MINUTESOF THE FACULTY SENATE MEETING OF NOVEMBER 7, 2002

The regular meeting of the Faculty Senate was called to order at 3:00 p.m. on Thursday, November 7,
2002, in Room 202 of the Buckingham Center for Continuing Education by Faculty Senate Chair Dan
Sheffer.

Fifty-two of the sixty-three Faculty Senators were in attendance. Senators Garcia, Kennedy, Matney,
Stinner, Waker, and Wilkinson were absent with notice. Senators Calvo, Graham, Redle, Soucek, and
Trotter were absent without notice.

SENATE ACTIONS

* APPROVED APCC'SCHANGES TO RULE 3359-20-031 SALARIES,
FULL-TIME FACULTY, ASAMENDED.

* APPROVED MOTION THAT THE WELL-BEING COMMITTEE AND THEFACULTY
SENATE REPRESENTATIVE TO THE OHIO FACULTY COUNCIL TAKE UNDER
ACTION HOUSE BILL 173.

* APPROVED INCLUS ON OF ONE ELECTED RETIREE REPRESENTATIVE TO WELL-
BEING COMMITTEE.

* APPROVED RECOMMENDATION THAT EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE
APPOINT A TASK FORCE WHICH WILL INCLUDE AT LEAST TWO MEMBERS OF
APCC TO INVESTIGATE ISSUESRELATED TO THE CALENDAR RESULTING FROM
THE CREATION OF THE 15-WEEK SUMMER SESSION.

* APPROVED PROPOSED 2003-04 CALENDAR AND REFERRED THE
PRELIMINARY 2004-05 CALENDAR TO THE TASK FORCE.

* APPROVED CFPC RESOLUTIONS REGARDING SPACE REALLOCATIONS.,

* APPROVED LIBRARY RESOLUTION REGARDING LIBRARY BUDGET.

|. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA - Char Sheffer cdled for gpprova of the meeting's agenda.
Senator Lee moved to amend the agenda so that Unfinished Business woud immediately follow the
Speciad Announcements and come before Reports. This was because the Senate had

some items that had been pending since last May which redly needed to be addressed. Senator
Norfolk seconded this motion, and the body voted its approval.




lI. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF OCT. 3, 2002 - As Secretary Kennedy was absent,
Chair Sheffer reported one correction. Thiswas on page 29 of the Chronicle. Senator Norfolk’s name
had been misspdled; this had been corrected. The body then voted its approva of the minutes.

[1l. SPECIAL ANNOUNCEMENTS - Char Sheffer introduced a new Senator, Maryhden
Kredler, from Nursing. Senators welcomed her with a warm round of gpplause. Next, the Chair
cdled for approva the Fal 2002 Commencement Candidates. Marilyn Quillin had the list with her.
Senator Harp made the motion to gpprove; Senator John seconded the motion. The body then voted
its approvd of the candidates.

V. UNFINISHED BUSINESS - Thefirg item of unfinished business was from the APCC, the fina
draft of 3359-20-031, Sdaries full-time faculty (Appendix A). Chair Sheffer asked Assoc. Provost
Stokes to lead the Senate through this.

Associate Vice Provost Stokes began by sating that Senators would recall a Saaries Task Force
edtablished Fall of 2001, charged with tying together the merit increases process with the sdary rule as it
exiged. That task force presented its findings to the Academic Policies & Caendar Committee early in
2002, and APCC determined that it did not like it in that form and wanted to review it some more. So
APCC worked on the document all through Spring 2002 and presented it to Faculty Senate in May
2002, and it was postponed until October. In October we ran out of time a that meeting. Thus, the
proposa was the draft Senators had had since that time.

Chair Sheffer then cdled for discussion. Senator Witt stated he had a few items which he would takein
reverse order, starting with [(4), "Merit procedures shdl require that each recommending person or
body provide to the faculty member a written explanation of the merit award recommendation.” As
written, this seemed that there would be three or four letters that would come our way for each faculty
member every year; each recommending person - our department head, our chair, our dean. The intent
here was for this to hgppen? This appeared cumbersome, especidly in years when the merit pool might
not reach the previous year's inflation rate. It would cost more money to write the letters than would be
obtained by the rase.  Therefore, he proposed the following motion: Replace the words, "each
recommending person or body" with the definitions from (C), which was "department chairs, school
directors, or deans in colleges without departments”  This was seconded by Senator Rasor-
Greenhagh.

Senator W.Y oder then asked whether there could be differences between the letters from deans and
department chairs in situations where two letters were written? Assoc. Provost Stokes stated that there
would not be a dean’'s letter unless it was a college without a department. No further discussion

forthcoming, the body then voted its gpprova of the amendment with only one nay vote.

Senator Witt continued with 1(5) and H6) which had to do with the apped's process. Both of those
elements asked for an apped's process, one for the annua evauation procedure and then one for the
merit procedure. Earlier on in the document, if faculty approved these procedures through ddiberation
and avote, most of these arguments would have been resolved in discussons. This would then make an
appea mogt likey unnecessary.  All the faculty would know what to expect from the merit document
they created. A grievance, on the other hand, could be filed if those agpproved procedures were
somehow violated, and that would not be an apped but a regular grievance procedure. And that
worked for both H(6) and I(5). In the case of 1(5), only in cases where there was violation of faculty-
approved merit procedures would a hearing of some kind be necessary. That would fal under exigting



grievance procedures. He then proposed an amendment to change the wording in H(6) to read,
"Annud evauations are subject to regular faculty grievance procedures.” Then aso amend 1(5) to read,
"Merit awards are subject to regular faculty grievance procedures.”

This amendment was seconded by Senator R. Huff. The Chair cdled for discusson. Senator Lee
asked for a better description of the regular grievance procedure for comparison to this amendment.

Senator Witt stated he could speak to that.  Up to now without this document, there had been no way
to grieve a merit increase, to have that reviewed. There were not mandated procedures in the Faculty
Manua. Now that they were there, those procedures like any other rule pertaining to faculty could be
reviewed and assessed through the Faculty Rights & Responsbilities Committee. This was pretty well
spelled out in the Faculty Manua. Assoc. Provost Stokes added that some colleges had appeds
committees that allowed for these kinds of things.

Senator Braun had a question. Could the grievances be only of a procedura nature, or could they be of
subgtantive nature? In the RTP process the grievance was only of a procedurd nature. Only the
process and not the content could be disputed. To him, that was bothersome.  His point was that
procedure meant the correct procedure had not been followed. Most of the time the correct
procedures were followed, and the problem resided with the decision itself. He would want to be able
to actudly dispute the decision itsdlf. So the grievances had to be both procedura and subgtantive in
nature. The person who wanted to take action on the grievance had to be able to dispute both the
procedure and the decision itself as being followed.

Senator Witt argued that he was having a hard time understanding this. How could we argue that we
should get more money out of a merit poal if we in fact knew in advance what we had to do to achieve
additional merit points? Senator Braun replied that it was a matter of principle, not a matter of a
particular thing. A matter of principle of how the system should be set, that maybe no sdary incresse
was fine. The point was that the principle had to be there in case a faculty member felt wronged. That
was what he was advocating.

Senator Jordan then asked whether this were an appeals process within the unit making the decision,
whereas the grievance process would be a grievance from the decison that the unit was making? If this
was correct, it would eiminate a congderation point by smply going to a grievance process. It wasan
important decison.

Senator Witt added that the way the rules were written, the apped would have to be outside the unit
and not within it. Assoc. Provost Stokes stated that that was incorrect; the apped s was within the unit.

No further discusson forthcoming, Chair Sheffer called for a vote on this amendment. The motion
faled, 24 againgt and 16 in favor.

Senator Witt then stated that he had one more amendment. Thiswasin D(2), "Academic units may use
information from more than one year of annud evaduations in determining sdlary adjusments” He
needed some claification by what was meant here.  Could we in fact, for example, save up
achievements and wait for arobust merit pool?

Senator Hebert offered an example from the Business School which used a rolling 3-year average in
taking a look at research. Things could be looked at over a longer period of time. Assoc. Provost



Stokes concurred that that was what was meant by thisitem.

Senator J. Yoder then proposed an dternative to part (D), which stated, "Sdary adjustments shall be
based on merit." The dternative she proposed would state, "Sdary adjustments shal be based at least
in part on merit." Thiswould dlow use of afull merit criteriaif so desred but would give more flexibility
for departments and units that might want to use it for something beyond merit. Senator Hebert
seconded this amendment.

Senator Gerlach supported the motion but wished it were alittle bit more forceful so that it read, "Sdary
adjustments shdl be based on merit and cost of living items.” He stated this because he was spesking
from what he regarded as his experience as the body’s retiree Senator. In 30 some years at this
University he had experienced both of these conditions. In more recent years the focus was supposedly
exclugvely on merit, which he thought unfortunate. Merit wasin the eye of the beholder and not dways

impartial.

Senator Gerlach then quoted Diomedes, "Eyes and ears are poor witnesses when the soul is
barbarous” On some occasions unfortunately we had had too many instances of barbarous souls at
work. Some combination of these things was the way to go; it was the middle way. He thought it
extremdy crud and callous not to make alowances for cogt of living. If afaculty member was doing
conscientioudy his duty, not neglectful in any way and taught his classes, he did not dways have afruitful
year in which he had published a dozen books or even one. Yet those who bore down on the
publishing would hold him or her to that and say there was no extraordinary merit and therefore no other
condderation. That was highly unfair and demordizing. Therefore, he fet the motion which he
supported could be made better. He did not fed it was up to him to do that given his Satus as aretiree;
he was just giving advice.

Chair Sheffer asked whether Senator Gerlach was puitting this forth as afriendly amendment to the last
impart on merit. Senator Gerlach replied he hesitated to do so based on the virtue of hisbeing aretiree
but suggested that if any Senator believed this, he/she might more suitably make that motion.

Senator J. Yoder then stated that her intent was to dlow for 100% merit as an option, but to alow then
for other possihilities in addition to that. She wanted to keep this motion as it stood at this point unless
someone wanted to offer an dternative. No Senator, however, proposed this motion. Therefore, the
Chair directed the body’ s attention back to Senator J. Y oder’ s origind amendment, "Sdary adjustments
ghall be based at least in part on merit.”

No further discusson forthcoming, the Chair caled for avote and the Senate passed this amendment.

Senator Witt continued with a motion to delete the statement from H(1)(a) regarding, "An abgtention,
while dlowed, shdl be consdered as a negative vote.”

The Chair cdled for discussion of the motion. None forthcoming, the body voted its gpprova of this
amendment. Senator Gerlach then proposed an additiona amendment to H(7). He wished to gtrike the
word “time” from the phrase, “time period.” Senator Gunn seconded this motion. Senate approved this
amendment.

Senator Gerlach had another mation regarding item G on the second page. He urged the origina edition
of Robert’s Rules, one that was congstent with the University Senate’s bylaws. This origind Robert's



was the smplified rule book and it was dl that we ever needed. Therefore, he made a motion that the
origina verson of Robert's Rules of Order be accepted instead of the most recent edition.  Senator
Sugarman seconded this motion.

Senator Hebert then asked for a point of clarification. Typicdly, when things were updated, it was for
clarification. What was the reason that it was not getting better as opposed to getting worse? Senator
Gerlach replied that based on his experience, the answer was that it got more and more complicated,
complications that were unneeded. Assoc. Provost Stokes added that the RTP process was ruled by
the mogt recent edition of Robert's Rules as determined by the Faculty Senate last year. Thiswas not a
Senate rule; this was a University rule. It was not a Senate bylaw so it did not require action.  Senator
Dechambeau then dated that if eectronic voting or anything ese dectronic took place, the new rules
would take precedence over the old rules.

A vote was then taken on this amendment; the motion failed.

Senator W. Y oder then asked that since Senate had removed under 1(a) the reference to abstentions,
were there any guidelines in this document to the colleges about how abstentions could be handled?
Assoc. Provost Stokes replied, stating that Robert's Rules handled this too. To which Senator Sterns
asked whether the Senate had not had a discussion about a year ago on this very point. Chair Sheffer
dated, yes, the Senate had had this discusson. Senator Sterns replied that he thought the Senate had
decided that an abstention was not a negative vote. Assoc. Provost Stokes replied that Robert's Rules
Stated that - an abstention was a non-vote.

Chair Sheffer cdled for further discusson. None forthcoming, a vote was taken on the proposed rule
changes. The motion passed with one nay vote.

The Chair then directed the body’s attention to the second item of old business. This was a request
made by Senator Gerlach at the September meeting. The request was to amend the compasition of the
Univerdty Wdl-Being Committee so that one Senate representative from the Retirees Assoc. be added
as amember of that committee. Senate referred this to the University Well-Being Committee which at
last month's mesting of the Senate indicated they would like to introduce this as an amendment if the
wording were changed to one representative elected by the Retirees Assoc.  The smple addition
amendment was now on the floor. A motion was now needed to amend the amendment to reed, “one
representative elected by the Retirees Assoc.  Senator Erickson so moved; Senator Steiner seconded
her motion. Senator Sugarman asked whether the amendment could be put forward as a friendly
amendment. Chair Sheffer replied affirmatively.

Senator Hebert asked for clarification. Would the Retirees Assoc. member be a voting or non-voting
member? Chair Sheffer replied that the member would be a voting member.

Senator Harp asked what the composition of the committee was, and who was on it? Senator Erickson
replied that the Well-Being Committee was not a Faculty Senate committee but a separately dected
committee. As a University committeeg, it represented al of the congtituencies that were represented in
the Senate. There was an elected representative from each of the colleges, a representative from
contract professonds, from the gaff; this would be an extra representative for the retirees. The
argument given was that retirees represented a congtituency whose well-being was directly affected by
the University policy. Faculty members hired before 1992 had their dependents covered by University
health insurance upon their retirement. At present there were over 700 persons using this insurance, half



over and haf under 65. In the future this number may be grester. The committee consdered they
should have a vote on issues relating to well-being. They dso noted that emeritus retirees had other
items that related to well-being - parking, office space, etc. Therefore, the committee consdered that
they too met the requirements of the congtituency whose direct interests were under this particular
committee.

Senator Harp expressed concern, as he had done previoudy with the eection from the Retirees Assoc.
with dues paying. He thought that al retirees should have the right to vote if this was representing the
condtituency, just as dl gaff had the right to vote for gaff, dl faculty had the right to vote for faculty.

Senator Erickson then pointed out that the staff representatives came from SEAC and she did not know
whether dl gaff autometically belong to SEAC. Senator Schmith replied that SEAC members were
elected by the staff.

Senator Erickson then asked Senator Harp whether he wished to make an amendment. He replied that
he did not.

Senator Sugarman then spoke, tating that right now there was no representative from the retirees and
they did have some interests. Dr. Erickson had invited her to attend some of the meetings so that she
could get that information, but without a retiree representative on the Well-Being Committee there was
no guaranteed procedure for retirees to comment on any changes that affected them or to give any input
and suggestions to the committee. There was no way for communication to take place between that
committee and the retirees. She urged al to please vote for that.

She then addressed the idea of al retirees voting of thisissue. She thought, procedurdly, it would be
impossible. Who would pay for it? And how would contact with every single retiree be made? We
had the addresses of members of the organization, but not everyone contacted had joined. There were
aso people that the Assoc. could not find.  Senator Sterns interjected that the Dept. of Lifespan and
Gerontology maintained a mailing lis for dl Universty retirees. His unit sent mall to them; there was a
new list that did exist.

Senator Daton then had one more point. Senator Erickson had stated that the Well-Being Committee
represented al condtituencies that had interest in University well-being issues. However, there was no
student on the committee. While Senator Erickson concurred with Senator Ddton, he did not offer this
as amotion to the body.

No further discusson forthcoming on the motion to amend the membership for the Universty Well-
Being Committee by adding an eected representative for the Retirees Assoc., a vote was taken. With
only three nays, the Chair stated that this motion passed by the required 60% of the votes of the
members of the Faculty Senate who were casting votes.

V. REPORTS

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE - Chair Sheffer gave the report in place of Secretary Kennedy. The
Executive Committee met twice during the month of November, once with committee members only,
and once with Presdent Proenza, Provost Hickey, and Mrs. Becky Herrnstein.  Discussion & those
mesetings centered primarily on two issues in the budget memo sent from VP of Business and Finance
and Chief Financid Officer Roy Ray in the Email Digest dated Oct. 16. As Senators recdl, this memo




outlined the Universty's current budget Situation and reported three actions that were to go into effect
immediately. The Executive Committee had a concern over notification and timing of the memo.

Specificaly, our question was, why didn't the PBC as the planning and budgeting committee of the
Senate, recave natification fird, egpecidly given that their next meeting was the following morning?
Apparently, it was a timing issue, that of trying to get the information out to as many as possble
amultaneoudy. Also, these measures were part of discussons that had taken place in the PBC. Vice
President Ray thought they had been discussed; this was not a deliberate avoidance of the PBC on his
part. Secondly, the Balanced Scorecard initiative was addressed. Group discussion of the status of the
Universty project occurred with the Executive Committee providing feedback as to how the specid

meeting held in October had been received by Senators and other faculty present. Some future gods
were outlined for the Executive Committee as well.  Findly, the Executive Committee had referred to
APCC, CRC and PBC the college proposa from Director Dae Mugler to study the feasibility and
report back to the APCC.

REMARKS OF THE PRESIDENT - Char Sheffer then invited Presdent Proenza to ddiver his
remarks to the body.

"Thank you, Mr. Chairman. In the same spirit that our good colleague Senator Gerlach offered an
amendment to remove time from time period, | might suggest - what was that phrase you used, Senator
Gerlach, 'Beieve you me'

Colleagues, good afternoon, and et me share a couple of points of information with you. Asyou know,
our nation, our state, has been occupied for the last several months with political campaigns for various
offices. Those were concluded a few days ago, and so we move forward. Importantly for this body
and for this Univeraty is the fact that during this campaign for the firg time in a long time it was a
consgtent evidence of higher education being on the minds of most of our potentidly-to-be- elected
officds that is noteworthy. The first year | was in Ohio | don't believe that a Sngle eected officid

honored in any campaign speech or in any related rhetoric the words higher education, or universty, or
college, etc. Two years ago during the midterm eections | daresay that mention was minimd, if a dl.

By contragt, during this eection | think you saw that very prominently an issue. | certainly didn't count
and compile a datigtical profile, but it was very prominent. Certainly in gubernatorid candidates,
certainly in many of the State and Senate representative bodies, it is on the public agenda

The Governor during his own statements which presumably we can now look for some action, talked
about two issues, one very encouraging, one troubling. The encouraging part is that he intended, and |
sress continues to intend to propose a budget for the next biennium which would include an increase for
higher education. | look forward to seeing what his recommendation is and will endeavor to work with
him and his gaff aswell aswith the Board of Regents to be sure that the recommendation from his office
isas high as it can possibly be, and to subsequently work with our legidative representatives to see that
gopropriate specid dlocations that might come to The University of Akron are consdered serioudy.

The second recommendation is a little less gppedling, and that is that both in Mr. Higgins remarks and
of course he is unable to act upon those, but aso in Mr. Taft's remarks was the notion that some form
of tuition cgps might return. Please do not misunderstand me, | am not in favor of just raisng tuition for
the sake of raiging tuition. That iswholly ingppropriate. The facts of the condition of our Sate are very
amply these The gtate's per capita support for higher education ranks 41t in the nation. The State's
average expenditure net cost of providing a higher education are dightly below the nationd average.



But because gtate appropriations are 41t well below the nationd average, is it any surprise that tuition
is the 8th highest in the nation and | think rose to 7th this past year? No, no surprise. The single most
cited reason in every date I've been following to find information about risng tuition cods in public
education is diminished state gppropriations, pure and Smple. So again, in that context, the suggestion
that tuition cgps might return are troubling, not just for the sake of tuition caps, per se, because without
the accompanying increase in Sate support, tuition caps would not be answered.

You aso are well aware that because we have such arange of tuitions in the state, from 7,600 at one
end to about 3,800 at the lower end, imposing a percentage cap on tuition is grossy unfair. Six percent
of alarge number is aways alarger number than 6% of a smaler number -it follows mathematics. Soin
any case, let us be optimistic and let us work very hard towards enabling some didogue. Again, | ask
that if it's possible for you to persondly direct a letter on your own dtetionery from home, etc., to your
State representative or senator about higher education for the state of Ohio, | think it would be important
for you to do so.

In that context, during this past severd months State Representative Jm Hughes and a committee that
he assembled went around the state receiving testimony about various issues regarding higher education.
We were asked to present testimony, and Senior VP & Provost Hickey ddlivered that testimony on my
behdf a Dennison Universty. Surprisingly, re tells me because during the time he was presenting the
testimony the committee was eating their lunch, they gppeared to have listened.

Asaresult, they invited Provost Hickey to communicate to me their desire to recelve awhite paper with
more detail on the recommendations that | outlined in that paper as well as commentary from us on the
formula. 1 am in the midst of preparing that document, and | have given your chairman a copy of it
which | would invite him to chat with you about. It is not ready for comprehensive circulation, but I've
asked for feedback to be given back to me by November 22. At thistime | will findize the document
and submit it to Representative Hughes.

The document is aso being reviewed at this point by the IUC, that is the other universty presdents,
some of whom aren't likdly to like it by the IUC legidative representatives who know more about how
these messages are received, by the Board of Regents staff, and tomorrow | will be sending it to the
members of the Board of Regentsdone. It makes some strong recommendations, and | trust based on
the input of my colleagues that they're well supported. But as with many things that we do in life, there
IS no guarantee of course that one particular event is the one that succeeds. Anyway, the paper is
circulaing, and | do invite your chairman to discussit with you.

Let me just close with three observations about notable achievements a the Universty. Cynthia Capers
is here, and I'm informed that you've received laudatory comments from the State Nursing Association,
and congratulations on that. Equdly, and is there any representative here from the College of
Education? Three of you; congratulations. If I'm informed correctly, you're the firgt university in Ohio in
recent years to receive laudatory comments on al six of the new accrediting performance standards that
the NCATE examines. More to the point, the representatives from the State Board of Regents who
assig in this process and the State Board of Education complimented our programs and said thet they
would be touting them as a mode to others. Lagt night Dean Stroble in a most appropriate way of
communicating these achievements, while presiding over a dinner received three phone cdls from none
other than The Ohio State University, Cincinnati, and Oberlin.  So we have something to teach these
good people.



Findly, ladies and gentlemen, it is notable that in the 2002 USA Today, the NCAA Academic
Achievement Award showed The University of Akron to be ranked nationally in one of three categories
of Divison IA for academic performance. They finished fifth in the U.S. when comparing the graduation
rates of our athletes as compared to the overal sudent body. Thank you, and | welcome any questions
you may have."

Senator Steiner then addressed the President.  As President Proenza might recdll, at the last Senate
meeting Senator Steiner had asked about when the previous year's budgets would be rolled over to the
departments to use. Vice Presdent Ray had indicated that there was a difficulty with PeopleSoft and
that the rollover would probably happen within a week to ten days. Senator Steiner had just been
informed that that till had not yet happened. Given the memo which Stated that 20% of last year's
budget would be held back was now in circulaion, could an update be given on the status of that?
Presdent Proenza asked Mr. Hank Nettling to respond in Vice President Ray’s absence. Mr. Nettling
replied that the last he had heard was that the testing had been completed and budgets should be
coming forward. President Proenza then asked Senator Steiner to provide his email to Mr. Nettling so
that the moment it was done, Senator Steiner would have that communication.

Senator Ddlton then stated he had a question about scholarship funding for academic scholarships.
When he sarted here he received a scholarship for excellence. It was a certain amount meant to pay
tuition and room and board expenses. This semester he ended up having to pay $1,560. That was an
additional scholarship he received from his fraternity. His scholarship ran out a the end of the year; it
was redly not going to affect him. But he was wondering about these other students coming in that had
been told that that was going to cover ther tuition and expenses, a the same time student activity dues
were going up to pay for athletes to cover their room and board and their tuition. It seemed that a
priority was being placed on athletics as opposed to our students that were coming here specificdly for
academics.

President Proenza addressed Senator Daton’'s statement. He pointed out that the state of Maryland
was congdering a very large increase in tuition, something like 40%. And while that did not address his
immediate concern, each time that the Univergty increased fees, etc., we did increase the financid aid
and scholarship budget. Not al scholarships covered the difference because some of them were fixed
dollar amounts. Those were reviewed periodicdly, as for example when the endowment enabled usto
adjust it to anew level or additiona donations came up to par. Many scholarships were labeled tuition
and would cover that tuition. Other scholarships were $1,000 or $5,000 scholarships. Whatever the
level, and, obvioudy, depending on the vaue, it either covered a great dedl or not enough. With regard
to the student fees, while a certain proportion did go to athletics, it was in kegping with previous years.
Again, each time there was an increase, a comparable increase was made to the sudent financid ad
budget. We never increased atuition without increasing the student financid ad/scholarship budget by a
comparable amount.

Senator Dalton replied that he knew of scholarships that had not been adjusted for four years.

President Proenza replied that as he had sad, not dl of them got adjusted smultaneoudy. The
scholarships for excellence had been a fixed-dollar amount. However, it was probably time that we did
s0. He then asked the Provost and Vice Presdent Roney, both of whom were present, to be sure that
al of the scholarships for tuition receive attention and review.



REMARKS OF THE PROVOST - The Chair then invite Provost Hickey to ddiver his remarks to the
Senate.

"Hird, so there's no misunderstanding, the callsthat Dean Stroble got last night should remind you of the
old Bob Newhart telephone routines, so Beth would've done Bob Newhart proud. | don't redly think
her phone rang, but she has actudly gotten calls from al of the ingtitutions she mentioned lagt night and
others asking whether they could come up and essentidly learn from the College of Education.

What | would like to tell you about today is the second phase of the first year's compression alocation.
| see Jack Braun so | have to be very careful how | choose my words here so that | get it correct. If
you remember, we kept some money back in a reserve fund from the first phase that we did earlier in
the fall semester with the understanding that once the dust settled from that, we would do a scond
round of dlocations. There was gpproximately $170,000 |eft in the reserve pool after the first phase of
round one,

The Academic Sdary Affairs Task Force decided to alocate those dollars to associate professorsin the
hopes of bringing associate professors to the median position among the state benchmark ingtitutions.
You'll remember that our assstant professors are at the 75th percentile of those benchmark indtitutions.

Phase one of round one brought full professors to the median position, tut only moved associate
professors from the 9th position to the 8th position. Our calculation was by focusing the $170,000 on
associae professors, we could bring them to or very near the median point among our state benchmark
inditutions, and that isin fact what we have done,

The worksheets went out to the deans early thisweek. | aready have severd of the worksheets back,
s0 the dlocations will be made and those second-phase round one dlocations will be in effect
retroactive to the same start dates as phase one round one. So those getting increases will get a check
sometime in the future, and | won't say when because | don't know how long it will take, but when you
get it you'll have a lump sum payment going back to the retroactive start date and then your sdary will
be increased on a monthly basis as prescribed by the new increase.

Now the calculations that the Task Force has done, and | shared this with the campus community earlier
thisweek in an emal message, moves the average sdary of associate professors from the eighth position
to the gxth pogtion in the sate. Now we have to get to the fifth podtion to be a the median, so we
didn't get quite to the median but we are gpproximately $150-170 on average per associate professor
away fom the median postion, so we came very close. We moved past Ohio University and the
Universty of Cincinnati in our associate professors.

So after the first year's dlocation of the compresson money we have the full professors & the median
position and we have the associate professors very close to the median postion. That will end the first
year's dlocetion.

The sum of $1.2 million was set aside, and all but $8,000 of that has been used. Some was kept back,
again in case there are appeds that are bound to have merit that we can ded with. I'm not inviting
gppeds, with only $8,000 left that won't go very far, but | hope with your understanding we are not
going to do athird phase of round one to distribute $8,000. We can add that to next year's dlocation if
it's not taken up in the apped's process.

Let me again thank the Academic Salary Affairs Task Force for the job they have done. It has been a



veay difficult and time-consuming job, and they've done an excellent job of it. Now ther task isto, and
I've had to keep Chand rather focused because he now wants to take on every anadyses known to man,
and he can do that but we have to do them one a atime. The next task isto mode what we're going to
have to do on an annua basisin order to get dl faculty to at least the 75th percentile, and that in turn will
guide us and guide the PBC as we try to identify and set asde the amount of money necessaxry to
continue these compression dlocations until we have reached at least the 75th percertile. I'll be happy
to answer any questions.”

Senator Hebert then addressed the Provost. There were a number of deans that were under review this
year. From the faculty's perspective, that process seemed a little ambiguous. He wondered whether at
this time or maybe in a published form the Provost could share with us the factors that were being
considered and the weights that were attached to those factors in the reviews of deans.

To which, Provost Hickey replied that there were a standard set of questions that were sent out for
people to answer. Associate Provost Stokes could certainly share copies of those questions. The
Provogt dated that he then looked at the input that came back from al of the stakeholders including
those within the college, input from other deans, input from vice presdents, input from community
members, and weigh al of that information. He could not tel what weights he put on any individua item
because there were no particular weights. He looked at the information in toto and tried to make an
evauation about how well the dean was doing his or her job. So, he could not share any specific
weights, he would be happy to share the questionnaires that were sent out. Those were no secret
because they were sent out to a large number of people. His office had sought broad input this year
from people whether we should change, add to, or amend the questions that we sent out. They had
gotten some feedback and made some changes based on that feedback.

UNIVERSITY WELL-BEING COMMITTEE - Senator Erickson began her report (Appendix B), by
asking al Senators to be sure to pick up a copy of her report. It contained the recommendations that
were passed in the May meeting of the Senate that related to hedth care. The committee was trying to
follow through on those recommendations.

She continued.  The committee had met twice in the past month; the chair dso had met with PBC at
their Sept. 24 meeting. We recelved reports from Desnay Lohrum from Human Resources who was
the ex officio, non-voting member of our committee. She reported on enrollment and noted that the
retiree dependents now had the option of staying on the PPO or with Kaiser HMO, which would
reduce the cogt to the Univergity. The committee did not know yet the result of that. Only Kaiser putin
a bid that was acceptable.  Summa said they would do so but a a cost greater than traditiond
indemnity, so they were not included.

Desnay Lohrum aso reported on the discussons with Steve Likovich of Watson Wyait. Human
Resources needed an effective codt-tracking system. This system was extraordinarily important if the
committee tried to follow the Senate recommendations mentioned above. Steve Likovich isputting in a
cost estimate. To do 0, he needs an estimate of the potential hedlth care cost increase for next year.
The Well-Being committee needs to start working on that and put bids out before spring. It needed to
be taken to the Board in August.

Asfor the denta contract, it appeared that they were running 15% above the estimated costs. Summa,
who changed its HMO for one year, added another 15%. That, in addition to al of the outside things
the committee had been looking at, suggested strongly a 15% annud increase in hedth care codts a the



moment nationwide. That meant that as it was a 2year contract, potentiadly there could be a 30%
increase.

She continued. The committee dso had asked that PBC day in contact with the Well-Being
Committee. There should be interaction here because it was PBC that needed to make the overdl

decison on how much of a health care cost was to be absorbed by the University budget. This meant
giving up other things as well as coming up with employee premiums.  Senate recommended that there
should be a cap on the percentage (as determined by the Well-Being Committee) of total medica cogts
to be paid by employees and that the contribution should only be initiated when we got salaries to the
median. However, the committee had not yet addressed this further.

They were, however, asking PBC to give their input. As Chair, she had spoken a a meeting of PBC to
recommend how much of any increase should be absorbed by the University and whether Well-Being
would need to work on premiums that would reduce the benefit plan. If Senators recalled, the
committee had said there should be one plan that did not involve a premium but maybe had reduced
hedth benefits instead. We felt PBC needed to decide the overadl tradeoffs necessary in the budget.
So the committee has initiated dial ogue with PBC.

The find item concerned trying to do something about wellness within our own University. It was very
codlly to outsde vendors. The committee had spoken with Rachelle Kappler of Zip Fit and aso our
nursing representative who was prepared to be on this ad hoc committee.  Anyone who had any
recommendations for people to examine was being sought.

GRADUATE COUNCIL - Senator Drew began her report (Appendix C), by stating that Graduate
Council had three items to report to the Senate. The first item was that Graduate Council at ther last
mesting had voted to gpprove curriculum proposds from Education, Engineering, and Nursing and had
voted to gpprove revised graduate faculty membership criteria from Geology, Philosophy, Physics,
Psychology, Rublic Adminigration & Urban Studies, Theoreticd & Applied Mathematics, Counsdling,
and Educationd Foundations and Leadership. At that last meeting, Dr. Newkome continued the
discusson of the numerous issues associated with the state imposed 85% funding cap for Ph.D.
dudents. Dr. Newkome emphasized that the Universty needed to dign its courses to alow for
appropriate sate subvention for masters- and doctoral-level courses. Also, the Graduate School would
curtall stipend and tuition remission for dl graduate students who were indigible for sate subvention.
Accordingly, the revised rules (effective Spring semester 2003) covering graduate student tuition
remission and stipends were presented for Senators review. These ruleswere: 1) No scholarships for
tuition remisson will be awarded after the 14th day of any semester or session; 2) Students in their first
or second year of support will receive up to 15 graduate credit hours of tuition remisson during each
semester of the award and over the combined summer sessons; 3) Studentsin their third year or grester
of support will receive up to 9 graduate credit hours of tuition remisson during each semester of the
award and up to 6 graduate credit hours remitted over the combined summer sessions; 4) Under no
circumstances will the Graduate School provide stipends or tuition remisson to a sudent who has
acquired 174 or grester graduate credit hours, or 140 or grester graduate credit hours and has a
graduate degree from another ingtitution.

Senator Sterns then had a question for Senator Drew. He stated that there were some programs on
campus that combined degrees with additiond qudifications, such as the certificate in gerontology,
which was dways alowed for extra credit hours. What this meant was that we were closing down a
very used option.



Provost Hickey then offered to explain the reasons for that, given that Dr. Newkome was not present.
As far as the state was concerned once a graduate student got to 174 credit hrs., he/she did not exist.
The University got no state support whatsoever for a student once he/she passed 174 credit hrs. For all
gtting there thinking, how in the world could a graduate student accumulate 174 credit hrs., there were
graduate students on the books with dmost 300 credit hrs. taken as a graduate student. We had
graduate students on the books with over 170 credit hrs. who had not gotten a masters degree yet.
There were a dgnificant number of graduate students who we were not getting any state support or
credit because of the number of credit hrs. they had accumulated.

Senator Erickson then asked for a point of clarification. This was a report from the Graduate Council
about rules that were gpparently going into force. Did not this materid have to come to the Faculty
Senate? Did not this have to be passed by Faculty Senate, as it was her understanding that it did.

Senator Drew replied that she was not postive about that but could check. It had come to her from
Heather Blake who was the secretary of Graduate Council. Chair Sheffer then stated that the Executive
Committee would take this up a their next meeting as to whether the Senate needed to rule on this or
discussit.

ACADEMIC POLICIES AND CALENDAR COMMITTEE - Before Assoc. Provost Stokes began
her report, she pointed out to the body that another item from the Saaries rule (voted upon earlier)
needed to be addressed. Thisitem was under 1(1)(a) which contained a sentence about abstentions that
should be diminated. If so directed, APCC could just go ahead and do so. No objections arising from
the body, Chair Sheffer asked that that be done.

Assoc. Provost Stokes began her report by stating that APCC had two items to bring to Senator’s
attention. In the form of amotion we had changes to the bypassed credit policy (Appendix D1.). This
was brought to the attention of the committee to address the issue that there was nothing in the policy
that said what happened if a sudent was unsuccessful in ther attempt at bypassed credit. So the
change in the policy addressed that question and was brought to the body as amotion.

Senator Norfolk then commented on the motion. He Stated that the students that he had known applied
for bypassed credit after they passed the course. Thiswas not amgjor thing. Students waited until they
passed the course and then asked for the bypassed credit. This change was not substantial from the
perspective of our courses. Assoc. Provost Stokes replied that it was not the case anymore.

The Chair caled for further dscusson. None forthcoming, he cdled for a vote of the motion to
approve the revised bypassed credit policy. The body then voted its approval.

Assoc. Provost Stokes continued by stating that the second issue was from the caendar part of APCC.
Each year APCC brought to Senate a proposed calendar for the upcoming academic year and a
preliminary caendar for the second year. There was consderable discusson this year over the
academic cdendar, particularly the starting date and the question of a break between summer sesson
and fdl semegster. We had visitors from Student Affairs come and discuss this with us, and the find
decison of the Cadendar Committee was to present the calendar as attached (Appendix E). There was
aweek that would come between summer and fdl in 2004-05 and because of the issuesraised, APCC
aso recommends the Executive Committee of Faculty Senate gppoint a task force which will include at
least two members of APCC to investigate issues related to the cdendar that results from the creation of



15-week summer sesson. That recommendation was aso part of the request for approva of the
proposed and preliminary calendars and this comes as a motion to Faculty Senate.

Chair Sheffer provided darification by stating there were two motions; the first to approve the proposed
caendar for 2003-04 and the preliminary 2004-05. He then called for discussion.

Senator Hebert wanted to point out to the committee that if the spring semester started on Monday,
Jan. 5, we would aso get a break between the spring and summer if we only took three weeks instead
of four at Chrigmastime. Assoc. Provost Stokes replied that that was correct but would mean that the
faculty would only have three weeks ingead of four. That was one of the issues that could be
addressed by the task force, the shortening of the winter bresk. APCC was not prepared to
recommend that as a blanket proposal without an investigation. Senator Hebert stated he would at least
like some congderaion to shortening the Chrismas break in order to get a week between spring
semester and the beginning of the summer term. It was very difficult to go through finds and art those
summer sessions very quickly. They were very intense and that week was very important in terms of
preparation, etc., particularly if one was teaching in the first summer session.

Senator Ddton then wanted to comment. He stated that he had been talking to alot of students lately
about the creation of a possible fal bresk. The fal bresk would probably be a2-day bresk. This
would be smilar to such schools as Case Western that had a study period before their exams. It
staggered exams but it was an idea of how to fit the cdendar. Chair Sheffer indicated it would be a
good idea to have student representation on the task force.

Senator Hebert then made the motion that the Spring semester be moved back a week to the 5" of
January and finish on May 2, with start-up on the 10™. This was seconded by Senator Maringer.

Assoc. Provost Stokes replied thet there was the congderation of graduation and commencement. EJ
Thomas Hall had dready been scheduled 10 years in advance. Honesly, it was for that long; it was
uncertain as to whether the hdl was available. So this was a serious congderation.

Senator Wyszynski spoke againgt the motion, suggesting that we wait to find out what other possble
ramifications there were other than having to move the graduation ceremony.

Senator Lee dtated that in the past there had been glitches or mismatches between the general caendar
and the caendar at the Law School. He wanted to get a better chance to look at this and compare it
to their current plan. Could the urgency of gpproving this be put off?

Senator Braun then wanted to spesk againgt the amendment. There were colleges that were not using
the first session but going to sessons 2 and 3. Between sessons 2 and 3 and the fal semester there
was dready just one week. Curtailing aso the winter break when a lot of people actudly caught up
with things they were not able to do during the semester in terms of research, writing papers, and 0
forth, would make it very difficult to actudly perform certain duties that were performed during the
winter break. Alternatively, what | would like to propose would be to have a differentiated date when
various colleges sarted for spring semester.

Chair Sheffer then pointed out to Senator Braun that he was not spesking directly to the amendment on
the floor. Chair Sheffer asked whether there were anyone who wished to spesk directly to the
amendment.



Senator Gerlach made the motion that Senator Hebert's motion be referred to the task force and to be
considered as part of this other business. Senator Dechambeau seconded the motion. However, upon
discussion that Senator Gerlach’s motion would result in sending the entire calendar to the task force,
Senator Gerlach asked for unanimous consent from the body to withdraw his motion. However, there
was one objection, so the Senate had to vote on the motion. Senator Dechambeau asked for the date
that the calendar had to be fixed. Assoc. Provost Stokes replied that the Board had to approveit at the
December Board meeting, which was before the next Faculty Senate meeting. Thus far, Senate had
only gpproved the preliminary caendar.

Senator Steiner then suggested that Senate not refer this entire calendar to the committee which did not
exis yet, but rather, make a decison on the 2003-04 calendar now, and perhaps at a later time refer
thisissueto APCC.

No further discussion forthcoming, a vote was taken on the motion to refer. The motion failed.

Senator Sterns then stated that one of the reasons for this long winter bresk was certain cost savingsin
heting. So the question was, was there any red cost saving as ore of the reasons for this long winter
break, and was this il in effect?

Senator Ddton then stated that he knew students would be in favor of it. Students only needed three
weeks, in dl honedty.

Senator Steiner wished to speek againgt the amendment. He thought at this time for the 2003-04
cadendar Senate gpprove it as it sood but consder dl the other issues raised.  Those were things that
should be sent with our referrd to the committee.

Provost Hickey then added that a the very leadt, if the amendment went forward, it had to be pending
the University’s ability to get EJ Thomas to reschedule commencement. If we could not do that, then
there was redlly no way to do this Senator Hebert stated he would accept that as a friendly
amendment but onthe other hand did not see why the graduation immediately after the end of findswas
important. I it happened the next week, it happened the next week. Provost Hickey replied that the
problem was that many students would depart and we would end up with a very smdl graduation
ceremony. Senator Hebert replied that everybody lived within 50 miles of the University. However, in
deference to the Provost, he would accept the friendly amendment. This was seconded by Senator
Maringer. The amended amendment was to move the start of the January 2004 semester to January 5
pending the ability to have graduation at the appropriate time, one week earlier.

Senator Harp then asked whether he could cal the question on the amendment. Chair Sheffer replied
that he could unless there was an objection. He could move the previous question with a two-thirds
vote if it was approved. Or, he could wait until the debate was over and then we could vote on it. No
further discusson forthcoming, a vote on the amendment to move the spring 2004 semester back one
week pending the ability to move graduation back one week was taken. The motion failed.

Senate returned to the recommendation to gpprove the proposed calendar 2003-04 and preliminary
calendar 2004-05.



Senator Steiner moved that the body approve the proposed 2003-04 caendar but refer the prdiminary
2004-05 to the task force.  Senator Erickson seconded this motion.

The body then voted its gpprova of this motion as well as the recommendation that the Executive
Committee appoint atask force to investigate the caendar issuesraised. The body approved both.

CURRICULUM REVIEW COMMITTEE - Assoc. Provost Stokes began with a point of information
which had been sent to department chairs and members of colleges who did the curriculum system. The
default setting and the curriculum proposa system were now set to check prereg.'s. Prior to thisit was
st to not automaticaly check prereg.'s. Soif aproposal was going into the system and prereq' s were
not wished to be checked, there was a box that had to be clicked. This had caused considerable
confusion, but the default had been changed. She would send thisinformation out to everyone.

Next, there was a proposed change to rule 3359-20-052, curriculum changes (Appendix E). This
was being brought as a motion from Curriculum Review Committee. It was discovered by CRC that
there was no procedure by which new programs were reviewed by the University, the Curriculum
Review Committee, the Provost, or anybody before the proposa went to the Ohio Board of Regents.
The CRC fdt that we should a least see those before they got sent off to the Board of Regents.
Therefore, the committee had put language in here to accommodate thet.

Chair Sheffer cdlled for discusson. Hearing none, he cdled for avote. The motion passed.

CAMPUS FACILITIES AND PLANNING COMMITTEE - Senator Sterns began his report
(Appendix F), by gating that the committee had had many follow-up activities. He was happy to
report on an excellent updating sesson with Mr. Curtis, our Vice Presdent for Capitd Planning &
Facilities Management, who brought us up-to-date on al of the activities, construction, and other issues
the committee had not been apprised of for a long time. Probably the most important thing was the
documentation and complete review of campus moves and space assgnment.  There were 8 pages
worth of documented moves which he had not formaly included here. He began with the first resolution:
The Faculty Senate endorses the reassignment of space in Olin, Carroll, Ayer Halls and
Polsky building which resulted from the opening of the College of Arts & Sciences Building
during Summer 2002. Ayer and Carroll Halls will temporarily house units being displaced
when Gardner Student Center is demolished for Phase |1 of the Student Center project. In
addition, relocations for Whitby Hall (primarily Chemical Engineering) during its renovation
and moves from Leigh Hall (primarily to Polsky Building) due to the renovation are also
endorsed. A full document on file with the committee.

Senate approved this resolution.

Senator Sterns continued with the next item which was the request for incubator space. As part of the
activities of The University of Akron Research Foundation, there was a formal request that the Superior
Auto Body Service Building, which conssts of 17,000 square feet, be available to support activities or
cregting the Univerdaty incubator facility for faculty and community Sart-up companies. So the
resolution read as follows. The Faculty Senate supportsthe assignment of space for the creation
of aUniverdgty incubator facility for faculty and community start-up companies.

No further discussion forthcoming, the body then voted its gpprova of the resolution. Senator Sterns
read the next CFPC resolution: The Faculty Senate supports the assgnment of service/storage



gpace in the Student Administrative Services Building. Senate voted its gpprova of the
resolution.

Senator Sterns then offered some positive support to the crestivity of Mr. Haskell and his associates,
because in their development of the revisons and improvements in Schrank Hall N. & S. they had been
able to develop an approach where people would be able to stay in their respective office areas and not
have to nove to temporary space. That was very helpful. That meant that the concern of the committee
regarding the use of the former Psychology Counsding Clinic as a potentid place for the counsding and
testing bureau could now be rdeased. Thus, the committee asked the gpprova for the following
resolution: The Faculty Senate supports the temporary assignment of Polsky 327 A-F and 325
F for use by Benefits Administration.

The body voted its approvd of this resolution.

Senator Sterns then congratulated George Newkome, the Provost and the President in the movement
towards thisincubator. 1t was awonderful new step forward for our campus.

Senator Gerlach then asked whether Campus Facilities Planning Committee was considering the issue
concerning Simmons Hal, or wasiit just killing it? Senator Sterns replied that it would be his pleasure to
respond. Firdt, based on our discussion last time, the committee had generated a document outlining
the work of Donfred Gardner and forwarded that on to the President. The Smmons issue was ongoing;
the committee did not discuss it a our last meeting. Senator Sterns reported that he had had a
telephone conversation with President Simmons daughter about three weeks ago. She called me about
what was happening. He had made an appropriate referra to Mrs. Graves and Mr. Laguardia as well
as saying that he persondly would look into things himsdf. We were in the process of developing
another stlatement regarding the history and reasons why the Smmons name should be perpetuated.
The committee had not formally addressed it yet, however.

UNIVERSITY LIBRARIES COMMITTEE - Senator Harp began his report (See Appendix G). The
Libraries Committee would like to confirm formally that our library no longer bought books. There was
information that $100,000 had become available from Dr. Gaylord's budget. These monies had been
set asde for specid projects that would take care of things in the library that Dean Dd Williams had
cdled "oneses” These would be specid requedts, teaching-related, and potentially research-related.
But there would not be a reindtitution of the automatic purchase plan. That would cost us. Even the
paired down plan we had had for years, at least $400,000,

was not in the budget.

Senators could review this on the expenditures page (pg. 50). The $36,000 Senators saw there should
cover afew monograph series. These were ongoing commitments to be sure that the monograph series
continued. A noteworthy fact came from Associate Dean Roger Durbin of thelibrary. Thiswasthat, if
the current rate of serids inflation continued, even if we only bought seriads and no books, the library
acquisitions budget would virtudly deplete our library acquiditions budget in the next five years. Tha
says something about the rate of inflation in general. This was obvioudy an enormous danger to our
indtitution for undergraduate programs, for graduate programs, for everything. The committee thought it
to be out of sync with our desire to be a premiere univerdty in Ohio.

Senator Harp then referred to his written report.  The attached data, put together by our librarians,
would track expenditures for the past ten years. The tables provide alook at where we stood vis-a-vis



other inditutions including those we would consider dready to be our inferiors, certainly our desired
inferiors over the next ten years. The indtitution to keep an eye on was Cincinnati, which by and large
doubled usin al respects, since that was the kind of ingtitution we aspire to be.

He continued by sating that the Libraries Committee had not decided to recommend some kind of
short-term fix. We intended to come in every year or two or three to recommend some kind of
"bandaid,” forcing money to be moved from personnd, which was dready pathetic. The Libraries
Committee would be supportive of any short-term budget, should Dr. Gaylord come up with another
$300,000. The committee did want to focus the Senate's attention on the possibility of a longer-term
solution, one tied to the norms of the Association of Research Libraries and to this resolution: The
Libraries Committee strongly recommends that the Faculty Senate charge the Planning and
Budgeting Committee to ensure sufficient funding to raise the library within the next decade
to the status of aresearch library as defined by the Association of Research Libraries.

He had seen different norms as to how much that would cost. He had been told it was $12 miillion.
Kent right now, skating on past success and beefing up their budget with gathering old volumes in, was
getting by with $8 million. But our library budget was Hill only $5-6 million; we were bested by Kent
by about $2-3 million per annum. In short, the Libraries Committee believed strongly thet the library
must be trested as a fundamenta part of attaining Status as a premiere research university. It was as
important as saaries, benefits, an adequate physica plant, and strong academic programs. Without a
srong library we could not be a srong university.

On the second issue, the Libraries Committee aso discussed various proposals that had been submitted
to us, recommending that the administration move the library from the domain of the Vice President for
Information Services to that of Senior Vice Presdent and Provost. Those discussions were ongoing;
there was not aformal recommendation at thistime. Senator Harp then called for Senate support of the
committee' s resolution.

Presdent Proenza had a comment and a question. First, he wanted to thank the Senator for his report.

Those were very important issues that we needed to look at. He did wonder, however, whether you
had had some discussions with Vice Presdent Newkome about the specia eections that were accruing
to our library and what difference those make. Equaly and very importantly, there were two other
condderations that he would ask be entertained very carefully. There was no question that the price of
serids was outpacing anybody's capacity for keeping up with it and was rivaled perhaps only by hedlth
care issues. In that context, a couple of questions for information basis. Firdt, the question of what
linkages existed through the other networks in the state that enabled us to access the other materias
virtudly. Secondly, the linkage very importantly that was being made today with information technology
not only to reduce costs but to in fact expand access. President Proenza felt it to be very important that
the Libraries Committee continue to look at that so we did not lose track of it. While he was not
opposed to consdering movement of responghility, unless more money was found, that movement did
not buy what he thought was wanted.

Senator Harp responded that he had not talked directly with Dr. Newkome about that. As for the
linkeges, we discussed that at length in terms of the access, particularly for downloading serids. It
worked rdatively effectively for serids, the OhioLink was pat of this journds data. It worked
effectively for serias because one could hit a button and download it. For books, which parts of Socia
Sciences and Humanities used dmost exclusively, or for serids, the only thing that could be done was to
order the serids through interlibrary loans. That cost money. For books, one would have to order the



book. If it were abook referenced to regularly, that cost was then getting pushed ether back onto the
students or to the departments. For students, provided we could get them to use OhioLink, as there
was a learning curve even for some of our best sudents, that put the cost of time and money on ther
backs, with them standing at a photocopy machine. What departments were doing in Arts & Sciences
was putting a staff person in front of a photocopy machine and copying chunks of books. We had been
doing that for years and OhioLink had definitely improved things. What we were talking about at this
point was a Stuation where a researcher or a student literaly would have dmost al of their books on a
topic from our own ingtitution. That diminated the possbility of browsing, but either you spent a huge
budget on photocopying those materids to use or you spent it on buying the book. The accumulated
cost might well be comparable.

Senator Lee then expressed a concern. He thought it was redly important and was a good god, but the
Libraries committee had presented in this motion as a charge to PBC to ensure. That did not seem to
dlow any flexibility. He read this to mean that PBC had to ensure this regardless what the impact might
be on hedlth care premiums, any tradeoff on salaries, on any other budget priorities we might have. This
seemed inflexible.  He would like to make an amendment which would date that the Libraries
Committee strongly recommended that the Faculty Senate ingtruct the Planning & Budgeting Committee
that it was an important priority to ensure funding. He thought it important to ensure some flexibility.
This was seconded by Senator Jordan.

Senator Covrig then said it seemed unnecessary because the particular resolution did not have dl the
teeth of specific gods. He did not see why this friendly amendment was necessary. Chair Sheffer
corrected him; it was not afriendly amendment but an amendment.

No further discussion forthcoming, a vote was taken. The amendment failed.

Senator Kreidler then dated that having sat on her first PBC mesting, this body could not make a
resolution to ensure anything. Because the Senate did not pass the amendment, we could not pass this
resolution. PBC could not do this. Senator Hoo Fatt stated it was within the next decade. That was
ten years. It did not have to be in the next year. She did not see why we could not do thisin ten years.

No further discussion forthcoming, Chair Sheffer called for a vote on the motion.  Senate then voted its
goprova of the motion with one dissention.

Senator Dechambeau then commented. She wanted to make sure that it was understood that thinking
about eectronic journas as a replacement for paper subscriptions was not in fact necessarily a cheaper
subdtitution.  Quite often it was much more expensive. Canceled subscriptions meant losing the back
issues. The beauty of the dectronic journd center in OhioLink was that they maintained the back issues
for us. This was a common concept that people had, that we could get it eectronicaly for free or for
less.

Senator Witt then stated he wished to know a little bit more about al the options for the library, as he
thought that eectronic options were more economica. Senate could use alittle education on this.

Chair Sheffer then dtated that Senator Harp had now been charged with educating the Senate on this
issue.

Senator Sterns added that he thought we should aso keep in mind that there were many ramifications.



There were certain certification bodies that reviewed the gatus of certain honoraries, evauated library
holdings, as well as many other ramifications that happened from not maintaining our library. It could
begin to effect our academic programs if we were not careful. He was sure that was an obviousthing
but did want to say it formdly.

Senator Harp continued with a report that was prepared by Associate Dean Roger Durbin. He could
get the dectronic verson and make that available to Senators. That report specified some of the ARL
(Association for Research Library) measures. More importantly, it dedt with the issues involved in
these determinations and the kinds of measures we might use over time to assess how our library was
doing, much like had been done with the issue of sdlaries.

FACULTY RESEARCH COMMITTEE - See (Appendix H) for report and 2002 Fall Grants.

PLANNING AND BUDGETING COMMITTEE - Senator Fenwick stated thet in light of the time, he
was going to waive the ora report (See Appendix | for written report). He did, however, ask that
Senators look at the appended report from Ernst & Young (pg. 56). He wanted to make just two
points about that. One, it was not Arthur Anderson. He had hoped that Vice Presdent Ray would be
here to explain. This was the one item about the state of Ohio noatifying colleges and universities of
potentia workers comp. lighility.

Presdent Proenza then noted that both Vice President Nettling and Vice President Mdlo were present.
With permisson, VP Mallo then addressed the body. He stated that currently al state universities paid
a premium with regard to worker's compensation for the claims they experienced over the course of a
year. But the State Auditor was proposing to book the liahilities on the state books and to gpportion
those to dl the Sate univergities. So basicdly it would affect the bottom line of our balance sheet.

Senator Fenwick then asked to what extent.

Vice Presdent Mdlo replied that we were 4ill in negotiations with the State Auditor and Attorney
Generd. We thought that if we were able to do it as a footnote as opposed to the bottom line, it would
have negligible effect. Senator Fenwick then asked when we would know. To which Vice Presdent
Mallo replied that discussions were going on this week on this very issue. Senator Fenwick stated that
other than that, PBC would probably have preliminary reports from two subcommittees on ROl next
month

OHIO FACULTY COUNCIL - See (Appendix J) for minutes of May 17 and Oct. 4, 2002.

VI. NEW BUSINESS - Senator Gerlach stated he had some urgent new business to bring to the
floor. He wanted to move this subject to the consderation of the University Well-Being Committee and
our representative to the Ohio Faculty Council for their consderation and possible action.  This report
had come out of the Ohio Retired Teachers Association, and should darm us dl. It was reported in
their Fall 2002 newdetter. House Bill 173 sponsored by Representative Cabert established the Ohio
Technology Fund. HB173 if passed, would take $60 million from each of four retirement systems,
which included the State Teachers Retirement, the public employees, and the Bureau of Workmen's
Compensation to fund venture capitd investments in high technology startup businesses in the state of
Ohio. Some legidators il thought that the retirement benefits were paid by state taxes and could be
shifted around like the state budget. They needed to be enlightened that this was our retirement fund,
funded by our contributions and was not related to state taxes. It darmed him that anyone would raid




our retirement funds on the presumption that they were borrowing from them and would return the
money with interest when this kind of scheme suggested dl could be logt. Why they should teke it from
these funds in the first place was beyond him. He thought it was Smply a subject that he would move
that our Wel-Being Committee and our representative to the Ohio Faculty Council take under action.

This motion was seconded by Senator Gunn.  No further discusson forthcoming, a vote was taken.
The body voted its gpprova of the maotion.

VII. ADJOURNMENT - The Chair then cdled for a motion to adjourn. This was made and
seconded. The mesting adjourned at 5:12 p.m.

Transcript prepared by Marilyn Quillin



