbus and in southeast Ohio in October and November.  The campaign will also include billboard coverage in these same areas.  
Questions for Brennan and Calcamuggio:

· P. Bernt asked if the campaign will run in other cities as well.  Calcamuggio said that it will indeed run in other cities (such as Cleveland) if the campaign is successful.
· T. Flynn asked what research tells us about why students choose Ohio University.  Brennan said that a number of things about OU are reported by students, including the diversity of majors available, the physical setting and the excellence of faculty.
· G. Buckley asked where most of OU’s transfers come from.  David Descutner said that many come from two-year schools and the regional campuses.  He said that the university is currently working on setting up codified transfer agreements with a number of two-year schools in the state.  
· J. Bernt asked what the cost of the media buy for the new campaign is.  Brennan said the media buy cost is $275,000.  J. Bernt asked if the marketing campaign will eventually be geared toward attracting students from regional campuses and out of state students.  Brennan said that they will be working on this in the future and that a new hire will be working on it.
· R. Pasic said that he believes that it is important to listen to students for marketing ideas.
· G. Matlack inquired about targeted marketing strategies.  Brennan said that the university does indeed do targeted marketing and that it is being done through the Provost’s office.

______________________________________________________________________________

IV.
Roll Call and Approval of the June 11, 2007, Minutes
MOTION:  T. Leinbaugh made a motion to accept the June 11, 2007, meeting minutes (T. Flynn second)
APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY ON A VOICE VOTE

______________________________________________________________________________

V.
Chair’s Report – Sergio López-Permouth
· López reported on the process of staffing university standing committees that was begun this summer.  He said that after several meetings with President McDavis in order to confer on recommendations the process is nearly complete.  Appointment letters will be sent out beginning next week.
· López reported on his attendance at this month’s Ohio Faculty Council meeting and the reactions of faculty at other institutions to the proposed University System of Ohio, as well as to other recent developments.  
· López said that the faculty workload resolution passed by the Senate at the June, 2007 meeting was not signed by the Provost due to uncertainty regarding the academic calendar and system.  He reported that the Academic Calendar and System Taskforce, chaired by Phyllis Bernt, will be meeting with President McDavis next week to discuss the taskforce’s findings.
· López briefly discussed the President’s proposed five-year strategic plan and noted that he did not believe that having only one faculty member on this committee is sufficient.  
· López also briefly discussed the recently formed Taskforce on Graduate Education.  He said that the initial establishment of such an ad hoc committee was not according to policy, but that the Senate Executive Committee has had productive meetings with the Deans, the President and the Provost regarding this matter.  

· López briefly commented on the recent establishment of a University System of Ohio by the Governor.  He said that we have to move rapidly with regard to formalizing the university’s role in the System, but that we must also be vigilant in this regard.

Questions for López:

· J. Giesey asked about the status of the academic calendar and system review.  P. Bernt explained the work of the taskforce and the nature of the data that the taskforce had compiled.  She reported that the taskforce, in the end, made a recommendation not to make a recommendation because the members of the taskforce were split on whether or not to recommend a switch to semesters.  She said that the taskforce will be meeting with President McDavis next week to discuss the taskforce’s findings.
· J. Giesey said that it is important, from a planning point of view, to know what the university is planning on doing as soon as possible.  G. Matlack concurred with this.
______________________________________________________________________________

VI.
Professional Relations Committee (PRC) – Sherrie Gradin
· Gradin reported that the committee is currently considering three grievances.
· Gradin said that the committee will be working on three issues this year:

· A leave policy for adoptive and foster parents

· Revisions to sick leave policy for faculty (at the request of the Provost’s office)

· The faculty categorization initiative, a joint project with the Promotion and Tenure Committee

· B. Quitslund asked for clarification about the faculty sick leave policy issue.  Gradin said that internal auditors believe that there may be an accounting problem/issue with respect to current policy and that PRC has been asked to review the policy.
· C. Smith said that in his opinion we must be “very vigilant” about such matters.  He felt that the central problem regarding faculty sick leave policy is that no central fund exists for faculty sick leave.

______________________________________________________________________________

VII.
Promotion and Tenure Committee (P&T) – Charles Smith
· Smith reported that the committee will be working on the following issues this quarter:

· A request for a tenure clock extension

· Preparing for annual information sessions on promotion and tenure for untenured faculty members

______________________________________________________________________________

VIII.
Finance and Facilities Committee (FFC) – Joe McLaughlin
· McLaughlin presented preliminary figures on the final state budget and the implications thereof.  The budget calls for a 0% tuition cap this year and next in return for a 2% increase in state subsidy this year and 10% increase next year.  He said that the implication for receiving increased state subsidies is that the university had “better play ball” with respect to proposed changes in the state’s system of higher education.  He also noted that in the “fine print” of this agreement are “efficiency requirements” – 1% this year and 3% next year.  Details on what these requirements entail are, however, not clear at this time.
· McLaughlin presented preliminary figures from the administration’s five-year strategic plan, which calls for $30 million in reinvestments and reallocations.  He noted that this is still in draft form.  The proposed spending is as follows:
· $14 million for Undergraduate Education

· $8 million for Information Technology

· $3.2 million for University Advancement

· $2.4 million for Communication and Marketing

· $1.6 million for Student Affairs

· $750,000 for Athletics

· McLaughlin also announced that the committee will have a report on health benefits expenses for the October Senate meeting.
· P. Bernt said that the budget for this year was based upon enrollment targets and since those targets were exceeded this year there needs to be a discussion about how to spend that extra revenue.
______________________________________________________________________________

IX.
Educational Policy and Student Affairs Committee (EPSA) – David Ingram
· Ingram reported that the committee will be working on a number of issues this year:
· General Education language in the catalog

· Requests to change grade codes

· Classroom scheduling policy

· Working with the University Curriculum Council to implement the inclusion of learning outcomes objectives on course syllabi

· Ingram said that EPSA is continuing to discuss the RCB budget model.  In particular, they are concerned with issues related to the taxation of units for floor space, etc.  

· Ingram said that EPSA is monitoring the development of the Graduate College and the University System of Ohio with regard to educational policy.

· Ingram introduced Najeé Muhammad, with whom EPSA will be working on the formulation of a Social Justice Policy on Social Injustice on campus.  Muhammad said that he believed that the university did well in addressing the recent incident that occurred in the library in a quick and timely manner, but that other instances have occurred as well.  He said that he would like the Senate to consider putting together a Social Justice Policy on Social Injustice, that he believed such a policy should be carried out in the classroom, and that it should be a curricular/faculty issue.  He said that he is willing to work with anyone who wants to work with him on addressing this issue.  He suggested that a starting point might be the putting together of panels on social justice in the interests of beginning a dialogue.
______________________________________________________________________________

X.
New Business
· J. Bernt introduced a resolution from the floor.  The resolution, inspired by a similar one proposed by the Graduate Student Senate, seeks improvement in the processes of evaluation of the upper administration.  In particular, the resolution proposed that the evaluation be handled by an independent, non-affiliated third party.  

· R. Pasic asked if this has been done at other universities.  Bernt said he is unclear as to procedures elsewhere.

· Drew Pusateri, a co-author of the Graduate Student Senate resolution, explained the reasoning behind the Graduate Student Senate resolution.  He said that the main problem rests in the process of the evaluation, that no written documents are accepted by the Board of Trustees, and that the Board of Trustees has a vested interest in the President and therefore cannot be “neutral” in its evaluation a President.  
· W. Gist said that he was uncomfortable with language in the resolution that presupposes that the Board of Trustees is incapable of an evaluation of a President.

· P. Bernt said that in her opinion the central problem with the current evaluation process is a lack of transparency and accountability, not capability.
· S. Gradin said that the Board of Trustees considers the evaluation of a President a “personnel” matter and that is why the process seems “secretive.”  She said that it is worth looking at how other universities approach this issue.

· J. McLaughlin said that in his opinion we need to clarify our objectives and goals with regard to such a resolution.  He said that if the goal is to create a new evaluation process, then this resolution will not accomplish that.
· J. Bernt said that he thinks that we can work with the other Senates to come up with a better policy and procedure for evaluation of the administration.
· W. Gist asked how students can evaluate a President when they do not know what his job is on a day-to-day basis.
· C. Smith said that the President serves “at the pleasure of” the Board of Trustees.  He said that this resolution assumes that the Board of Trustees is incapable, but in fact they are capable, but “we” are not part of the evaluation process.  The question is: do we want to “boycott” the process?  This is what the resolution should be about.
· J. Hinton said that she likes the “proactive” aspect of the resolution.
· S. Gradin said that we do not know what the Board of Trustees says to the President and we cannot assume that they are “incapable.”  

· J. McLaughlin said that we can guess, however, what they say from the decisions that they have made.

· J. Bernt said that what is positive about this resolution is that it would create a public document.
· C. Smith asked how this resolution would alter the current process and wondered if this would also be considered to be an “unsanctioned” evaluation.

· G. Buckley said that we might consider coming up with our own evaluation, in the spirit of constructive criticism.  He said that the discussion needs to be de-personalized – “a” President rather than “the” President.

It was decided that the resolution will be taken up by one of the Senate committees and be presented in a revised form for first reading at the next Senate meeting.

______________________________________________________________________________

XI.
Adjournment
MOTION: P. Bernt moved to adjourn the meeting (J. Bernt second)

APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY ON A VOICE VOTE

The meeting was adjourned at 10:25 p.m.

Respectfully submitted by Timothy G. Anderson, Secretary
1

