Ohio University Faculty Senate 

Monday, April 25, 2011
Room 235, Margaret M. Walter Hall, 7:10 p.m.

Minutes Approved 5/16/11

The meeting was called to order by Faculty Senate Chair Joe McLaughlin at 7:10 p.m.

In attendance:

College of Arts and Sciences: E. Ammarell, C. Elster, J. Gilliom, S. Gradin, S. Hays, K. Hicks, D. Ingram, C. Kalenkoski, J. Lein, J. McLaughlin, R. Palmer, B. Quitslund, L. Rice, W. Roosenburg, S. Wyatt

College of Business: L. Hoshower, T. Stock

College of Fine Arts: M. Phillips, A. Reilly, E. Sayrs, D. Thomas
College of Health Sciences and Professions: M. Adeyanju, D. Bolon, M. Bowen

College of Osteopathic Medicine: H. Akbar, T. Heckman, J. Wolf 

Group II: H. Burstein
Patton College of Education and Human Services: T. Franklin, A. Paulins

Regional Campus—Chillicothe: N. Kiersey

Regional Campus—Eastern: J. Casebolt

Regional Campus—Lancaster: P. Munhall

Regional Campus—Southern: 

Regional Campus—Zanesville: P. Kanwar for M. Nern


Russ College of Engineering:  J. Dill, J. Giesey, R. Pasic

Scripps College of Communication: B. Debatin, J. Lee, G. Newton, J. Slade, S. Titsworth

Excused: B. Roach, M. Sisson, D. Marinski

Absent: K. Brown, B. Branham, D. McDiarmid, R. Knight, J. Farley
 
Overview of the Meeting:

I. EVPP Pam Benoit

II. Roll Call and Approval of the March 14, 2011 Minutes

III. Chair's Report

· Update and Announcements

· Ohio Faculty Council Report (Ken Hicks)

· Upcoming Senate Meeting:  May 16, 2011, 7:10 p.m., Walter Hall 235
IV. Nominating Committee—Sherrie Gradin

V. Professional Relations Committee—Sherrie Gradin

· Resolution on Faculty Fellowship Leave Adjustment for Semester Calendar (First Reading)

· Resolution Clarifying Handbook Language on Procedures in the Event of Allegations of Violation of Professional Ethics (First Reading)

VI. Finance & Facilities Committee—John Gilliom

· Sense of the Senate Resolution on Planning Unit Reduction Targets and Budget Priorities (First Reading)

· Resolution to Establish a Parental Leave Policy (First Reading)

VII. Educational Policy & Student Affairs Committee—Allyn Reilly

· Resolution to Amend Withdrawal Deadlines Under Semesters (Second Reading & Vote)

· Resolution on Deadlines for Incomplete Grades Under Semesters (Second Reading & Vote)

· Resolution on the Formation of a First-Year Council (First Reading)

VIII. Promotion & Tenure Committee—Joe Slade

IX. New Business

X. Adjournment

I. Pam Benoit, Executive Vice President & Provost


EVPP Benoit provided updates on four items:

A) House Bill 202 (http://www.legislature.state.oh.us/bills.cfm?ID=129_HB_202): This is recently-proposed legislation that imposes an earned income limit of $14,160 on reemployed public employees who receive Ohio public employee retirement benefits, including STRS. Reemployed public employees would forfeit $1 of their retirement benefit for each $2 earned above the limit. This would have a significant negative impact on OU's Early Retirement program, as well as on the ERIP and VESP. Interim Director of Government Relations Eric Burchard will provide information to the legislature when it is back in session next week about why this is a significant problem for universities. HB 202 was apparently originally intended to apply to K-12, but as written would apply to universities as well.

B) Tuition increases: A preliminary discussion about potential tuition increases was held with the Board of Trustees last week. No proposal for tuition increases will be made until the June Board meeting. A tuition increase was not used to build the budget, because the Board was clear that they would not approve a tuition increase to fill in a budget gap.

C) ERIP and VESP:  Preliminary numbers are available, but these numbers are very preliminary because the earliest deadline to declare participation in some options of the programs is not until May 23, 2011. Below is a summary of those who have begun paperwork for the ERIP or VESP. 

	STRS/ARP
	
	OPERS

	Group
	# of participants
	
	Group
	# of participants

	Athens Group I
	12
	
	Athens Academic Units
	6

	Athens Group II
	3
	
	RHE
	4

	RHE Group I
	2
	
	EVPP
	3

	RHE Group 2
	2
	
	VPFA
	17

	
	
	
	OIT
	2

	TOTAL
	19
	
	TOTAL
	32


D) Percent reductions in academic vs. academic support units. Benoit responded to a request from Faculty Senate to explain why academic support units have lower cuts than academic units. Benoit began by outlining the academic support units, which include the President's Office, the Executive Vice President and Provost's Office, the VP for Finance and Administration, University Libraries, the Office of Information Technology, the VP for Research and Creative Activity, and the VP for University Advancement. She pointed out that many units are included as academic support units that are not necessarily obvious. For example, the President's office includes units such as University Marketing and Communications as well as the Cutler Scholars, while the EVPP includes areas such as Admissions, Financial Aid, the Registrar, and Institutional Research. Benoit emphasized that both academic support units and academic units are efficient and trying to be good stewards of their funds. She said that academic units have been protected to a larger degree during the cuts over the previous years, and what came to light during the current budget cycle is that academic support units had lost budget flexibility that academic units have not yet lost. 

Benoit then gave several examples of how further cuts might affect some academic support units. With further cuts, OUPD would have to have one officer on duty while one worked dispatch at times, which might leave OU vulnerable to charges of negligence. The staff of the heating plan has been reduced to two; having only one person running the heating plant is not acceptable. Custodial staff have been severely reduced; custodial costs are less than half of the average while the amount of square footage cleaned per staff member is higher than average. Staff cannot process payments fast enough to get discounts. Grounds crews have been reduced so that some areas of campus cannot be maintained. The library would have to severely cut serial subscriptions, which would turn it into a regional library rather than a research library. Further cuts in the EVPP office would mean losing staff who are critical to remaining compliant with state and federal regulations, and to meeting enrollments targets. Five percent of our enrollment to date is from out-of-state students, so cutting marketing would damage that enrollment. Benoit concluded by saying that there were still choices to be made in academic units. She then took questions.


Steve Hays said that he thought the Cutler Scholarships were endowed. Becky Watts said that the Cutler Scholars line also includes salaries for Dr. Ping and Dr. Hill as well as operating costs. Hays asked how much the Cutler Scholars line was; Benoit said it was about $500,000. Bernhard Debatin asked for more specific information about strategic investments from a potential tuition increase, especially because this would be a large sum of money. Benoit said that we will invest in places that fit the strategic priorities in the 4x4 plan.
 We have already begun to talk to the Board of Trustees about investing in scholarships/financial aid and marketing. We will come back to the Board in June with areas that are marked as strategic priorities, such as innovative programs. Debatin asked how you avoid this being seen as a way to cut deeply in certain areas and then rebuild elsewhere. He noted that these cuts are hitting in some areas very deeply, and if we have money to invest, it looks strange to still have to make these cuts. Benoit said that part of what we are doing through RCM is to rebalance across the college through these cuts and then make reinvestments. The goal is to make strategic cuts with a scalpel instead of an axe, and then reinvest. It is exciting that we have more flexibility in the budget than we thought we would, so that we have the opportunity to reinvest. Debatin asked why not have a discussion about priorities first, and then make smaller cuts? Benoit responded that we have to make cuts in the first place because the Board has said clearly that they will not approve a tuition increase unless cuts are made first. We have tried to make cuts that did not get to muscle, so now we can reinvest in ways that move the university forward.


Charlotte Elster asked what the decision making process will be for the strategic investments. Will it follow Vision Ohio? How will faculty be included in the process? Will Colleges have input? Benoit responded that the faculty have already had input into the new 4X4 plan that replaces Vision Ohio. That is the plan that was shaped by the campus, and we have had a lot of feedback about the 4x4 plan. There won't be new priorities. The 4x4 plan will help guide us as we refine our strategic priorities for reinvestment. While it seems like a lot of money, it will go very quickly, and we have to be sure that investments are made in strategic priorities. Joe Slade said that it was difficult to understand why deep cuts followed by reinvestment was necessary; even Kasich said we could raise tuition as a way of dealing with cuts. It is getting harder to turn out quality programs, and if there is money, regardless of what the Board says, that money should go toward preserving that quality. Slade said he did not blame Benoit for the Board's stance, but he would like Benoit to argue the point that these funds should be directly linked to improving academic quality. Benoit responded that innovative academic programs are part of the strategic priorities, and added that it was important to decide how we frame for the Trustees what is critical for moving the university forward. She said that the Board is also very concerned about facilities, and some of these funds may go toward facilities as well as other strategic priorities. Benoit emphasized that the other important piece of the budget strategy involves supporting programs that are or have the potential to generate revenues, especially as we create an RCM model less dependent on state support. 


Beth Quitslund said that part of the concern about the 4x4 plan is that parts of it are very broad (such as "inspired teaching and research") or under-defined ("integrated co-curricular activities"), so it was unclear how this would guide decision-making. She asked who outside of Cutler Hall would participate in the decision-making process once the money is available. Benoit said that there would be discussions on campus, with budget planning council, and other groups. She added that investments in scholarships and financial aid are important, and that marketing is critically important, but we will have to have discussion about some of the other items to be funded. Discussion has to occur soon because this has to be presented back to the Board in June. Doug Bolon said that one of the biggest concerns about RCM is the level of tax on colleges to fund support and other units. Tax rates that are too high could de-incentivize creating revenue. Benoit said that we are not at that point to set those rates yet. Units pay a "tax" now, but under RCM, it is more transparent. We want to make sure that the tax is reflecting the actual cost of the most efficient way of delivering services. Benoit agreed that a demotivating tax would be disadvantageous to the university; the goal is to create more motivation for new revenue.


Judith Lee said that the reinvestment process privileges new programs over older, very strong programs because by definition older programs are not innovative, and she asked how this conflict could be addressed. Benoit disagreed that an old program could not be innovative. Lee asked why, then, take the money away from those programs in the first place? Benoit said that the cuts come to the College, and then the College makes those strategic decisions about where the cuts will be. Lee said that there does not seem to be an awareness of how strapped departments and schools are. As colleagues leave and are not replaced, it becomes impossible to cover classes; it is even difficult to get books ordered. Benoit said that this was understood; the reality is that we have to deal with less money from the state. Lee asked how we are educating the Board about the real effects of repeated deep cuts on academic departments/schools. Benoit said that they do talk with the Board about this. The Board knows that we have to increase revenue and reduce expenses across the board, and we talk about how are we making choices about reducing expenses. Many institutions are going through this right now. We have to figure out how we can live within a much more restricted environment. The Board understands this, and knows that we need to focus on our priorities, and focus on getting out of this situation for the long term (which is why revenues are so important). They have been talking to people and touring campus, and they were concerned by the facilities issues they saw. This reinforces that when support units feel cuts, we all feel those cuts.

Mary Bowen asked about the projected $100 million for a new heating plant. Willem Roosenburg, who sits on a committee looking at this issue, clarified that in five years, Lausche, the current heating plant, will be obsolete, and will need to be replaced. Benoit said that there are multiple financing options being considered, but that this is part of a larger issue of deferred maintenance. There is a six-year capital improvement plan that would cost about $400 million. The next phase of that plan will be to prioritize projects, because that amount is beyond our financial capacity. This is a major project. Ken Hicks asked, given our pressing infrastructure needs, how we could talk about building new buildings, such as the multipurpose facility. How could that be on the table at this point? Benoit said that this is a good question, and you could ask why the Schoonover Center, for example, or the Academic and Research Center? There is always discussion about whether or not to accept a gift, and whether it fits into the priorities of the university. When you choose to accept funding from another source, there are trade-offs. You have to look at gift money vs. capital money vs. maintenance money in the context of all the other infrastructure needs. It is very complicated. Hicks said that he appreciated the complications, but returning to the multipurpose facility, he asked whether that building should be reconsidered, given the extra square feet that would have to be maintained. Benoit said that she did not know about reconsidering it, but she did know that additional fundraising would have to be done before that building could be built. Part of the infrastructure discussions with Board addressed whether building gifts had to include maintenance funding, but this is difficult because donors are not always interested in this. We also need to decide what is the right model for thinking about deferred maintenance on a campus. Many campuses take a percentage of revenue and put it toward deferred maintenance. Here we have used the capital bill from the state, but that may not continue. We also need to decide what the right footprint is for campus, and whether there are there buildings that we no longer need.


Debatin said that the multipurpose facility was a good example of what is causing concern across campus: a difference between real priorities as evidenced by what is funded, vs. officially articulated priorities in the strategic plans. It is difficult to hear that we all need to make cuts before there can be any reinvestments, when there are areas that get more funding, are exempt from cuts, or receive smaller cuts that have nothing to do with our public priorities. On the other hand, we are being asked to generate revenue—not the primary reason most professors enter academe—while the recommendations for cuts seem to lead to a systematic reduction in quality, such as the push for online learning (referring to UC-Berkeley's study), increasing weighted student credit hours, reducing the number of classes, larger classes, and fewer faculty. These are short-term solutions that may do long-term damage. We have a priority problem. Benoit primarily responded to the issue of online learning, disagreeing with the assertion that online learning necessarily means reduced quality. She argued that we have to make sure that we target the appropriate programs for online learning, so that we maintain high quality and the "brand" of Ohio University. Benoit added that she understood that most faculty members do not think about generating revenue per se, but that faculty should think about it in terms of maintaining and creating programs that are attractive to students, so that we can continue to do what is most important to us. We need to keep our doors open even while a door is closing from the state. Teresa Franklin agreed with most of what Benoit said about online education, but said that we face serious IT barriers to building effective online programs; Roosenburg and Ammarell emphasized that the IT issues were a significant problem. Anne Paulins said there was a fine line between too much information and not enough information about upper administrative decisions, but that we were better off being more informed. 

II. Roll Call and Approval of the March 14, 2011 Minutes

A quorum was present. The minutes of the March 14th, 2011 meeting were approved by voice vote (moved by Casebolt, seconded by Newton).
III. Chair's Report – Joe McLaughlin 
• Update and Announcements

Ballots for Faculty Senate elections will be distributed soon. We have received a good number of nominations, but a few vacancies still stand, so will get in touch with those areas for more recommendations. We would like to see a high participation rate in these elections.

• Ohio Faculty Council Report (Ken Hicks)

Ken Hicks reported that the Ohio Faculty Council met recently and discussed SB5 and the recall petition. They also discussed the budget bill that is being considered by the Ohio House and Senate right now. The budget bill includes a provision that each university, for all majors, show that it is possible to graduate in three years. Also included is the expectation that faculty teach one more course every other year, based on the past teaching record of each faculty member. What actually constitutes a course is undefined, and it is not clear how this would be enforced. In the updates from each campus, Kent State reported that their enrollment is up by 4%, and their applications are up significantly.  

McLaughlin added that we are also keeping an eye on House Bill 202. This bill would have an impact on our current early retirement program, as well as on the ERIP and VESP.

• Upcoming Senate Meeting:  May 16, 2011, 7:10 p.m., Walter Hall 235
IV. Nominating Committee—Sherrie Gradin

Gradin outlined the process in the faculty handbook for Faculty Senate officer elections. The nominating committee (consisting of Senators in their sixth year: David Thomas, Sherrie Gradin, Willem Roosenburg, and Patrick Munhall) presents a slate at this meeting, and voting will take place at the May meeting. In addition to the candidates on the slate, anyone can be nominated for any position from the floor at the May meeting. The slate presented by the nominating committee consisted of Joe McLaughlin for Faculty Senate Chair; Elizabeth Sayrs for Vice Chair; and Beth Quitslund for Secretary.

McLaughlin reminded Senators that both newly elected and current senators attend the May meeting. Departing Senators will not vote on officers, but do vote on resolutions. 

V. Professional Relations Committee—Sherrie Gradin

• Resolution on Faculty Fellowship Leave Adjustment for Semester Calendar (First Reading)

This resolution adjusts faculty fellowship leave (FFL) language in the Faculty Handbook to reflect semesters rather than quarters. Under semesters, pay for an FFL is full for a one-semester leave, or 2/3 pay for a one-year leave (this is consistent with the recommendation by the university committee on faculty fellowships and early retirement). This resolution also corrects an error in the Faculty Handbook that left out the PRC as the last level of appeal for denials of FFL. Also, endnote 3 was removed, which was a chart illustrating how to calculate prorated salaries. 

• Resolution on Clarifying Handbook Language on Procedures in the Event of Allegations of Violation of Professional Ethics (First Reading)

This resolution adds language to the ethics section of the Faculty Handbook, adding cross-references to the procedures in the policy and procedures manual related to whistle-blowing and retaliation, workplace violence, and harassment. It also encourages parties to declare and mitigate conflicts of interest, and defers any actions related to grievances until all pending university appeals have been concluded.

VI. Promotion & Tenure Committee—Joe Slade

Slade reported that the committee had heard two appeals so far this year, and one was upheld. A special Senate committee will hear this appeal this week. The committee is also looking at how the shift from quarters to semesters might impact P&T deadlines and procedures, evaluations, and so on. Please send any P&T or evaluation problems that you think might be raised by the move to a new calendar to Slade (slade@ohio.edu).

VII. Finance & Facilities Committee—John Gilliom

Gilliom thanked the committee for its work on this resolution, adding that the Provost had touched on a number of these concerns in her discussion. 
• Sense of the Senate Resolution on Planning Unit Reduction Targets and Budget Priorities (First Reading)

This resolution has two main points: 1) a request to re-evaluate the proposed budget cuts to address the imbalance between academic and academic support areas, and 2) a request that the budget process retain a commitment to transparency and evidence-based decisions. 

Senators had concerns about naming particular units that should be cut more, and preferred a broader statement of principle that all spending be assessed in terms of its return on investment in the same way that academic funding will be assessed under RCM. Details about specific budget scenario items could be addressed in the budget forums. When the budget scenarios are released later in the week, this more specific information could be included in the resolution for second reading if necessary. Some Senators suggested including language about strategic reinvestments as well.

• Resolution on a Leave Policy for Maternity, Paternity, and Adoption (First Reading)

This resolution asks the University to develop and implement a parental leave policy in order to build an outstanding, diverse, and healthy workforce and to maintain a competitive profile of employee benefits and compensation.

Some Senators made the point that if you are single, your benefit package is worth less (because of subsidized health care for family members, tuition remission, etc.), and that colleagues often fill in for those on leaves (regardless of the cause), and asked that this be taken into consideration when developing this policy.
VII. Educational Policy & Student Affairs Committee—Allyn Reilly

• Resolution to Amend Withdrawal Deadlines Under Semesters (Second Reading & Vote)

This resolution was tabled last month because of disagreements about the appropriate withdrawal deadline under semesters. At first reading, the eighth week was proposed as the deadline, but assistant deans and advisors objected. This version of the resolution proposes week 10 as the deadline. Faculty are encouraged, but not required, to provide grade information to students by midterm so that students can meet the withdrawal deadline. 

A motion to approve the resolution passed by voice vote.
• Resolution on Deadlines for Incomplete Grades Under Semesters (Second Reading & Vote)

This resolution changes the deadline for the completion of work from a previous term that was awarded an incomplete. Under this resolution, student will have until week two of the new term to submit work from the previous term before an "I" turns automatically into an "F." This is primarily for subsidy reasons: OU takes a snapshot in week two of courses completed in the previous term, and has to deliver that information to the state in the third week of the term in order to receive subsidy. Any incompletes made up later than week two will never receive any subsidy from the state. The instructor always has the option to make a change of grade. The four-week break in winter and the longer summer break should give more time to students to make up incompletes. This resolution was written in consultation with Mike Williford and the Registrar's office.
A motion to approve the resolution passed by voice vote.
• Resolution on the Formation of a First-Year Council (First Reading)

This resolution provides Faculty Senate endorsement for the formation of a new university standing committee entitled the First Year Council that would serve as the successor to the Foundations of Excellence Task Force. The Council would oversee and help plan all first-year initiatives, programs, and policies on campus. It would consist of 13 members, including 7 group I faculty, 1 undergraduate student member, and 5 additional members representative of the Assistant Deans, Student Affairs, and other faculty groups (including continuing faculty and at least one regional faculty member). The resolution also encourages each regional campus to form a similar committee. 
Senators recommended adding more undergraduate students to the Council. Explicitly including more continuing faculty, who often teach introductory courses, was recommended by some Senators, although it was recognized that many Group I faculty focus on teaching first-year students as well. Senators also suggested keeping the Council to a working size. David Descutner added that there may be a reorganization of duties so that there would be one person explicitly in charge of retention; this person would also serve on the Council. 

VIII. New Business

There was no new business.
IX. Adjournment
The meeting was adjourned at approximately 9:30 p.m. 

Resolution on Faculty Fellowship Leave Adjustment for Semester Calendar
Professional Relations Committee

Faculty Senate

April 25, 2011

First Reading

Whereas, the language in the Faculty Handbook Section V.A needs to be adjusted for the semester calendar change;

Whereas, the PRC has followed the committee recommendations in a report on FFL submitted to the Provost in June of 2010;

Be it resolved that on the appropriate date, the language in the Faculty Handbook Section V. A. 4, 5, 10, 11, 13, and the Endnote containing a sample pay schedule replace the current language with the following:

V. UNIVERSITY FACULTY FELLOWSHIP PROGRAM, RESEARCH GRANTS, AND

AWARDS

A. University Faculty Fellowships  

4. A University Fellowship leave may consist of one semester at full pay or two semesters at two-thirds pay [3]. These rates are to be applied to the pay the faculty member normally would receive during the semester(s) in which the faculty member is to be on leave.
5. A University Fellowship leave may be granted for a maximum of two semesters. Faculty on nine-month contracts will be granted leave only during the semesters covered by a contract. A University Fellowship leave may not be taken during the summer or other off terms, though such terms do count toward eligibility for a University Faculty Fellowship. Faculty members on twelve-month contracts will be granted leave at any time during the twelve-month period of the contract, with the full summer session considered to be one semester.

10. Faculty members will be expected to teach at Ohio University for at least two semesters after completion of their University Fellowship leave.

11. Application for a University Faculty Fellowship is to be made in writing to the

department chairperson ordinarily no later than the first day of the Spring Semester preceding the summer and/or academic year in which the leave is to be taken. The decision by the President on his/her application is to be made known to the faculty member in writing no later than March 1, though this decision is subject to approval by the Trustees at their next meeting. The application must include a well-considered plan, presented with a reasonable degree of specificity, showing how the Fellowship leave will contribute to the professional effectiveness of the applicant and the best interest of the University, e.g., teaching efficacy, research, and creativity.

12. The department will evaluate the faculty members' applications and the chairperson will send all the applications and his/her recommendations to the appropriate dean. The dean will review all applications in the college and send them and his/her recommendations to the Provost, who will review them and make recommendations to the President for final approval or disapproval, subject to confirmation by the Board of Trustees. If the evaluation process results in a decision not to approve the application, the faculty member will be given, no later than March 1, written notification of the action and all reasons for the action. The written statement will be made by the person in the review process who first recommends disapproval of the application.

13. If a faculty member believes that his/her leave proposal has been denied unjustly, he/she will have the right to appeal the decision to his/her chairperson, to the dean, to the Provost, and then to the Professional Relations Committee of the Faculty Senate. The grounds for the appeal may be allegations of (a)inadequate consideration, (b) denial of due process, or (c) personal bias or discrimination.

16. Regional campus faculty members shall submit requests for a University Faculty Fellowship to the division coordinator. The division coordinator may forward the faculty member's application to the appropriate department at the Athens campus or to the most closely related department if no corresponding department exists. He/she shall take such action at the faculty member's request. The Athens department shall give advice on the merit of the faculty member's proposal and return it to the division coordinator in making his/her recommendations to the regional campus dean. The regional campus dean shall review all applications at his/her campus. He/she will send applications and his/her recommendations to the Provost, who will review them and make recommendations to the President for final approval or disapproval, subject to confirmation by the Board of Trustees. If the evaluation process results in a decision not to approve the application, the faculty member will be given written notification, no later than March 1. The written statement will be made by the person in the review process who first recommends disapproval of the application. The appeal procedure shall be through the division coordinator, the regional campus dean, the Provost, and then to the Professional Relations Committee of the Faculty Senate.

Endnotes

[1] See Board of Trustees' policy amendment of October, 1977 providing implementation guidelines, Appendix A.

[2] For purposes of official record keeping, when an approved leave is deferred for one year in order to maintain curricular integrity thereby triggering the start of the next eligibility at seven years after the date of original approval, the Chair/Director is required to provide both the Dean’s office and the Provost’s office with an official memo indicating that this action has been taken.

[3] Example Leave Pay Schedule, for $48,000 9-month salary: (Delete)

Resolution Clarifying Handbook Language on Procedures in the Event of Allegations of Violation of Professional Ethics 
Professional Relations Committee

Faculty Senate

First Reading, April 25, 2011

Whereas, too many faculty remain unaware of important university policies that govern behavior;

Whereas, explicit language reminding all persons involved about key principles of due process is currently absent in the Faculty Handbook,

Be it resolved that the Faculty Handbook be amended to include the following language noted in bold in Section L.1:

L. Procedures in the Event of Allegations of Violation of Professional Ethics

Introduction

1. The Faculty Senate and the Provost of Ohio University have adopted a statement on Professional Ethics. (See Section I.A of the Faculty Handbook.) In Sections IV.L.2 and IV.L3 procedures for the investigation and resolution of alleged violations of Professional Ethics are specified. Section IV.L.2 applies to alleged violations of Professional Ethics not involving professional research misconduct, while section IV.L.3 applies to alleged Fraud and Misconduct in Professional Research (See Policy No. 19.048 in the Policy and Procedures Manual). Procedures for Loss of Tenure are in Section II.D.5 of the Faculty Handbook. Members of the faculty should familiarize themselves with the University policies on Whistle-blowing and Retaliation (03.006), Workplace Violence (41.135), and Harassment  (03.004).

Due process requires diligent attention to fairness. Obvious conflicts of interest should be disclosed and avoided, and perceived conflicts of interest should be 
disclosed and, if necessary, mitigated. All parties have a right to raise good-faith objections to conflicts of interest. The accused shall be considered innocent until 
admission or by a preponderance of credible evidence. Allegations alone shall not be grounds for adverse action against the accused, and the implementation of any sanctions shall be delayed until appeals are exhausted.

A Sense-of-the-Senate Resolution on Planning Unit Reduction Targets 

and Budget Priorities

Finance & Facilities Committee

Faculty Senate

First Reading, April 25, 2011

I.  University budgeting should implement a core commitment to protecting and advancing the academic quality of the university by promoting outstanding teaching and research.  However, the currently proposed reduction targets undermine this goal by demanding considerably higher reductions from academic units (4.47%) than from academic support units (3.12%) and general fee support units (3.03%). 

Therefore, the Ohio University Faculty Senate resolves that budget planners reevaluate the proposed targets to achieve a distribution that protects and advances the academic quality of the university.

II.  It is further resolved that the budget planners fully implement practices of transparency and evidence-based decision making.   As more detailed reduction scenarios are developed, Budget Planners should address two key areas of concern:

A. At this point in time, the proposed strategy of “increased instructional efficiency” (changes in workload, section sizes, numbers of electives available, and composition of faculty) fails to address or even explore the inevitable degradation of the quality of learning, student experience, student and faculty research, and the overall academic mission.  It also fails to acknowledge the cumulative deleterious effects and “efficiencies” created by nearly a decade of budget reductions.

B.  Furthermore, the uneven distribution of cuts is justified with the claim that academic support units cannot absorb larger reductions, yet the current proposals fail to provide any evidence to support this claim. Instead, certain areas within the support units, such as exploding IT expenses, costs for advancement and enrollment management, executive staffing and salaries, or the OU airplane, appear to be systematically excluded from reductions.   

As the process stands now, it fails to identify how academic quality can be maintained while further increasing “instructional efficiencies” and fails to demonstrate the alleged inability of academic support units to absorb proportional cuts.  As scenarios are released in the coming weeks, we look forward to a full public discussion of these concerns.

RESOLUTION ON A LEAVE POLICY FOR 

MATERNITY, PATERNITY, AND ADOPTION

Finance & Facilities Committee

Faculty Senate

First Reading, April 25, 2011

The University’s commitment to build an outstanding, diverse, and healthy workforce and to maintain a competitive profile of employee benefits and compensation will be advanced by the implementation of a Parental Leave Policy modeled on the best practices of our peer institutions.   Such a plan shall be developed and implemented with all deliberate speed.

Resolution to Amend Withdrawal Deadlines Under Semesters

Educational Policy and Student Affairs Committee

Faculty Senate

Approved April 25, 2011

WHEREAS

The Assistant Deans and other faculty and staff concerned with advising feel that the end of the seventh week is too soon under 14-week semesters for many faculty members and other instructors to adequately transmit their assessments of student work and for students to process the consequences of that information,

AND ALSO WHEREAS,

It is expected that faculty will provide substantive grade information to students by the midpoint of the semester,

BE IT RESOLVED

That the deadline for a student to withdraw from a class be established at Friday of the tenth week of the 14-week semester, and the last instructional day of the fifth week of the term for seven-week summer terms.  The exact times of all these deadlines will be established by the Registrar’s office.  These changes will take effect with the beginning of the semester calendar, Fall 2012.

 Resolution on Deadlines for Incomplete Grades

Educational Policy and Student Affairs Committee

Faculty Senate

Approved April 25, 2011

WHEREAS, 

State instructional subsidies are now based on student completion of courses and the deadline for reporting such completion is usually only a few weeks into the following term,

AND ALSO WHEREAS,

Most students who take incompletes do so as the result of illness or family emergency,

BE IT RESOLVED:

That the current catalog language be changed as follows, to take effect at the semester conversion in the Fall of 2012:

Receiving an “I” means that the student has not completed the work required for a regular grade. The student must have the instructor’s permission to receive the Incomplete. The student must complete the work within the first six weeks of his or her next quarter within the first two weeks of the next term in which the student is enrolled (not counting summer term) or two years from the end of the term in which the grade of 'I' was given, whichever comes first, or the 'I' converts automatically to an “F.”  The instructor may request a one–time extension to the end of the quarter at his or her discretion submit a change of grade request to the Registrar’s office by completing a request for the extension through the Registrar’s Office. When the student applies for graduation, any Incompletes on the record will be calculated as “F” grades for the purpose of determining eligibility for graduation and will be converted to “F” upon graduation.

Resolution on the Formation of a First-Year Council

Educational Policy & Student Affairs Committee

Faculty Senate

First Reading, April 25, 2011

The Educational Policy and Student Affairs Committee of Faculty Senate recommends that Faculty Senate endorse the formation of a new University Standing Committee entitled the First Year Council.

The First Year Council would consist of 13 members:  

7 group I faculty, 1 undergraduate student member, and 5 additional members representative of the Assistant Deans, Student Affairs, and other faculty groups, including contingent faculty.  At least one member of the 12 non-student members will be from the Regional Campuses.

This committee would serve as the successor to the Foundations of Excellence Task Force and be charged with the following responsibilities:

• Gain knowledge of all initiatives/programs/policies on campus affecting first year students.

• Set campus wide priorities among competing first year initiatives.

• Coordinate and align first year programs, policies, and practices.

• Plan and implement first year student success initiatives.

• Increase the visibility of first year issues and programs within the university community. 

• Sponsor regular first year forums, open meetings, and workshops to diffuse knowledge about, and commitment to, first year issues and programs.

• Advocate for faculty to participate in faculty development related to enhancing first year teaching.

• Design and advocate for a faculty reward structure to encourage excellence in first year teaching and advising.

• Identify current first year student advocates among faculty and continue to recruit additional advocates who would agree to participate in piloting first year initiatives and in seeking internal support through the 1804 Fund for Undergraduate Learning for initiatives that enhance the first year experience of undergraduates.
Recognizing that the first year experience for undergraduates on the Athens campus is different from the first year experience for undergraduates on the regional campuses, the Educational Policy and Student Affairs Committee of Faculty Senate also encourages the regional campuses to consider forming a First Year Council focused on issues and opportunities specific to those campuses that would have equivalent responsibilities and authority and would collaborate closely with the First Year Council on the Athens campus.

� The "4X4" plan includes the Four Fundamentals: 1) Inspired teaching and research; 2) Innovative academic programs; 3) Exemplary student support services; and 4) Integrated co-curricular activities; and the Four Supporting Priorities: 1) Set and meet long-term and short-term enrollment goals; 2) Improve financial strength; 3) Complete the capital campaign; and 4) Establish effective total compensation for faculty and staff. A complete description of "Vision 2016" can be found at �HYPERLINK "http://www.ohio.edu/provost/upload/Strategic-Planning-Update-Jan-2011-2.pdf"�http://www.ohio.edu/provost/upload/Strategic-Planning-Update-Jan-2011-2.pdf�; the email announcing the 4x4 plan can be found at � HYPERLINK "http://www.ohio.edu/compass/stories/10-11/12/provost-matters-strategic-planning.cfm" ��http://www.ohio.edu/compass/stories/10-11/12/provost-matters-strategic-planning.cfm�.
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