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MINUTES OF THE FACULTY SENATE MEETING OF NOVEMBER 6, 2003 

The regular meeting of the Faculty Senate was held on Thursday, November 6, 2003, in 
Room 201 of the Buckingham Center for Continuing Education. Chair Dan Sheffer called the 
meeting to order at precisely 3:00 p.m. 

Forty-four of the sixty-five Faculty Senators were in attendance. Senators Covrig, Drew, 
Hoo Fatt, Kolcaba, Pelz, Pope, Witt, W.Yoder, and Yousey were absent with notice. Senators 
Carri, Conrad, Crain, Krovi, Lee, Maringer, Svehla, J.Yoder, and Zachariah were absent without 
notice. 

r 

I 

SENATE ACTIONS 

* APPROVED FALL 2003 COMMENCEMENT CANDIDATES. 

* REGARDING DOMESTIC PARTNER BENEFITS: 

1.) APPROVED WELL-BEING COMMII IEE RECOMMENDATIONS I - IV; 

2.) REFERRED WELL-BEING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION V BACK 
TO COMMITTEE TO EXAMINE COST ISSUE. 

* CHARGED WELL-BEING COMMITTEE WITH TASK OF IDENTIFYING 
MEANS OF EXTENDING HEALTH CARE INSURANCE TO DOMESTIC 
PARTNERS. 

I. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA - Chair Sheffer called for corrections or additions to the 
meeting's agenda. None forthcoming, he then called for a motion to approve the agenda. 
Senator Rich made the motion which was seconded. The body then voted its approval of the 
agenda. 

Il. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF OCTOBER 2, 2003 - Secretary Kennedy had one 
correction to the minutes of October 2, 2003. On page 32, an "r" had been inserted into Senator 
Norfolk's name where there should have been an "I". She apologized to the Senator for this 
mistake. 

Senator Wilkinson then made a motion to approve the minutes; Senator Jeantet seconded 
this motion. The body then voted its approval of the minutes of October 2, 2003, with the 
above-mentioned correction. 

- ■■ ■ ■ 
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m. REMARKS OF THE CHAIR - Chair Sheffer stated he wished to begin the meeting by 
updating members of the Senate on the issue regarding the changes to the University Governance 
and Policy Rules including those to the Senate Bylaws made by the Board of Trustees at their 
Aug. 20 meeting. As Senators would recall, at the September meeting of Faculty Senate a 
resolution was passed requesting the Board of Trustees to rescind these changes. At the Oct. 
meeting of the Faculty Senate, President Proenza was asked about the status of the resolution 
requesting recision and he had asked Provost Stroble to address the issue. This week Secretary 
Kennedy received a memorandum from Provost Stroble stating that the resolution had been 
forwarded to the Board of Trustees and that its response would be forthcoming. The Executive 
Committee of the Faculty Senate received a memorandum from Vice President Ray stating that 
the Board of Trustees declined the request from Faculty Senate and that a letter sent to AAUP 
President John Hebert gave the Board rationale (Appendix A). 

This morning Chair Sheffer had received a letter ( on which he had been copied) which 
had been sent by Mr. B. Robert Kreiser, Associate Secretary of the American Association of 
University Professors (Appendix B). This letter had been sent to President Proenza and Mrs. 
Patricia Graves, the Chairwoman of the Board of Trustees. The letter was lengthy and addressed 
the changes to the governance structure in the rules made by the Board of Trustees. AAUP 
recognized in the letter that all of the information which served as the basis for the letter had 
come exclusively from our faculty sources. Further, it invited the President and Chairwoman 
Graves to provide any additional information to the AAUP. Chair Sheffer then stated that he 
would make this letter available to all Senate members. 

IV. ANNOUNCEMENTS - Chair Sheffer stated that the Senate was next to address the Fall 
2003 commencement candidates. Mrs. Marilyn Quillin had the list with her. The Chair then 
called for a motion to approve the candidates. Senator Kahl made the motion which was 
seconded by Senator Stratton. No discussion forthcoming, the body then voted its approval of 
the Fall 2003 commencement candidates. 

Chair Sheffer then continued with the announcements. He regretted having the sad duty 
to report a number of deaths from our University family. The first notice we received was that 
of Bernadette Marie Gaiser, who died on Oct. 28. For the past 12 years, Mrs. Gaiser had been 
employed as a residence hall administrator here at The University of Akron. Then we received 
notice that Dr. Marian Miller, an Assoc. Professor of Political Science, died Nov. 2 after a long 
illness. Dr. Miller joined the University in 1990, had earned a Ph.D. and an MA in international 
relations from the University of Southern California Her research interests included 
environmental politics and the politics of development. Both of these areas were addressed in 
her book, The Third World in Global Environmental Politics, which received the International 
Studies Association's 1996 Sprout A ward for its contribution to international environmental 
politics. Thirdly, there had just been a UA Email Digest reporting to the campus that Kevin 
Capers, the son of Dean Capers, passed away on Friday, Oct. 31. Chair Sheffer stated that he 
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believed the services would be in Philadelphia and that more information was in the Digest 
announcement. Kevin Capers had been ill quite some time with cancer. 

Chair Sheffer then called for Senators to rise and observe a moment of silence for these 
individuals. 

V. REPORTS 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE - Secretary Kennedy began her report by stating that the Executive 
Committee had met on Oct. 16 and discussed the following: Chair Sheffer had brought to the 
committee's attention several items that had been discussed during the Ohio Faculty Council 
meeting including information related to STRS, State Issue 1, and Chancellor Chu's speech to 
the Governor's Commission on Higher Education and the Economy. As Senator Witt had this 
information for Senators available in his report, she would refer Senators to that for further detail. 
In regard to the final report from the consultants about the communication audit that had been 
requested by President Proenza, the Executive Committee had requested of Mr. Paul Herold that 
a copy of that report be made available and should be so presented today. Other business items~ 
As Chair Sheffer mentioned regarding the Faculty Senate resolutions, which is marked as 
Appendix A, the letter that was sent to Dr. Hebert as AAUP President was available for Senators 
to review. 

In regard to the status of the several Senate business items, Senator Jan Yoder had asked 
President Proenza about the status of several pieces of Faculty Senate legislation and business. 
President Proenza had directed that to Provost Stroble, and Provost Stroble had responded. 
Secretary Kennedy stated that she would like to share that information with the Senate. 

She then read from the Provost's letter, beginning with question 1: "Why was the budget 
that was adopted by the Board different from that recommended by the Faculty Senate?" 
ANSWER: "There appears to be one major difference between the two budgets. The Senate 
version favored reducing operating budgets of those units classified as administrative units by 
I 0%~ while not reducing the operating budgets of those units classified as academic units, while 
the Board approved reducing operating budgets for both categories by 5%. The primary reasons 
for that decision are: Some functions that affect students directly are classified as administrative; 
some functions that are critical to the operation of the institution are classified as administrative. 
Generalized distinctions may not be useful in decisions about budget reductions, and the so-called 
administrative units' operating budgets for a greater share of the end-of-year budget reduction in 
the past fiscal year." 

0 

0 

Question 2: "Why is the employee contribution to health care no longer linked to a salary 
increase?" ANSWER: "Mr. Ray's memorandum of Oct. 3, 2003, explained the necessity for 
employee contributions to spouse and dependent health care coverage. Dr. Proenza has charged Q 
Mr. Ray and the Provost with trying to identify funds that create a mid-year raise pool. That 
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process is underway; however, I (the Provost) cannot make any guarantees at this time. It is 
important to keep in mind that our state share of instruction funding has been cut by 
approximately 16.5 million since 2000. Obviously, if our state funding had been maintained, we 
would not be facing this challenge. I (the Provost) will try to keep us informed of that progress." 

Question 3: "What has happened with the academic calendar that was passed as three 15-
week sessions with a 4-week winter break?" ANSWER: "The academic calendar for the current 
year remains unchanged. I {the Provost) have been using a consultative process to reconsider the 
current arrangement in light of concerns from various departments about the lack of a break 
between spring and summer semesters and summer and fall. I (the Provost) have read 
background documents about this topic and will seek a workable solution that can gain broad 
support. Because the 2004 leap year provides a one-week break between the end of summer 
semester and the beginning of fall, the immediate concern is alleviated. I (the Provost) will 
continue to work with deans, chairs, and others to identify long-term solutions." 

Question 4: "What happened to the Faculty Senate resolution calling for the reversal of 
the Board's Faculty Senate-related rule changes from the August 28 Board meeting?" ANSWER: 
"The resolution that was forwarded to Trustees in response from the Board to the Faculty Senate 

is forthcoming." Secretary Kennedy pointed out this had already been mentioned to Senators. 

REMARKS OF THE PRESIDENT - Chair Sheffer then invited President Proenza to address the 
Senate. 

"Good afternoon, colleagues. Let me share primarily some comments related to the 
communications audit. I'll begin by noting that last night we had a very special dinner with the 
education community, the annual educators' dinner, at which time we heard from a distinguished 
educator from Virginia. We also discovered what we're all learning, and that is that we're all 
having to do many more than just our jobs, and no one exemplified that better than your Provost, 
who is continuing to serve as dean of the college as well, but last night performed an exceptional 
version of 'Camac the Magnificent.' We know you have a bright future, and it was a good 
program. 

Secondly, before I begin my report on the items, I had the privilege of representing the 
University at the Council on Competitiveness Annual Meeting last week, which was one of the 
very best meetings of that Council that I've attended in the roughly 15-20 years that I've been 
associated with the Council. 

We've begun two new initiatives and you'll hear more about those, but one of the things 
that I would invite you to take advantage of, if you're ever in Washington is the following: The 
evening began first with a reception and then a dinner and special presentation at the end of the 
dinner. It was held in the State Department's Diplomatic Reception Rooms, and you may say, 
what does that have to do with me? It has to do with the history of America, our country. I had 
not been aware that those rooms were available to view. Obviously, it was a privilege to be 
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invited as a special group, but it's available for all of you to view, tours are conducted, and next 
time you're in Washington I would invite you to take advantage of that opportunity. The rooms 
are exceptional, but it includes such things as the desk at which Thomas Jefferson sat and wrote 
much of the work that he did, some pieces that belonged to Benjamin Franklin, etc., etc. 
Needless to say, in the few hours that I was there I did see enough to tell you that I felt 
privileged and am proud of our country and the fact that this heritage has been preserved for us 
to see. Clearly, it's a place that I want to go back and visit and would invite you to do the same. 

Certainly colleagues, as we begin, you recall that over the past five years that I've been 
here we've certainly faced a number of challenges. Earlier this year I reflected on the fact that 
during this past year in particular we began to appreciate the diversity and variety of issues that 
are evident on our campus, not only in the fields of study of expertise and individual 
backgrounds, viewpoints, etc. Obviously, as a result of much of that and many other issues, we 
clearly know that we have to address our communication issues. As you know, I believe very 
much that many of the challenges have been characterized, if not caused by, an unacceptable level 
of communication breakdowns and mishaps that we have to do something about. Thus, during 
the past year I've begun a number of things which I've reported on with you including the 
structuring of a task force on decision making and recommending entities which is continuing to 
move forward and has now met at least twice, if not three times, and we look forward to their 
work and to their report. 

Equally, I have come to see and I've reflected with you, that many things that would be 
in place in an institution that's 133 years old, much like Purdue University where I was, simply 
regrettably are not in place and we must address them. In the area of communication, I felt that 
we needed some external validation and some external third-party assessment, so as I reflected 
with you last spring, we engaged the Cochran Group to conduct an internal communications 
audit. I've met with Mr. Cochran and his staff several times to discuss their preliminary findings 
and received their final report last Wednesday and am conveying it to you today. It's a 40-pg. 
report which includes some introductory notes and description of the methodology that was 
followed, a situation analysis, findings and recommendations, notes on implementation and 
accountability, and several appendices, including the consultants' biographies, the listing of 
meetings and interviews that we're conducting, and a brief summary of the survey results. You 
may recall that we had a survey on communication issues that was conducted, and by the way, 
I was very pleased that we had a good response rate on that. 

As you will find, some of the findings will seem imminently obvious to us. However, 
some of these are now at least certainly objective and informed in their assessment by a group 
that is expert in these matters, together with a list of suggested steps to improve our 
communication situations. It was indeed a thorough undertaking that would have taken much 
longer if we had applied our own internal resources. Certainly there were some that we could 
have allocated here in terms of release time and so on, but it's nice to have without question an 
independent party reflect with us on these matters. Again, it also would've lacked the objectivity 
and insight of the highly qualified third party. 

■ ■ 
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So with those caveats in mind, let me share a little bit about what this report says as a 
summary. You can read it at length, and what I am asking you to do is provide me your input. 
I'll share with you already that I've had a preliminary discussion with the Faculty Advisory 
Committee to the President, and they provided some very good input, as I'm sure you will have 
some to offer also. 

There are a number of general findings and recommendations and I'll be very brief here. 
General finding no. 1 : That there is an insufficient understanding throughout The University of 
Akron community that all members of the University share responsibility for ensuring that two­
way communication exists and thrives throughout the campus. 

The recommended actions are, that we create a communications protocol adviser as a role 
within our campus to review drafts, for example, of major policy documents and communications, 
and then identify the constituents whose input needs to be solicited before major announcements 
are released. Secondly, establish a formal process for closing the loop with all committees, task 
forces and study group participants, including communicating the rationale for decisions and 
recommendations in a much more formal way than perhaps we've been able to achieve to date. 

Thirdly, establish a mechanism or model to inform the University community that major 
changes are under consideration so that you don't get as many surprises as even I, by the way, 
get. And lastly, that we urge all internal policy communications and meeting agendas to be 
included in a mechanism that specifically invites feedback. We've had some good success in 
creating some feedback mechanisms on the web, and we'll explore that as well as some others. 

General finding no. 2: That a more disciplined and systematic approach to communication 
is needed, one that respects the existing chain of command (not to be hierarchial however), and 
uses existing channels for communicating within the University while ensuring broad levels of 
common understanding. One of the things I've heard over and over again is that sometimes when 
we try to communicate, it stops somewhere in the middle. This is the issue of hierarchy, and we 
need to ensure that that doesn't happen. 

Their recommended actions are the following: Provide training on a cascading 
communication technique for administrators, deans, directors, and department chairs. Secondly, 
develop specific guidelines for 2-way communication on campus including a process for 
employees and students to voice concerns that cannot be resolved at the department level, and 
that is inclusive of staff, students, and all constituents appropriate to the issues. 

General finding no. 3: That campus-wide expectations for clear, consistent, aligned 
messages from administration simply must be met. Recommended actions: That we implement 
a disciplined cascading approach to the dissemination of key information throughout the 
University community including structured information-sharing meetings with summaries of key 
messages and central details to be communicated to the next level of the University community, 
and so forth. 
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General finding no. 4~ That communication on The University of Akron campus will be 
enhanced if the purpose, method, and tone of internal communication are better aligned. 
Recommended actions are that we develop and distribute guidelines for effective email 
communication, for example. I don't have to tell you that sometimes we misinterpret an email 
or sometimes in the rush of things we're so quick that we fail to either type a word appropriately 
or we're so short in our approach that it's perceived as being brusk or incomplete or is 
misunderstood. 

Secondly, that we expand the Email Digest and use simple graphic devices to make it 
easier to read and to find specific information, and either eliminate the Akron Update or produce 
it as a pdf file or incorporate it into the Email Digest. We now have several good examples of 
how we might employ this recommendation and make it work. 

General finding no. 5: That The University of Akron website at the moment tries to be 
too many things to too many people, and therefore the recommended actions are first: To assign 
a person or department that has responsibility as the major content editor and integrator and 
facilitator so that it is more user friendly and comprehensive and has standards of excellence and 
so forth. Secondly, that we refocus the UA website to serve primarily an external communication 
function and redirect internal communication to a new and upgraded Intranet. Thirdly, that we 
create a mechanism to inform members of the University community of updates to the UA 
website and Intranet. 

" · Those then are the principal communications. Again, you'll find considerably more detail 
in the material which will be shared with you momentarily. So the rationale question is, what 
is next? Obviously, we have begun with the Faculty Advisory Committee that was with me when 
we had some of the preliminary findings, and I described to them and Mr. Herold described to 
them the preliminary findings. We're continuing today by sharing it with the Senate and will 
continue in sharing it more widely throughout the campus over the next few days and weeks both 
in entirety and as a summary form of the findings and recommendations, and it will be in an 
email with a link to the pdf full report. 

In terms of some preliminary feedback, much of which you can add to, the Faculty 
Advisory Committee recommended that we should offer communication training to key 
administrative assistants across the campus in addition to the principal senior administration 
throughout, beginning at department chairs and moving on up. Secondly, that we identify best 
practices in cascading communication techniques from among our various colleges and 
departments and indeed from elsewhere. As I mentioned, at least in terms of some of the 
frameworks we're communicating, we have a couple of examples, but you may know that some 
of our departments or colleges are better than others and we can learn from ourselves. Thirdly, 
that we develop a frequently-asked-questions document to guide in problem solving and facilitate 
that kind of interchange in a quick way. 

In short, what I will be seeking from you is everybody's best thinking. Some 
recommendations will be easy to implement immediately, while others will require a long-term 
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approach, but I expect that we certainly should begin to see some change very soon. You should 
expect significant and visible actions on my part throughout this academic year, and we're seeing 
it in some of the brown bag lunches, in terms of some of the other receptions, and I'm going to 
spend a lot more time throughout the campus with faculty, staff, students, etc. We must realize 
that the long-term improvement will require everyone's efforts and cooperation. Again, I have 
hard copy of the report today, but if someone misses it, the pdf file is already posted on my 
website and you know where to find that (www.uakron.edu/president/2003AuditReport.pdf). 

Let me add one comment here and then just two other bits of information for you. First 
of all, although we are 133 years old, like my former institution Purdue, there are many things 
that I had taken for granted as being in place which regrettably I continue to find are not in place. 
I invite you certainly to advise me of things that I might not be observing, as you certainly 
clearly did during this year of those things, and be assured that I will do the due diligence to 
ensure that we address these issues. But without question, if it hasn't been in place in 133 years, 
the possibility of fixing it in a day or a week is not likely. 

But as of yesterday, for example, we fixed a problem that had been lingering for a few 
weeks, but it finally came together in one meeting with all of the principals. All of the 
frustration simply led to my saying, 'Fix it by Monday,' and they fixed it in two hours. 
Sometimes it's as simple as just getting the right parties in the room rather than spending a lot 
of time in fruitless and unproductive anger and frustration. So let's try to be kind to each other 
and find the people it needs to take to address an issue. 

Two final things - many of you saw the article in the Akron Beacon Journal early this 
week, 'University of Akron loses a grant yet again.' Is Katie here today? A typical Akron 
Beacon Journal ad, and I'd say it to her. Actually, the article was well stated; it was not unfair. 
But the headline was clearly negative, and the placement needn't be there because the article went 
on to say that we've continued to get encouragement and we are. I'm almost 100% sure that we 
will succeed the next time. 

What the article did not reflect, and in the spirit of responsible journalism should have, 
is the fact that our University is already participating in several Third Frontier proposals that have 
been awarded. There are at least five that I've been able to find, including the most recent award 
on propulsion to Ohio State University, which our team led by Jack Braun, is a significant 
participant with that group. But there's another one on instrument controls and electronics that 
has been successful; another one with the National Composite Center, another with Ohio State 
for reliable, redundant infrastructure, and from the Third Frontier Action Fund we're participating 
in three, one in collaboration with Western Datacom, another in collaboration with Advanced 
Energy Technology, and another in collaboration with Nortech. 

So in short, don't believe everything you read, and expect more from your newspaper. 
I have written to the Beacon and indicated that while their article itself was fairly stated, it did 
not reflect the analysis in the broader context the other ways in which we're advancing the 
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University's agenda in these areas. For example, the fact that we are making significant progress 
through capital funding that we obtained last year independent of higher education, and I could 
go on. Suffice it to say that I respectfully suggested to the paper that we would all be better 
served by continuing to advocate for the overarching strategies that we've begun and creating 
more positive than negative impressions in adding the added context that is redundant. 
Redundant because it needs to be heard, but also necessary because not enough people heard it. 

Three accomplishments to share: Dr. Harridutt Ramcharran, Professor of Finance and 
International Business, won the Best Paper Award at the 2003 International Business & 
Economics Research Conference which was held most recently in Las Vegas. PR News 
Magazine named one of our own, David Ritchey, Professor of Communications, as its PR 
Professional of the Year in Education, one of only ten individuals highlighted in these awards and 
the only one in education. Professor Ritchey and the other honorees in the nine other classes 
have been profiled and will be so recognized at a forthcoming meeting. 

Finally~ here's my favorite of them all. As you know, our University of Akron Law 
School has had a very successful Trial Advocacy Team coached by Professor Bill Rickett, and 
typically we've been in the top 16 such teams and are automatically invited to the Trial Advocacy 
Final. Well, this year for the first time in a long time we were not in the top 16, but one of the 
teams couldn't go and hence they invited us, just invited us. As a result, our team captured first 
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place, which is the first time they've captured a first place; they've been in second, third, fourth Q 
and fifth. But this time when they weren't formally invited in the top 16 they won first place. 
Congratulations, and thank you,. ladies and gentlemen." 

REMARKS OF THE PROVOST - Chair Sheffer then invited Provost Stroble to address the 
body. 

"Good afternoon. I just drove back from Columbus and it's just as cool and rainy down 
there as it is here. I decided today in my remarks that I had to do something a bit different than 
I've done in the past two Faculty Senate meetings where I've spoken. 

If you'll recall, at the first meeting I did a summary of that List of Ten and all the 
activities I had begun from June through September, all the people I've met with, the kind of 
schedule I'd kept, the process I'd begun to try to make progress on all the items on that List of 
Ten. Then at the last meeting I did a bit of an update about the activities related to two of the 
items on the List of Ten, how I was trying to meld ROI improvements and the quality measures 
activity into Balanced Scorecard. I think we decided at that meeting that we probably needed 
a special session to deal more with that, and while I've met with Ors. Sheffer and Kennedy, we 
haven't actually scheduled that meeting. So just know that that's on my list and I know that we 
need to do that. 

I also have done a little follow-up since that last meeting, as you saw reflected in the 
charge that the President gave to me, to respond to your questions from the last meeting, which 
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I did. I also have had a request from David Witt, as your representative to Ohio Faculty Council. 
He needs to make a report at a meeting next week regarding how collaborative The University 
of Akron is with other institutions of higher education, and my office has prepared that report 
and will give it to him, which is quite impressive, by the way. So we'll also be glad to share that 
with you. We did our best to get the informal tally because nobody's in charge on this campus 
of keeping the formal list of all the organiz.ations of higher ed that we collaborate with on a 
variety of fronts. My guess is that the list is incomplete, and we would be glad to have any 
assistance in making this a more formal and complete report, but I think you'll see that even the 
incomplete version is impressive. 

I was just at an IUC Provosts meeting today and they have requested this same 
information because they plan to share it with the Governor's Commission on Higher Education 
and the Economy to try to fight a perception that higher ed truly doesn't collaborate among its 
institutions. So I had submitted the same report to them and I got to see the draft report today 
with UA prominently featured in this report, which tells me that we did a good job giving them 
very thorough data and that other institutions may not have given them comparable data or others 
just may not be as collaborative as we are. But certainly as you look at the list and you see how 
often any particular institution is listed, we're prominently featured. So that's good news. 

David Witt also needs from me reports about what our activity has been in recent years 
to either cancel programs or to suspend admissions to them because again, there's a perception 
across the state that higher ed does not do enough of its own activity to determine when programs 
no longer meet a need or the enrollments decline and there's no longer a need to have that 
program in favor of adding new programs. So I've assembled a report that we'll be able to give 
to David to report on that activity on The University of Akron. I haven't looked at that report 
in detail so I don't know what it says about us. 

So on with today's report. Clearly, part of what these reports can do is to give me an 
opportunity to share a little bit with you about what the Office of the Provost is up to. But I also 
know because I've taught speech communication over the years, that these are also occasions for 
you to get to know who the Provost is a bit more. Because if you don't interact with me other 
than at these sessions, this is really my time to help you understand a little bit about who I am 
as a person and a professional and how that causes me to shape the activities of the Office of the 
Provost. 

So my context for today's remarks I've titled, 'Reflections on T.S. Eliot and the List of 
Ten,' because the List of Ten is my mantra these days (Appendix C). It' s caused me to reflect 
a little bit on this as a result of going to my third production of 'Cats' this Sunday. Three 
productions is probably plenty, but I've found that I've enjoyed it every single time I've gone 
and I reflected on it the same way when I've had the occasion to read the same piece of literature 
again or to see a movie more than once. It always causes me to pause and say yes, it's a repeat 
of the same piece of literature or the same event, but it's always a different experience for a 
variety of reasons, partly because I'm a different person coming to that reading or performance, 
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and also the performance is always slightly different. So I'm reflecting on that a bit today as a 
context for some things that I think are the recurring themes I'm going to highlight as I work on 
that List of Ten. 

The year 1984 I think was the first time I saw a production of 'Cats' and who I was then 
predominately was as a student of literature. I had taken a leave of absence from ten years of 
classroom teaching of english and drama and speech and history and had gone back to do a 
masters degree in literature, and by some fortuitous coincidence, when I got to see 'Cats,' I was 
also enrolled in a graduate seminar about T.S. Eliot. So that really caused me to look at the 
script of •cats' and that performance in a particular way. I also on the side was doing a lot of 
direction and production of community theatre, so I really saw myself as engaging with 'Cats' 
on a literary and a theatrical level. 

In 1998 I saw another production and at that point my primary role was really being a 
faculty member, a teacher-educator. At that point I also was a mother of a daughter and I'd 
acquired a cat. So I saw 'Cats' in a very different way and began to think of it as an opportunity 
to teach my daughter some things that I thought were important to learn. I wanted her to be 
someone who enjoyed live theatre productions, and certainly she was the person who brought the 
cat into our lives. So I enjoyed that production and sharing it with her and the joy of how that 
production actually highlights the nature of cats. 

0 

Then I saw it this Sunday, and it's hard for me these days to have any identity that isn't 0 
overshadowed by identity of Provost. While I'm sitting in a 'Cats' production I'm thinking about 
how I can take the topics in Cats and use that as my framework for Faculty Senate this week. 
So I've got to tell you that the Office of Provost colors almost everything I do these days and 
that's why I've picked 'Cats.' 

Here's what I think I really love about the production of 'Cats.' If you've seen this 
production, it showcases all the individual cats, so each cat gets a turn to shine - there's a song 
or there's a dance or there's a story, and that comes purely from T.S. Eliot's book. The script 
is so beautifully designed so that it's not just a lot of individual numbers but is all woven 
together and there's hardly any break in the action and the music just goes from one number to 
the other. The company of 'Cats,' which is what they call it and is a theatrical term, weave 
themselves in and out of the story through the entire production. 

It's hard for me to see that show without thinking about how important it is when you're 
building a community among faculty, staff, students on a university campus to not try to pay 
attention to that. That it's necessary for each of us as individuals to feel like we have our 
moments to shine to be celebrated to express our individuality, but also to try to balance that with 
how we feel that we're part of a company that's designeg to celebrate what we're about as an 
institution. That's not easy, but I think it's an important thing to pay attention to. I also 
liked the part of 'Cats' that I think the words and the actions are perfectly choreographed. They 
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took T.S. Eliot's words and they did a perfect job of putting them to music and making the 
actions of the cats express what he wanted to say in his words. · 

Then the third part - when I was back in 1984 in the role of often directing and producing 
plays and sometimes musicals, I always loved the feeling of community among the actors, 
stagehands and all the people that were part of the production. I loved feeling a part of that 
community. But now I'm more often an audience, and I've discovered as I think back to these 
three different productions, that part of the joy of watching 'Cats' was feeling community with 
the audience of people who were watching it. 

So the first time I saw it, the community I was part of was my own immediate family. 
I got the tickets as a wedding anniversary gift from my parents, so my husband and I and my 
parents went to see it in Chicago, which is a very special memory for me. Then in 1998 thinking 
about my first time taking my daughter to the production and how fun that was, but this time 
seeing myself as part of the community of Akron and this community. Seeing that performance 
at EJ Thomas just reinforces that role of Provost for me as really one of the privileges of Provost, 
being that now I can go to these productions and enjoy it on a very individual level, but also 
knowing I'm going there as a representative of the University administration to say that this is 
important activity and I'm glad to be part of this larger community. It's fun to go to EJ Thomas 
and see so many people that I'm starting to know from across campus and from the larger 
community in these productions and feel a part of that community of audience. 

So just to reflect on that a little bit, I w~t to give you some examples of where I'm 
trying very hard, and not always being successful, to connect the process of how you build a 
community and do the production and make all the company pieces come together and make that 
harmonize with the product you're trying to get to, which is what 'Cats' does so beautifully. 

We're just launching a process now where we will try to design what program review will 
look like on a campus-wide basis. I've asked Chand Midha, who is the Faculty Fellow assigned 
to the Office of the Provost, to lead a work group that will do that, and I know that one of the 
questions that's come in to both him and me is, will this program review be limited to academic 
programs? The answer is no. The whole idea is that we're using some models present at other 
institutions as well as in the literature to say how can we define program as larger than academic 
degree program, and to say that program can be any set of activities on this campus that's 
targeted for a particular purpose or a particular result. 

I've asked Chand and a group of people that includes faculty, administrators and staff 
members to be a work group for me and to give to me what they think is a process that then we 
can implement and do the kind of thinking that we need to do about where resources should be 
allocated and where the strategic opportunities are. All the Provost's office has been about lately 
is how to endure cuts, and there's not much joy in that for you or for me. So what we've got 
to start thinking about is how we start doing the strategic kind of planning that helps us figure 
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out where we're going to take advantage of opportunities and grow things and not always just 
be in this reactive cut mode. So I'm hoping that program review will get us to there. 

Regarding the position allocations that were recently made to the colleges as well as to 
VP's and administrative units across campus, again I tried to be as strategic as I possibly could 
be in those allocations limited though they were, and I did not make them in an across-the-board, 
everybody gets a percentage of the pie kind of allocation, because I don't think that can be 
defended anymore. So again, I've tried to make that as collaborative as possible. Every single 
dean and VP gave to me their best scenarios for how productive they thought those vacant 
positions could be, not only in terms of student emollment but grant revenue, life safety issues 
on this campus, accreditation, a number of variables that we think are important to make 
decisions about, and then they put them in priority order. 

As I read those, I made my best decisions I could make given the available dollars I had 
back to units. Then as your deans or VP' s are communicating with you about what positions are 
going to be funded, know that that's based purely on that individual's and that administrator's 
decision about how they allocate the dollars to those priorities. So it was a collaborative decision 
between me and the people I ask to report to me their priorities on how to make this happen. 

Summer budget policies - I had hoped today to tell you how we're going to figure out 
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what the instructional units will have available to them next summer for budget, but I think we're Q 
probably a day or two away from that. My goals will be that for summer 2004 I'm able to find 
some way to reward colleges that are very productive both in terms of emollment and grant 
revenue. That I'll bring a greater measure of equity to some policies across units; that 
proportionally the summer budget support will go for instructional expenses, and that I will begin 
to create a very small pool of funds that we can use among the colleges to respond to strategic 
opportunities. So I've got some things on the table, and the budget office is making sure we can 
actually afford to do what I'm proposing to do, and I hope to have that out in the next day or 
two. 

Finally, I want to tell you that as I tried to figure out how to allocate the funds that were 
going to be available, I had certainly hoped that 1 would have the kinds of funds that would make 
it possible for me to identify someone internally on campus as an additional associate provost for 
academic and financial affairs. 1 can, but I only have the money to do a half-time position, and 
I limited that position because it just seemed the responsible thing to do. We'll post the position 
very soon, and I'm hoping to recruit someone who either is currently a chair or has recent 
experience as a department chair, and is a full professor tenured in rank at this University. 

I want this person to help me out with actually conducting the program reviews once my 
work group has told me what that should look like, and to also consult with me on a variety of 
issues that show the intersection between academic and financial, especially budget planning 
resource allocation, also assisting me with collective bargaining kinds of conversations. I wanted 
you to know that that will occur very soon, and I'm hoping to actually recruit someone to begin 
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this position January 1. So those are examples of places where I'm trying to bring harmony to 
words and actions, trying to build communities among the actors and the audience, and 
showcasing individuals while celebrating the company." 

UNIVERSITY WELL-BEING COMMITTEE - Senator Erickson began her report (Appendix 
D) by stating that the committee had met twice this month. The Board of Trustees had approved 
the addition to Well-Being of a representative of retired employees. That was Linda Sugarman, 
who was a Senator and was now a voting member of the committee. She then reminded Senators 
to get their health insurance materials to Desnay Lohrum by Wed., Nov. 18. Ms. Lohrurn had 
informed the committee that the retiree dependents under 65 who chose traditional indemnity 
would pay the difference between the PPO and the TI which was what the committee had 
recommended back in April. As to other issues relating to insurance, there had been rumors 
relating health insurance premiums to the unexpected health cost increases in the August budget. 
As members of the committee knew, this rumor was incorrect and there was no direct linkage 
between these issues. As chair, she had sent an email to committee members on Oct. 22. 
Further, she had referred committee members to the April, Sept. and Oct. reports to the Senate. 
Finally, she had received yesterday afternoon a memorandum from Vice President Ray in reply 
to the Well-Being report to the Senate last month. She had forwarded it to the committee and 
any comments from the committee on that reply would be in next month's report. Senator 
Erickson then referred to the sections of her report dealing with part-time faculty, staff, and 
contract professionals. She noted that the committee was planning to investigate the suggestion 
that part-time contract professionals receive vacation benefits on a pro rata basis. The committee 
had also been discussing the continuing problem of child care for employees and students, 
especially drop-off care. They were reconstituting the committee from last year to look at that 
iss1'e especially as related to the possibilities of providing drop-off care at the new Recreation 
Center. Well-Being also had a subcommittee collecting information on sick leave banking. 
Senator Erickson then noted that the last item of business from the committee would come up 
under Old Business. These were the recommendations from the committee made at the May 
2003 meeting and postponed until the Oct. Senate meeting. 

Senator Steiner then stated he was curious about the last item that Senator Erickson had 
mentioned; her reference to domestic partner benefits. Why had that not been discussed at the 
Oct. Senate meeting as originally planned? Why were Senators only notified yesterday that it 
would be discussed today? 

Senator Erickson then replied that essentially it was her fault that notification had not gone 
out earlier. She apologized. She also stated that Senators had had the materials since the May 
2003 meeting. 

President Proema then wanted to add a piece of infonnation. By the time all arrived back 
at their offices, there would be a message from his office indicating that in appreciation for all 
that everyone had done - but not to absolve the responsibility of Provost and Vice President of 
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Finance to hopefully find us some money this year in the spring - we would offer ii;i appreciation 
for all, two holidays during the Christmas break, December 26 and January 2. 

Senator Goode then stated that, as President of the student body, he really liked this child 
care item. He would be willing to give the committee an endorsement on this. Senator Erickson 
then thanked Senator Goode for his remarks. 

No further questions were directed to Senator Erickson in regards to the Well-Being 
committee report. 

GRADUATE COUNCIL - (Appendix E) 

FACULTY RESEARCH COMMITTEE - (Appendix F, 2003 Fall Grants) 

REPRESENTATIVE TO OHIO FACULTY COUNCIL - (Appendix G) 

UNFINISHED BUSINESS - Chair Sheffer then directed the body's attention to the unfinished 
business from last May's regular Senate meeting. Specifically, the recommendations from the 
Well-Being Committee regarding benefits for domestic partners at The University of Akron, 
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which were now on the floor for discussion (Appendix H). Q 
Chair Sheffer stated that there were six recommendations from the Well-Being Committee, 

and suggested we take them in order. If it was the Senate's desire, we could wait and vote on 
all six of them at once, or we could vote on them ad seriatim. Senator Erickson replied that the 
committee would prefer the latter and offered a small amount of background on the 
recommendations. This set of recommendations regarding domestic partners had been brought 
by the committee several years ago after considerable discussion within the subcommittee. At 
that time one of the issues sent back to the committee was to have a clear definition of a 
domestic partner. That is, what was a domestic partner? This was based on materials that had 
come from a whole lot of definitions from elsewhere in regards to domestic partners. 

Chair Sheffer then stated that the recommendation from the Well-Being Committee was 
that the Senate adopt the definition of domestic partner for the purpose of extending benefits to 
domestic partners and their families and to modify the relevant University rules. There was a list 
there of about 8 or 9 requirements. He then called for discussion of recommendation 1. 

Senator Sugarman proposed an amendment to change "six" months to ••twelve" months 
in the definition section which read: "Two individuals regardless of gender who have lived 
together for a period of 6 months." Senator Gerlach seconded the motion. 

Chair Sheffer called for discussion of the amendment. Senator Sugarman responded, 
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stating that 6 months was too short a time to define a relationship, and that 12 m~nths would be 
more appropriate. 

No further discussion forthcoming, Chair Sheffer called for a vote on the amendment. 
The Chair then ruled that the amendment passed. Discussion of the amended recommendation 
continued. 

Senator Johanyak stated that there had been extensive discussion nationally about what 
constituted the definition of a domestic partner. The criteria listed here were very similar to what 
one would find at other organizations. But this criteria also could define two roommates who 
had made a commitment to live together for a period of time; for example, to complete some 
kind of a career goal. She was just concerned and in fact there was evidence nationally to 
suggest that criteria like these that were implemented for the use of a domestic partner's program 
might open the institution for potential abuse. 

Senator Wilkinson then stated that he had sent out an email to illicit some opinion of 
faculty members and had received two that he thought were relevant. One said this: "As a 
person for whom this policy applies, reading the list of all the benefits available to married 
people makes one realize just how slanted things are against those of us who are ostensibly single 
but in fact are married in fact if not law. For me the health benefits are not the central thing; 
I simply want the University to recognize that my relationship with my partner deserves the same 
respect and consideration as those of married people. In particular, I should be able to take 
unpaid leave, etc." 

Then the other opinion came from a professor of business law who said: "I have a bunch 
of legal concerns to address. Marriage, contrary to the assertions made by persons in favor of 
domestic partner status and the extension of legal benefits to persons achieving that status is a 
legal, sanctioned, licensed relationship. One doesn't become husband or wife based upon their 
subjective belief that they are the same as a husband and a wife. In order to be married, the state 
has a set of specific requirements and certain specific responsibilities and consequences as a result 
of being married. First, a license, and then a legally publicly recognized ceremony which 
establishes responsibilities and legal consequences of that marriage. Ohio and many other states 
no longer recognize the old common law marriage where parties without the benefit of license 
or ceremony become married because the act is the same as husband and wife for valid reasons. 
Marriage is a legal relationship with consequences and responsibilities, as much if not more than, 
it is an emotional bond. One doesn't end a marriage by filing a notice. Where does that notice 
get filed? Is it a public record? Does it address all the legal concerns involved in a marriage? 
One ends a marriage by obtaining a divorce, dissolution or annulment, all of which are 
proceedings that address the legal ramifications that end a relationship and protecting the rights 
of parties to the marriage. These procedures also guarantee and protect the parties' rights to due 
process of law and result in a legally recognized status with legally enforceable rights and 
responsibilities, since we do not currently have a legally established domestic partner status. 
Without requiring the other same legal rights and responsibilities imposed on husbands and wives 
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creates too many problems and questions that are not currently addressed. For example, can one 
of the domestic partners terminate the relationship without the consent of the other? If that 
occurs, does the divorced partner have COBRA rights? Or if the University recognizes the 
divorce, does the partner have the ARISA claim against the University? If both partners are 
required to agree to the divorce, what mechanisms are in place to ensure that both partners have 
in fact agreed and that the agreement is knowing and voluntary? There are some issues that the 
law addresses in a marriage that are unanswered by domestic partners." So this person's point 
was that this venue was premature. 

Senator Erickson replied that what we were dealing with here was not the idea of having 
domestic partners versus marriage. This had to do with setting up a definition of a domestic 
partner for specific purposes. These were to recommend issues relating to sick leave, medical 
leave, and bereavement benefits. The committee had been asked to start with a definition. 
People had come to the committee after situations occurred in which some bereavement happened 
with a domestic partner and they were not allowed to take sick leave to go to the funeral of the 
domestic partner. That was what we were talking about here, the use of sick leave to do those 
kinds of things that would be allowed if it were in one's immediate family as defined by the 
University. We need to set up a policy that was not going to be taken advantage of; she did not 
think that ordinarily roommates share financial obligations in the sense of having checkbooks in 
common, buying houses together, or situations like that. The definition came from experience 
of other universities that had used this kind of thing already - Ohio State and Wright State had 
extended a wide variety of benefits to domestic partners. This was the same definition we first 
brought-to the Senate and provided everybody with the appendices which had all those other 
definitions listed. She stated she would be happy to provide any with those materials if they so 
desired them again. 

Senator Soucek then asked whether in Ohio same sex marriage was legal. Senator Goode 
replied that he knew that Vermont recognized civil unions. Senator Jeantet added that the city 
of Cleveland Heights yesterday voted precisely this kind of thing. So if it was going to be legal 
in Cleveland Heights, he supposed it was going to be legal in the state but did not know for sure. 

Senator Kahl stated that he was not a lawyer but did teach with business law faculty and 
registration in Cleveland Heights was not the equivalent in any legal sense with a marriage in the 
state of Ohio. 

Senator Erickson then replied that neither was this. Senator Kahl responded that it 
depended on how far one went with the benefit and what it cost and what legal entitlements it 
bound the University to. 

Senator Rich replied that, in answer to the question, there was no same sex marriage in 
Ohio. There was no civil union recognized in Ohio, but there was nothing in this proposal that 
depended upon the existence of either of those legal institutions. This would be the University 
choosing to afford certain benefits to people in certain kinds of relationships which the University 
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was defining here. That was all it did. He did not see any reason why this would encompass 
roommates in general; he did not think there was a risk of that. Could there be issues? Yes, of 
course there could be issues. With anything there was the possibility of issues. He did not see 
any reason to think that this was going to present any more or greater issues than lots of things 
we did and accepted commonly. This was just a simple proposal to extend some benefits to 
people in recognition of the fact that they had relationships that were very central to their lives. 

Senator Steiner then had a question in regard to some of the points listed in the definition 
of domestic partners. Number 1 required that it was an exclusive personal relationship between 
two people. Did that require that for those of us who were married, if we cheated on our spouses 
we might lose our benefits because that no longer would be exclusive? It also said that they must 
live together for a period of 6 months that now had been extended to 12. Research that was 
recently published in the Netherlands this year said that the average length of a relationship 
among homosexual men was 1.5 years, and that also the average number of partners they had 
outside of their primary relationship was 8. He also did not see how most if not all of the items 
here could possibly be enforceable. Who was going to check to see that an individual who filed 
for domestic partnership was exclusive in the relationship with their partner and that they had 
lived together for the prescribed length of time? And how was responsible for one another's 
welfare going to be defined? Who was going to check that whatever definition we applied was 
being adhered to? The fact that there was no legal basis in the state for what we were looking 
at was going to make it extremely difficult if not impossible to report fairly. 

Senator Kahl then directed a question to Senator Hebert as related to his role as president 
of AAUP. As this was a benefit, should it now be exclusively a bargaining issue of the union? 

Senator Hebert replied that this was not. The recommendations would apply not only to 
faculty but to the staff and everybody else; this was an example of how the union did not bargain 
for the entire University. The union did bargain for the faculty who were members of the 
bargaining unit, but this resolution would apply to the whole University community which 
included considerably more people than the bargaining unit. 

Senator Stems then offered some clarification. If he remembered correctly when we 
discussed this earlier, we basically were paralleling the recommendations of the Ohio Faculty 
Council. What he would like Senator Erickson to emphasize was that the definitions and so forth 
were basically in conformity with their recommendations which were adopted two years ago. He 
then added that it seemed that what we were asking for here was a fair and equitable workplace 
situation that would apply to certain of us that did not have a legal thing to stand on. 

Senator John then had a question regarding the last page of the recommendations covering 
documentation of domestic partnership. Where would that fall into the six resolutions the body 
was dealing with, and where should he speak to this? Senator Erickson replied that she thought 
it would apply to no. I. 
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Senator Norfolk then stated that, in light of Dr. Steiner's comments and a family he was 
aware of on campus, he would actually recommend that the body delete the exclusive part, that 
whole categorization. He made the motion to amend the recommendation by deleting the first 
criteria, "Are in an exclusive personal relationship with each other." However, there was no 
second to the motion. Discussion continued. 

Senator Johanyak stated that these criteria had been debated by other organizations, and 
organizations had actually been sued because the parent company tried to enforce some of these 
criteria by collecting documents, which was then claimed to be unfair to married people who did 
not have to provide the same documentation. So whether those suits held up in court or not, that 
could mean extended litigation expenses for the University if these criteria were in fact 
challenged. 

Senator Stratton stated that, assuming we were speaking to the documentation on the back 
under resolution l, the last bullet point had at least a typographical error in it. It currently read, 
"The employee having given written authority to the partner to make decisions concerning the 
employee's health and well-being in the event that the employee's ability to do so. 11 He thought 
it should be "inability" to do so or else it made no sense to him. Chair Sheffer replied that we 
would address that point when the body got to it. 

Senator Erickson offered a point of clarification. The sample affidavit was written for all 
faculty and staff; that was, it applied to both kinds of situations. 

Senator Kahl asked whether this applied to polygamous relationships and slanderous 
relationships, and if not, why not? 

Senator Gerlach then stated that he thought it would. He wanted to tell all now why he 
thought we were going about this entirely the wrong way, as we seemed to presume that we 
could as a legislative body on the basis of legal and state levels. He thought it had been said that 
Ohio law did not recognize anything like domestic partners. The rationale that we had been 
given here said that certain other state universities and other organizations were known to be 
doing this sort of thing, creating domestic partnerships and granting benefits and so on. He 
thought they were acting ultravires. Call it what you would, he was perhaps out of touch and 
old-fashioned, but he listened to a different drummer and he found this whole idea morally 
offensive. He referred for example to the language at the beginning, "Two individuals regardless 
of gender." His religion and his personal belief and ethics and morality did not allow him to 
favor such things. He thought it was wrong and he thought it was wrong for many in their 
conscience. He could only say that this was the explanation for why he would vote against every 
one of these items. He hoped the Senate would leave this alone. Perhaps we ought to move to 
postpone this whole thing indefinitely. Finally, if the Senate was so reckless as to go forward 
and adopt any or all of these things, he could finally hope that the administration and the Board 
of Trustees would give a resounding "No" to it, just what it deserved. 
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Secretary Kennedy then stated that she supported the recognition of domestic partnerships. 
She believed that, in a university, tolerance was one of our key strengths. She was questioning 
some of the listed required docwnentation regarding what one would have to produce to prove 
a domestic partnership existed, because she was once in a marriage where none of those had 
applied to her. Be that as it may, perhaps we should rethink those, but, in terms of saying that 
this was not something we as a university community should consider, that was wrong. 

Senator Londraville then spoke in favor of the idea of extending benefits. In his eight 
years here he had sat on six search committees. Even though we worked at a great university 
it could be difficult to attract people to The University of Akron. This might be another 
indication of forward thinking at The University of Akron that might make us more attractive. 

Senator Wilkinson then began to read another email he had received from a constituent, 
along the lines of who was a domestic partner. The email said: "I don't see why we need to do 
this for cohabitation of domestic partners. Why not provide it for adult siblings who are living 
with us too, or parents, or any number of other people who are not dependents but share our 
homes? I have a committed relationship to the welfare of my sisters who I live with. Some of 
them are uninsured; should I expect help for them too?" He thought what we were dealing with 
here was a highly charged moral and political issue. We could not pretend it was just an added 
benefit. It was a huge controversy that was going to be sweeping the political landscape in the 
next five years, and he thought we should just hold off. 

Senator John then added that, on that same line, he had received an email from a fellow 
faculty member which said, "l have an elderly mother for whom I'm the sole caretaker. We live 
together, just the two of us. We have joint bank accounts, own property together, share expenses, 
etc. I'd love to be able to include her in my insurance. I'm not sure she'd be much interested 
in the tuition waiver, but she certainly deserves as much as any relationship with some domestic 
partner and all his or her kids that I might someday develop after some brief 6-month 
relationship. So until we can include those others who live with us and share all the same listed 
qualifications as a domestic partner except that they're related to us, I'm against changing the 
current coverage which will indeed cost me more money in one way or another." 

Senator Erickson then added that we were talking about benefits that applied to 
dependents of the kind mentioned here. If it was a mother, you got sick leave if that person was 
sick. You could include your specific dependents in your health care, which by the way Senators 
would notice that the committee was not in any form at this point recommending health care 
benefits. Recommendation VI was that the committee be charged to look at it but no more than 
that. The discussion here was adding to the people among the immediate family as listed at 
length in the University rules. 

Senator Johanyak then added that some universities had chosen to adopt that program but 
others had not. The University of Pittsburgh for example decided not to adopt it. They 
considered it too cost prohibitive and also questionable in terms of discrimination matters. They 
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also knew that the Pennsylvania House of Representatives actually passed a bill to stop 
commonwealth funding to state related universities that provided health insurance benefits to 
unmarried domestic partners. Now she did not know whether that bill had become law, but that 
reflected the Pennsylvania legislature. In addition to that, the University of Pittsburgh was 
concerned that its primary insurer which was Highmark Blue Cross/Blue Shield was about to add 
a 2% increase to the institution's base premium for domestic partner coverage which would have 
cost them about $308,000. The University also would have had to pay an additional $750,000 
for every 10% of its more than 3,000 employees who chose to receive benefits for domestic 
partners. So the University of Pittsburgh chose not to take part in the domestic partners benefits 
program. Northwestern University also encouraged its domestic partners advocates to seek health 
care reform at the national level so that they would not seek favored status at the university, 
because the data was still relatively early and was unreliable and not available yet, and the 
campus had had an uncertain economic climate. Finally, the Exxon Mobil Co. tried the domestic 
partners benefits program for several years and ended it when it became too problematic. Perot 
Industries, Inc. also chose to end the program because they felt it was problematic. Finally, the 
National Gay and Lesbian Task Force, who were a key agent in promoting benefits for domestic 
partners, discontinued its previous support after several years of their employees' domestic 
partners due to the fact that these additional benefits were called "prohibitively expensive." They 
actually reduced their benefits to 50% coverage on domestic partners and that continued to be a 
financial burden for that organization. 

Senator Kreidler then stated that from the committee itself the body was hearing that this 
was not a vote about-health care coverage. It was a vote to say we would look at it, that we 
would like for domestic partners to have leave for situations in the family, etc. This was not 
saying that we were voting totally for everything right now. We were taking it on human dignity 
and saying we voted for people in our community to get the same package as far as time off, etc. 

Senator Gerlach then, in lieu of what Senator Wilkinson and Senator Johanyak had said 
and that he thought a number of subjects had been raised that this committee ought to consider 
in those conversations, moved that these recommendations be recommitted to the Well-Being 
Committee for further deliberation. Senator Hebert then seconded this motion. 

Secretary Kennedy stated that one point that had been made was that this was morally 
wrong. Was that to be debated by the committee? Senator Gerlach replied that it might be 
considered by them. 

Senator Kahl then asked, since we were talking about human dignity and morals, why 
were we including some people who were under law not allowed to marry in the state of Ohio, 
and excluding others who were not allowed under law to marry in the state of Ohio? Why not 
a polygamous relationship, brother and sister, whatever? Why were we ruling some in and some 
out if we were talking about human dignity and morals? 
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Senator Broadway then spoke against the motion. He thought it was very important that 
we looked at the history of humans and the history of the United States. At this point he would 
identify himself as an African American who had the right granted to him to vote, but at one time 
it was never a privilege for him. He very much feared that people could take away that right he 
had to vote as quickly as they had given him that right to vote. He thought we needed to think 
very clearly about how we wanted to move as a community and who we wanted to include in 
that community and who we wanted to exclude. We could not do everything perfectly. He 
thought it was surprising that the President mentioned the desk of our dear third president, 
Thomas Jefferson. He thought Thomas Jefferson in the positive moments had tried to move this 
country forward in a very small step. We had the opportunity now as Faculty Senate to move 
the community in some direction, and that was going to be a very small step in the hope that 
over time we would be as inclusive as we could, rather than exclusive. 

Senator Stratton, speaking to the motion to return the recommendations to the committee, 
then read from Senator Ray's memo: "The sole purpose of these initial rule changes is to 
confirm the University decision~making process on matters which are either permissive or 
mandatory collective bargaining subjects to the single process authorized by law, i.e., collective 
bargaining. It is clear that these kinds of items are clearly permissive items if not required items 
under collective bargaining law, and even though they would apply to the entire University, the 
faculty collective bargaining representative clearly has rights with respect to faculty on these 
rights." He would simply caution that if we as a body recommended it to the entire organization, 
the collective bargaining unit for faculty might have to give up other things in order to allow that 
to happen. He was not sure that that was as high on the priority list as other things the faculty 
would like to have considered. 

Senator Rich then added that he saw little to be gained by recommitting this to the 
committee. The proposal had been very well thought out over a long period of time. Obviously, 
people could quarrel with this or that aspect of it, but much of what we were hearing was 
fundamental opposition to the proposal itself. It was probably a good idea if this body did not 
recommit and ultimately made a decision about whether this was a proposal it wished to embrace 
and to send on. He was speaking against the motion to recommit. 

Senator Sterns then added that he certainly would want to respect individual belief systems 
and morality, which were individual choices. As a professional licensed psychologist, he was 
committed to a code of ethics which required him to be fully accepting of alternative lifestyles. 
These individuals had the right to make individual choices and individual decisions. However, 
he would point out that some of us professionally, by virtue of being part of certain professions, 
had taken on additional obligations in terms of what were acceptable behaviors. He wanted to 
rise to say that even though he might have personal beliefs that were different, professionally he 
had to take a particular stance. It was very important that we understood this was an HR 
discussion; it was not a discussion of morality. Obviously, any decision could have moral 
consequences if any of us had professional obligations that were separate from our personal belief 
systems or religiosity. 
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Senator Soucek then made a motion to call the question. This was seconded by Senator 
Belisle. The motion to call the question was approved by the body. Chair Sheffer called for a 
vote on the motion to refer the recommendations back to the Well-Being committee. After the 
vote, the Chair ruled that the motion to recommit failed. Chair Sheffer then called for further 
discussion of recommendation I. 

Senator Norfolk stated that we were trying to kill a fly with a shotgun. There was a very 
carefully thought out, very nice proposal where we were trying to expand in some perspective 
the issue that was presented. Every argument he had heard in favor of this issue was about 
conversion of sick leave. Why not have a policy on conversion of sick leave without regard to 
gender, domestic arrangements, checkbooks, anything else • have a clear and reasoned policy on 
how one could convert sick leave for one's own use? 

No further discussion forthcoming, Chair Sheffer then called for a vote on 
recommendation 1 as amended. The Senate approved amended recommendation 1 with a vote 
of 25 for, 13 against. Chair Sheffer then directed the body's attention to recommendation 2. 
Recommendation 2 concerned Well-Being's recommendation that the Faculty Senate encourage 
the University's Office of Benefits Administration to begin using the affidavit which appeared 
at the end of this document. This affidavit was to be completed as part of the personnel file for 
each employee's benefits file and would also be used whenever an employee wanted to change 
or add a person's coverage. He called for discussion. 

Senator Johanyak asked whether this meant that married people needed to submit their 
marriage certificates now, and we would all need to sign affidavits? Chair Sheffer indicated that 
that was correct. 

Senator Stratton stated that this was where he would make the comment on the typo. He 
would ask the committee to comment on whether that last bullet had a typographical error in it. 
Senator Erickson stated that, yes, it was a typo. Senator Stratton then moved to amend the 

affidavit to correct that typographical error. This was seconded by Senator Jeantet. The body 
approved the motion to correct this error. 

Senator Stratton then made a second motion which was, on the last page under the 
definition, to move that 6 months be changed to 12 months. Senator Norfolk seconded this 
motion. The body approved it. 

Senator John then asked for clarification. There was a footnote I that referred to the 
definition of a domestic partner. Now where did footnote 2 fit in for documentation? Senator 
Stratton supplied the clarification that it was on the second page of the affidavit, item no. 2. 

Chair Sheffer then called for a vote on recommendation 2. The body approved this 
recommendation with a vote of 24 for, 14 against, and 4 abstentions. Chair Sheffer then stated 
that it had been brought to his attention as a point of order that, when the body had voted on 
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recommendation I, he had failed to call for abstentions. He did so at this point; there were 2 
abstentions to the vote on recommendation 1. The vote on recommendation 1 then was 25 for, 
13 against and 2 abstentions. 

Chair Sheffer now directed the body's attention to recommendation 3, sick leave, medical 
leave and bereavement benefits. This was to add the words "domestic partner, siblings of 
domestic partner, children of domestic partner, and parents of domestic partner" to the existing 
wording under 3359-11-0l(a) and 3359-26-04, and on part 2 to add the words "domestic partner" 
following serious health condition of child, spouse, domestic partner or parent. Was there 
discussion? 

Senator Matney asked whether the Well-Being Committee could estimate in some way the 
cQst to the University of making this change. Senator Erickson replied that this was difficult to 
do. Unlike health care benefits, what we were talking about here was how many times people 
take employees' sick leave for illness, injury, bereavement. She was not sure how much of our 
sick leave was due to that, but she doubted that very much of the total sick leave at the 
University was due to those reasons. Perhaps maybe I% - the number of people who actually 
sign up for benefits, but certainly less than 10% of employees signed up for this domestic partner. 
She thought we were talking here a very small number of days when we discussed it in the 
committee. The committee felt that it did not seem to be a major number of days because again, 
it was only in those situations where people were asking for sick leave. 

Senator Steiner then asked whether there was a quorum. Chair Sheffer replied yes; we 
had.more than 30 members present. He then called for a vote on recommendation 3. The body 
also approved this recommendation with a vote of 24 for, 9 against, and 3 abstentions. Chair 
Sheffer then directed attention to recommendation no. 4. Recommendation 4 dealt with the issue 
of providing moving expenses for new faculty by adding the words domestic partner in the 
description of the authorized payment of the cost for moving of household goods for new 
appointees, spouse, domestic partner, and any dependent children. He then called for discussion 
of this recommendation. 

Senator Soucek stated that he believed this would cost money. Senator Fenwick replied 
that he did not think it would; we were already doing it, in fact. Senator Londraville added that 
he did not think this was a University policy; it was handled department-by-department for each 
hire to determine how much a person got for moving expenses. However, Chair Sheffer replied 
that what we were asking was that the University rule be modified in how it was dealt with in 
the departments. It was part of the University rules, and the University might authori?.e payment. 
Senator Londraville then replied that, his point was, it was not going to cost any money? Chair 
Sheffer indicated that that was correct. 

Senator Kahl asked whether the committee had made any effort to figure out how much 
any of this might cost. Senator Erickson replied that it had; however, it was only on a 
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departmental authorization what might or might not be paid. The committee did not think it 
would add significant costs. 

Senator Soucek stated that he did not believe that it would not cost money. 

Senator Fenwick stated that it was his understanding that, at least in his department, there 
were certain questions about hiring a faculty that we were not permitted to ask - marital status, 
family situation. What you did was to move households. 

No further discussion forthcoming, Chair Sheffer called for a vote on recommendation 4. 
The body approved the recommendation with a vote of24 for, 11 against, and 4 abstentions. The 
Chair then directed the body' s attention to recommendation 5. This recommendation dealt with 
extending tuition fee reduction benefits to domestic partners by approving the following four 
changes to the University rules: The first was to revise the policy regarding tuition fee reduction 
for families of full-time faculty and administrative officers. In that section we were adding the 
words "domestic partners" in three places. He called for discussion of the recommendation. 

Senator Norfolk began by stating that this was going to cost money. He could not see 
possibly how this could not be an issue for collective bargaining. This had to be; it was one of 
the conditions of employment He believed that we were not within our rights nor was it within 
our purview to even discuss this. 

Senator Rich stated that he believed Senator Norfolk was wrong. He thought we ought 
to be very careful; we were being told by the administration that we may barely even think, much 
less discuss, anything that was potentially a subject of collective bargaining. That was legal 
nonsense and it just was not right. Now he did not doubt that the Board of Trustees' position 
on this would be that they were not going to adopt it just because we recommended it. It might 
well in fact end up being the subject of collective bargaining. The point was that this body 
would have gone on record one way or the other, presumably in favor, judging by the previous 
votes, and that would speak for this body, which represented not only members of the collective 
bargaining unit but also people who were not members of the collective bargaining unit - some 
faculty and contract professionals as well. 

Senator Sugarman added that she thought the body had been in favor of everything up to 
this point. Number 3 was humane and would have minimal cost; no. 4 relating to moving 
expenses probably would have no cost, but she would have to speak against this tuition fee 
reduction benefit. We did not know what the cost would be and it could have extensive cost, so 
she would not support this at this point. 

Senator Wilkinson stated that he had another email which he was obligated to share, and 
Chair Sheffer asked that he paraphrase it. Senator Wilkinson stated that the email said the 
general consensus in their office was to go ahead for benefits, insurance and pension, but there 
was a deep concern regarding the tuition reimbursement portion. The concern was that a 
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partnership might take place in order to get the tuition. His constituents had asked that he share 
this concern at the Faculty Senate. 

Senator Stems stated he thought a logical extension here was that this was something that 
was extended to every other individual according to the rules, for your wife, your children, so 
this was just extending this in the same way. Why would we give differential treatment? 

Senator Stratton then had a question. In point no. 7 it extended the benefits not only to 
the domestic partner but also to the natural and adopted children of domestic partners. He was 
wondering whether that was an extension beyond what was even allowed with married couples. 

Senator Erickson replied that that is what it was before, because it said unmarried and 
dependent children included natural, adopted, and step-children for whom the full-time employee 
or surviving spouse provided more than 50% support. 

Senator Stratton stated his point was, if his legal spouse had adopted children that he had 
not adopted, and he was the employee, then were his wife's adopted children covered under his 
benefits? 

Senator Erickson stated that if they provided more than 50% of the support. We were just 
doing the same thing for domestic partners; support had to be for more than 50%. 

Senator Kahl then asked what the committee's estimate of the cost was for this one. 
Senator Erickson replied that the committee had not come up with a specific amount for 

the ,cost because we had not gotten all the costs from the University for the present ones. So 
therefore, the committee did not have a detailed cost estimate. 

Secretary Kennedy then stated that, rather than seeing this die on the floor, perhaps we 
ought to send this back to the committee to estimate the cost. She then made the motion to refer 
this recommendation back to the committee. Senator Stems seconded the motion. Chair Sheffer 
then called for discussion of the motion to refer recommendation 5 back to the Well-Being 
committee to investigate matters of cost. 

Senator Stachowiak stated that the cost was theoretical because you were going to be 
paying the fee reduction. You still paid your staff fees and University fees and subvention. That 
class was going to go whether or not you put somebody in that classroom or not, so it was a 
theoretical cost because the University was still operating that class. 

Senator Broadway stated that he was speaking on the motion to refer. He thought Senator 
Erickson's comment on the fact that the University had not been able to produce numbers for the 
current policy spoke volumes. If they could not produce numbers for the current policy, then 
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how could we ever expect them to extrapolate into something unknown? He thought it true that 
the University could not do that. 

Senator Jorgensen asked that, if referred back, the Well-Being Committee determine what 
the increase might be to departments for dependents' costs for fee remission. She was charged 
in her department for her secretary and her secretary's daughter's tuition cost, which right now 
amounted to $5,000 for this semester. Again, she asked the committee to check that out. 

Senator Kahl added that there were ways of estimating the costs fairly accurately on things 
like this that could be done by survey, by checking with departments, if that was in fact accurate. 
There were a lot of ways of estimating the cost on this. If you were estimating the cost, he 
would like the committee to come back with a recommendation for how to pay for that. Did we 
raise tuition for the other students, or did we do something else? 

Chair Sheffer called for further discussion of the motion to refer. None forthcoming, he 
called for a vote. The body approved the motion to refer with a vote of 17 for, 16 against, and 
zero abstentions. Chair Sheffer stated that the recommendation was referred back to the Well­
Being Committee and asked that committee to inform the Senate when they were ready to bring 
this back. 

He then directed the body• s attention to recommendation 6 which dealt with expansion 
of insurance coverage. The Well-Being Committee's recommendation was that the Faculty 
Senate charge the committee with identifying effective means for extending group health 
insurance for domestic partners and with reporting this information to the Faculty Senate no later 
than December l, 2003. The Chair called for discussion of the motion. 

Senator John stated the last point was especially valid. Did the committee think it could 
meet the December 1, 2003 deadline? Senator Erickson replied that they did not, so Chair 
Sheffer stated that the body would strike that phrase. He called for discussion of 
recommendation 6. None forthcoming, the Chair called for a vote. The body approved the 
recommendation with a vote of 24 for, 10 against, and I abstention. 

As there was no further business nor anything proposed for the good of the order, the 
Chair called for a motion to adjourn. This was so moved and seconded. The meeting adjourned 
at 5:12 p.m. 
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August 26, 2003 

TO: Dr. John Hebert 
President, AAUP 

FROM: Roy L. Ray 
Vice President for Business and Finance 

and Chief Financial Officer 

SUBJECT: Modifications to Rules of The University of Akron 

In your role, as the President of the American Association of University 
Professors (University of Akron Chapter), I am providing to you the following 
rules of The University of Akron as revised by the Board of Trustees at its August 
20, 2003 meeting. 

1. Rule 3359-10-02; 

2. Rule 3359-20-02; 

3. Rule 3359-20-03;· and 

4. Rule 3359-30-01. 

In their fonner state, the rules in question empowered various faculty-dominated 
committees to be ~ctively involved in numerous matters which directly affect 
issues which are either permissive or mandatory subjects of collective bargaining 
under Ohio law. As the AAUP has · now been certified as the exclusive 
representative of the faculty on these issues, it is necessary, as a matter of law, 
to ensure that faculty input into these matters occurs through their exclusive 
collective bargaining agent, the AAUP. 

In sum, the sole purpose of these initial rule changes is to confonn the University 
decision making process on matters which are either permissive or mandatory 
collective bargaining subjects to the single process authorized by Jaw (i.e., 
collective bargaining) once an exclusive collective bargaining agent has been 
certified. Thus, these rule changes will pave the way for collective bargaining, 
without the interference or disruption of a conflicting process for the resolution of 
collective bargaining subjects. 

The Unlverslr, of Alrnln I• an Equal Educalion •nd Emp1...,..,..,, lnS'Ci111rion 



Dr. John Hebert 
President, AAUP 
August 26, 2003 
Page2 

The Board of Trustees voted in favor of adopting the changes to these rules at its 
meeting on Wednesday, August 20, 2003. The revised rules will be effective on 
September 30, 2003. The University of Akron is available to meet to discuss the 
effects of these changes to these rules prior to the effective implementation date 
of September 30, 2003. · 

RLR/msl 
Enclosures 

c: Members, Board of Trustees 
Luis M. Proenza, President 
Elizabeth Stroble, Provost 
Ted A. Mallo, Vice President and General Counsel 
Miflisor and Nobif 
(All without enclosures) 

be: Sidney C. Foster, Jr., Asst. Vice President Labor Relations v· 
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APPENDIX B 

American Association of University Professors 
ArMmir: frrtdont fa,'• Frr~ 5«idy 

Otto= 29, lOOJ 

Dr. Lim M Proenza 
Premdat 
Unmnity or Akron 
302 Buchtel Mall 
/Ja'uf,, OhJD 44325-470:Z 

Ms. Pauiaa L, Graves 
C1wnnimm 
Board of Trust~ 
UM'lll1ity Df AknJI\ 
302 Budnel Mall 
,\kton, Ohio .,.,.l25-4702 

Dear~ Praeim 1ad ~ ClraYU : 

OffiQCtJofthe Faculty ScnNttand of the local AAL1P cbap1er •• the University or Aknla bave -ah• 
Che ldrice and asilUIICe of the Ameri~ Associatloll of Ulllvemty Profcmors rcprclir,s the role af 
the ficdly ill the goveruncc oflflt lllll~-ersity. and p,.niculariy ~ilh regard to the Kt101U cum by the 
Amin P---. bNnS IC i" meetina on Augiut 20 to makt Siplt\cul r.haqes in che llllivcmly't 
pemanc:e policici and procedurei, Wr. andmtllld that lhese acrion1, "''hidl 11c 11>~ntly d=iaaned 
to imil 0, climillate tha filcuhy't kmJSWllfin8 participation .Ill major --ori~I dtdslon 
ll'lakblg, -U! taken pU1'1111P11 to tile \'aid orme UA "-ilc.y last :\Wch to haYe !he AAUP 1UV11 u its 
mctlusive collective barpiaif!i RPJtXntllive Wt: 1111demud fiinher th11 the staled 1>Nia (01 these 
ac1iom iS the percer;ed need. ~ ta an Aupat 2S mcmutllldutn &om Amunt Vice Pte.sidmt 
for Labor Relations Sidney C fosrer, Jr., *to conform tilt uaiversit.)' dedsicn-~ Jl10CCSXS oa 
IU!Cers wbidJ al'l:cilher permis11l,Je or manda!Qf)' cotloctlw balpmiffi IUb;ccu to the liDSlt: proc:es.,1 
a&llhurized by the Ohio I&\\' (i c • ~vllecd\~ bupainJ) once III C'IQlll\>t ~ 1111>1 been cenlt1ed • 

The ~illlion's mlenCl io lbaCI matl~ SCCIIIS from our longstaadinJ tvcx:mJ fur $0\IDCI ~ 
,-nmcnl, ttir priadpta ofwhidl ate t:nlldciated in the enclosed SIMU:ms:ot on:f.PVCCO!Dffl of 
Cq!Jqet apd UnMnit[es Thi: StalffllC!Ot ao 0o,1KJHRw. v,flich embodies sundaccl.s widely uphetd in 
AmerlcH hlper cducaticn., mu on die pnmmt or -.,proprialel)' awed respo,mbirlt),· nl C:Ollpcnrivc 
IIC1ica anonJI B('lverDDg board, admiaistration. Ind w:uhy in detenni11!11J edlStlliOMI policy f.fld. i11 
raolviill edYcadanel pn,blam within 11,e aQdemk ,nslitutioa. It 1tfcn to ••n i11~ble iawMpa,. 
dcnce" 111 t!11s rel.woiubip which reqaifet "adrq1111e commu111c:stion 11111011g Chuo C0111f1011e111J aid full 

IOJ::! flu1nmA SI-.NW • Slalt !l(JIJ 

U.a1Nns,on. DC 2lC~S-:UI~'\ 
l'la.~icat!.7l!.,I .. I • fu:2'l2.7J7.5i26 
Wet,- ... ......,._ -
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dlXUlnC!lll User1S the 11!.Xpmation th.al 
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shCNld be estabb.dlc,d at tach level wll1re faalky nsponsibilily is prc:xnt. An 
agency abou!d am f01' die prac:ncat~ of the ~;cw, at the 'll<bolc: faculty. The 
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i,ywr~y. 
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sc:hoo~ college, dn.isioa, or vamnity syStCnl, ar ~ a.le I.he form ort11:11lty­
clected 1111~ ~ l11 departmean ad schools and I fllCUlty-elected 
KOate oc CO\IOCll for larger division1 or the inaitution u & wllole, 

The ron:.soi111 panga indicate III expectation that the ficulty "ill play a Pnnlll! role in the atu­
tilllunc:ot and ill Ill)' mbsequent 1cn.uioa or ffllldiGQUOII or &he imtituti11n"11 JICMma!ICO Jt~\lfe. 

f acuky members ha-.-e i:xpressecl C10ncem that the boa.rd'J actions ia ~• multed in 1he deletion of 
1hc fi,lk,v.ing key 1cn1acc in the existing ruin with rc:aoll'd IO 1hc: individ11•I ~lty mcn,l>cr's respon­
sibllily for pankip&ti1111 in in&tilutio..al go\ocmance: • .. . the faadt}• member bu I ddlnite .. ~ in 
aaabli:ihing Ul!l'"CtSily n,les, resautiom. and proccdwu and is oblipJs:d to UR Iha, voil.'C w~ 
uked 10 do so or whene-.er Iha w:ully member~ Iii to du w• (lli.lle Jli9-20-02) We ve craubl;d 
by tM menap conveyed by the: dc:l~lion oft~s secxmc;e (cC the following provision in the Auocia­
lioa's widdy adopted s111emcns PO Proftgjpnal E1hg1: "Pl'DfmoD iCeql1 chm man of ficull}· 
nsp011sibllllla for the go\'ffl\llncc of their instiMittn ") M~n, of Ille &cult)' lla\oe expressed 
1dditioCNII c~cm that the ~luUOM adopted by the baud ba~"I! un,oJ\-al siJniflc&n1 chqa in the 
Cllir.ti111 bylaM Cud thui the fuactiom) or tbt Facuhy Senaie-includins it1 mlclinirioa u the 
~tJ\oe bod>' oflhe facully rtprdiny its n~cmic misl.i011. • whc:tc 11 ,., ... fcil'lllerly ddined .is 1hc­
~tiv11 bod)· ol'llw uninBicy• (~ 3J59-10-0?) -~ to !he mlcuel oflbe Seplcmb~4 
111N1inl of the 'Fmilc~ Sowte. these chan.!!es (ud 1M others di1CWSed below} "v.'ffl! l!lllde without 
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decision-makin1 thal 11c the m.uk of 11uod leadership , . • The ~ went Oft to adopt .a llelies af 
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Dr. 1.uisM. ~ 
Ms. Patricia L Cirt\'1:11 
Octabcr29, ~ 
hgcThn:c 

MOfflbcn of the 6aih}-CO!llend cbat tbe board not GIily depu1ed fi'oin 1be sraodw, of Wl'ell 
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)II.lenient oCiritmt. (2) pnMda a ~ll0plis cflbe proposed rule chinJ•; (J) JlaCe the J1Wll(lte of the 
chanp; {4) po&t the dire, dme, and loacion ofdst hearinJ on tlic propOsed dlup; (5) pnmde aa 
address llld/c>t telepbon111111mbcr '°' olulnms c:opin oftln: proposed change; (6) poa the name of 
,~ 11ariz1a officer appaintccl to~ die Maring: &111147} p11blish all ofdlae 1101ic13 in at le~ t•-a 
011K) """"'flBPffl IJld Of\ 1M um'fflirf1 v.-cbli\c at lwt lhut)· days prior tD the hearing w~ ..-fer­
St.Ind dat noao of these proc:edur«l requlremenu was met . 

• • • • • 
"'llDOthcr fl!Cd oftbe "inradepca~· called for ill th, S~l!Q!Cd op Go\:eo,mDII, Secuaa n .c . of 
tbllt document providct th.i • Joinl elflK\ of■ IJIOlt entieJI uld must be 11ken "'ileo u imtitlllion 
cboClle, a nc,o, ~ TIie r.election or• dlicfadrnlRW11i\,'I ofim' shuald fi>Bo.,. upon cooper•• 
ti\-. Km:h by die gow:raiaa bo9ni a,ld faculty •• . • ~ sratCIIICl\t !Lnher wau die expecurioo thal 
flalley members \\ill play a signUlcut ~ m "rile 5decciUII ot 111:■demic dlllm lllll otbc:r diiri' aeit­
..ic officers. .. ~ cloc:u,.... also c:all, for "(t)ho dwr Of' head of I depanmm1 .. (to J be aewaed 
eitlNr by~ e1ec:tioa orb)· appalnmu:nt faJJov.intl COMlll#ion '"'Ida D!lllllhrJ oftbe clepan• 
ment aad ofrtl■tcd clcp~; appoialJMnl should IIOflllalfy lie i■ COllfomiily '1¥ith llcpl,ifncd 
membcn' jlldpeni.• •A,acorolluy." •cconlina lo tbeAslOCiariotl'I ~~ onJ:.Gldtt 
f Jl:tic:ipaooo io rhe $elr~90 Uvelnrka ,od &,tauion pf A dmmmra1or1, "it is~ impon■nt 
,~ faculty me{Jlbcn c;Otlttlbute ligniflcaml)· tu j11dsmtm11 111d decisions reprdini 1M ~ion ar 
IIOlll'ctcntioP of 1he adminimalon wliom they batte belped to tclm.• This l1lu:r stattllltnt pro-.ides 
111,t ill sucb decisions •,~ould be bued an •itu1ion,Jizod 11114 jaiorly derennioed proccdlira v.'hich 
include lipii&ut facuky 1111.-olvemsnt. • Jt lvrilw pravides dlat "!IOIIOd practice dletttes Iha! the pl'Q­
delll IIIDMl r,ehhor retain Ill administtMor fOWHI W1111J11i by fiQ1111 sund11ds oor arbitranJ, dismias 
t11 adlllialstrMor who meet, lhe ec;cw••mlity IUDdwdt oflhc-~ cCllllmlltity. In no CQC 

sll:lllld ajuclamcnt on retemlon or nonruetdian be made wllltout C0111Ultauo11 wilh &II major co11Stitu­
mcics. with • rxuby un'llh•ccf 1o a de5rfC at least eouflllffl-c Ulilh ii, role ill the orlpial Rlectio11 
~. F'mally. this document niquita that "di• presidellt and other academic adminilthlor, . . ~ 
J)tO(ecml tom ■rbitrary rffllOYIII b),· pn,a:dvrcs lhtDusb wbch bo1h dNlir rig)lts &11d ttic irilerfflt ol 
\viaus comot\l~ are ■dequattfy safeguarded.• 

We nok, anon~ llui 11$11illan1 rcvision.1 made by 1he board in 1h1: ruli::I .!iO~'fflMlll! bolb the orpaila­
liUII ot'Uie uni\lenicy lllld petal perSOMII policic, (ll59-lO-Ol allll Jl59-20-ol), t he fflluctJ\)fl or 
elismliaa aflhc ifflllly role la dec:ma111 involYiDV 111D scb:tion and retlDlion oftbe prcsidast, I~ 
prll"'OSl, dean,, and~ clwu. For the rwons stwd llbove. we comida -h dan11et 111 be 
anmical 10 IOVlld principles of acadmii~ KQ~I ...... 
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Dr Luis M. Proenza 
M,. Patricia L. Graves 
October 29. 2003 
P.pf-

With reglllll ra the iatemal opi:ntilW aru.c iaslitvliocl, 111tSt1JA¥DI 9! Ggvcrnrnens pnn-ide, tha 

The alfocation of mources among cna,rpeti111 demmcls is c:mtral in the formal 
~lhy ortbe governing board, /1111111 ~ l'llivc: "'1liority of tho ,ro-
.ident, &nd in tbt 111iun1ioaal r~ oftllt facai!ty. Etdl c:otnpons( lliould 
lberdorc have l ,'Olc.e ht Ille demmillation or short- and IOJIJ-nnp priomia, 
and adl sbollld receiw appropriate ual)"KS ofpuc budgebu)' cxpniffl~. 
re,ions oil cunea buqm aad expcaditum, and lbort- "1d IOll~-renge budge-
uuy prqjte1iom The (lll'dlOlli of each compool!III ill budJCW! m111ers sh0111d 
be ~e,,tood by .U; lhe allocalicm ofllUlbcirity will da.-miM !he: llow ofml'or• 
madcmaad the Ko~ of~pation ia .tslons. 

It R>l~ IMl Ille &cull)· should play ■ mC1111U1gl\Jl 10lt in dttcrminmg shan- aad lonlf""l'!!Je priuriiict 
m the lllloation ofinmwtionil resou~•-

We ,iota that the d!&Qe1 adopted lly the botrd ill the lJ.!,laws of~ faculty 5-e(JJ!9°10.D2J 
involvm tblr dimalltio11 of !he SCNte'a 1i.nning ud 8udge1 Committee, of th, Campus Fat:ilitic1 
Plnliag Comm~, and indeed oflhe r.culty's role in• budacury ■od pl&allif18 IDlttffl, tvffl lhuJC 
~llldi arpallly relate 10 tis imti111lion's ~acadcfflic lllialoft" (we understaad, fo, example, that I.he 
Fa.culty R.cKWch Comllllttce i.Ul contbue ta r,:\-iew pul proposals ba1 '"ill no loagcr dctennine 
fund"1113 ofthot6 JlfOpo,als). 

• •••• 

The iln&I set of 1:hUl!lff llltde lly 11te board Is 10 the "gutdelllles for._. Rtmlc.llmffil due 10 
financial ciugeaey• (J) ~!l-;Q.OJ ). Then d!ups IIJll)QI" u, r,:du« Ullllll'lli&IJ)' the: flelllty ~ in 
dclenniaiag when a llnand1I =iii, Clds&s 111d w•I seeps should bt Uken ro eddtess IL the board 1w 
alto imnNlucd • new ckfnutlon of finucial exigency. MUP'1 fllffllllla!icHI c,f crilmia ud procedural 
11,r,dns in lbd area of conc:em ~• be lbund in Reaulitian "(c:) or lhs 1:11dwcd Bm,mmcndc;cl 
IMtiwgon,I Rg11l1tioos gn Acwfcmjc frrcdont ,ancl Itnvcc. ""hlcb ddlnes •fitlucW eitlgen;i,A u "aA 
imminent M1111Qid ~ ,.,-11,cl, tbreateu ~he .nuvi\111 ol the iastinniol\ as• "'flolc and "tich cannot be 
lllkviat~ 11,,· lell drastic means [thin the taminatioa oftenuml ficvlty 1ppuir,tmc:nls]. By Affl'lran. 
the new detinition of linaDNI c:,c11mc;y 11J1PWVN by U.e board ur •~• is st1 broad AS 10 encC111tp1.:1s 
virwally every ap~ of un,'C'rsily buclBtling. II cleJille.i •fuiaac:lal exigency'' 

u a 1i11J111i011 Rqllffll\i mluc:tion or nAlloation of l'aOlftc:Q or ,oorpaa.at10n or 
elinlinatioa ofproiBJIU ._lrich c.■nno1 be 1a:ornplishcd thfoc,,gll 1umnal academlc, 
bud5ctuy, and pcrsomld processes The emet11eoe, a,ay be caused by a decline In 
1tudcnl c:nrul~l:1. • redllCWIO In stale appropriallor,a or allotmerJts, a loH of 
inc.otne from non-start source,, or some senou1 a-ent or .:.o.ndiiioff RqllirinJ! 

■ 
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Dr. Luil M. Prncnu 
Ml Patricia L Cira~ 
Ortober 20, 2003 
PfFFi.-e 

llllticipsnd or unanlicipaUICI • expcacli1111e roductlo111. Th11 emeraa,cy may be 
UniYmity•wide or it may be mmcted to only one sdloaJ, deparlmem, pA)8flJD. or 
1rea ...... 

MDTC gCll«lfly, with regard ro the relationihip lmweni ficuh)" i0Vffl\lDCI and colle=mi bqaining, 
me Assoaalion'• s,.i,mm °" Co1J!stm Barpining rmphaw.-,hit 

Tb piCSCftee 0f instiwti0115 of w:ulty sanmance does not preclude the med for 
or UJefuinea of colkcti,."I:' b&rpiaina. On chi: contnty, coll~ti ve barpin,ns ca,i 

be used IO in~IR tile cff'~• or tbase insutllllOIII by 11:11taKW15 their area 
of~~ dclial!J! their authority, ad arflllllbm1n, their \-uice ia 1111:11S of 
dwed ~-ml mpam,bility. The Aswciatic,n ~~ afl'TffllS that Cacul­
rin ll both public and pnvua lllltltutlou are entitled, 11,1 profeniooab, lo choose 
by Ill electioD or companblir infonual mc:ans u, CDl!IIIC ill cull~ barJ!llinina 
in order to ensure: dfocm'O f•ailt~ floYOl'II~ 

0u, dem-auve Sutemem on ~lkuiic: Oavrnmcot for JnstiurtiQru fmaaac4 in cou;ctive Barl!lif1. 
ina (&150 cncio,cd) fia1her provides that 

Collecrive barpining shovld no1 RJI~ bur ,..,bet mould enmte. eff'ecti,'11 tnldi­
ti0ml forms or slw"ed ~ The types of govaMDCe IIHldianiJms appropriate 
to a panlcular colleae or univlrsisy are dicmcd b)• 1hal im1i111tiun':, ri--. 1flelitions.. 
and rninioa. Since thote ~ fiC1otS 1tc 11ct nec.essarU}' 1trec:ted by the mn11tsence 
of 'llllocti\.-e barplnh1s aa • c:uipu.s, barpining dou nat iecemrily entail 111lzmn. 
tn.-e ~ in the structure of lhared ,sovmi.mce IIJlPfDIJl'l•le for lhiC imtitution 

Our~ witb collqci aad Wl&'IICl.sities lllsou~ the cauauy 111diclt1:1 lbal coleg,al go-.e.r-
111~-= collec:thoe bargaining CIII. and do. cor!IISI harmoniously. That jucfsmaa also ffl:lnl 10 hl'-e 
bean reacbl!d at otber publi; unf,-crsitics in Obio whl:l'I: ~ ~y 11'1: ~ ia Cllllecd,·e bUjj.&an­
inv. "without the intcrt"ctcncc or diwp1ion of• ccnllic1lng prllUSI for tbe reaolu~on of co.lJec:tive 
b1ipining llibjec:u• IMC ICelllS ID lie of cancm1 10 the Uni,,enit}· ol Abun adminDfralioo &nd 
~-erq board. accordi111 to an Aupsi 26 manorwwn front V'" Pscsidmt for Bu,in~ ind 
t'in:uice Ray Ray 10 UA•r\kron MUP Pmidcnt Julm Hebl:'1 lnc1ccd, we u~swid uw U\e ll!lt:e• 
mi:ms ncscniltcd lit lhl:$e othtt Ohio IIIIWtl'SIWl.'I reatrirm exW1J1g gcwemanu pru:tlces, 1111d tlw 
lllwlty members al thom lastituricm 11e im'Olved in planning and budiet committees. irlec:t tlleir 
lli:~I chain, and partiapue ia snrches for ffllior 1clKlem1c admiru1tnton. We do not unda­
a.wl that the Ullivenity of Akron i, 11!qllin:d by law to rcji:.;1 kc:y clemc,,t, vf w"4emic: KtJ"'manca:. 
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Dr. wi5 M. Prcenn 
M$. Patricia L. Graves 
October 29, 1003 
Pages« 

and l'he adminlltMlon and board aftrullelll appear to hive rbc IUlhority. ii SCCIIIS IO Ult. lo retain 
lhc:m ...... 
We u cognize tbllt tbc mfum,l!ion ia our poa,essi.on DD the muun disamed in this lenet bH come to 
111 exdusivcl)' liOfll f&tully murces at the UIIMnlly of Atroa, and 1hat you may h&·.a ldditiolllll 
inlormmoll 1W would ~oncributc lo our 11admta111fq oftbc wvcs 1ll'i1b wlrid, we~ w~ 
W& would accordingly wcl~ )'Ol.lf commeou. ASSln!Ung theessentlal IICQJl'K}' af'the (orei;olng, 
we ~ the raaninn of the 1esoluliom adopted bv the UA bawd of 1rus11e1 incl the 1C1101"11tion of 
the ~tom pr~ious role: in the: govor111nce ofttie unn-erslty 

Sinc:ml~. 

~-~~ 
B. llobenKmsa 
Assoi:iac Scr;f'CWY 

Badotum 

~ Dr. E.lmbClh l. Stroble. Se11iot V'" President a11d Provost. 
Mr, Ted A. J.111!<1, Vl.ce Pmldem and Gumt CDW1Sel 
Mr. Roy L. RI)', Vice President fur Bumicn and Fi~ 
.\fr. SidJIC)· C. Foster, Jr., .uslmal v,u Ptesldear for Labor Kda1ion1 
Pioteamr Daniel Sheffer. President, Faculty Seoo, 
!'rDfessCT John Hebert, ~sidcm. ML-'P Ch•pter 
Ptvfmor John C1.1J1p1>letti, Clwr, Obio Confer~ MUP Commillee on Oovemmce 
Pr(l(euo, lane Dineen l'anek., Owr. A.AUP C.onnnittee on Go•~1111" 

■ 
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APPENDIX C 

Report of the Senior Vice President and Provost 
Faculty Senate 

November 4, 2003 

Context for Today's Remarks: Reflections on T.S. Eliot and the List of Ten 

1984: Student of Literature, Community Theatre Director and 
Producer 

1998: Faculty Member, Mother, and Cat Owner 

2003: Provost 

Recurring Themes 

Showcasing the Individual and Celebrating the Company; 

Harmonizing Words and Actions 

Communities of Actors and Audience 

The Relationship of Processes and Products: A Few Examples 

Program Review 

Position Allocations 

Summer Budget Policies 

Half-Time Associate Provost for Academic and Financial 
Affairs 
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APPENDIX D 

.RE.POR';l' OF WELLBEING COMMITTEE TO FACULTY SENATE "'" 
NOVEMBER 6™ ,2003 
The Wellbeing Committee has met twice since the last Senate meeting: on October 15th and 
October 29th 

• The major topics of discussion are outlined below. 
Retiree Representative 
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It was confirmed that the Board had approved the addition to Wellbeing of a representative of the 
retired employees. Ms Linda Sugarman therefore becomes a voting member of the Committee, as 
the elected representative of the Retired employees. 
Health Insurance 
Desnay Lohrum from HR reported to the Committee that employees' benefits packages for 2004 
have been distributed for enrollment. She reminded us that the due date is Wednesday, November 
18th 

• She also informed us that Retiree dependents under 65 who chose Traditional Indemnity(TI) 
would need to pay the difference between the cost of the PPO and TI, as the Senate recommended 
in April 2003. 
Other issues relating to insurance: the Chair sent an e-mail to members of the Committee on 
October 22™1, noting that there were rumors relating health insurance premiums to the unexpected 
health cost increases in the August budget. As members of the Committee lmew, this rumor was 
incorrect: there was no direct linkage between these two issues. She referred Committee members 
to April, September and October reports of Wellbeing to the Senate. Finally, the Chair received 
yesterday afternoon a memorandum from Vice President Ray in reply to the Wellbeing Report of 
October. She forwarded it to the Committee. Any comments from the Committee on that reply 
will be in next month's report. 
Part-time health, sick leave and vacation benefits 
The Committee mem~er representing part-time faculty sought clarification on the benefits 
available to part-timers. It was noted that they can only enroll for health benefits when they are 
initially hired or within 31 days of a specified status change. Part-time teaching faculty, contract 
professionals and exempt staff also receive sick leave at half the rate of full-time employees. Only 
state classified hourly employees, of which there are very few, receive vacation benefits. The 
Committee plans to investigate the suggestion that part-time ·contract professionals receive 
vacation benefits on a pro rata basis. 
Child care. 
There was discussion of the continuing problem of child care for employees and students, 
especially drop-off care. It was noted that offering child care might help with enrollment and 
retention of students. The Committee decided to reconstitute the child care subcommittee to 
include representatives of the Committee, the Adult Focus department, and the Department 
Chairs (who had raised the issue of child care last year. The possibility of providing drop-off care 
in the new Recreation Center would be a matter for investigation .. 
Sick leave bank 
The Committee received a report from the sub-committee investigating a sick leave bank for 
university employees. Updated information collected on this issue will be reported at the next 
Committee meeting. 
Domestic Partner benefits 
The Committee was made aware that the report and recommendations made to the May 2003 
meeting and postponed at that time to the October Senate meeting would be discussed under old 
business at the November Senate meeting. 

Respectfully submitted 

~c:./~lcL-~ 
Elizabeth Erickson. 
Chair, Wellbeing Committee 
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APPENDIX E 

Graduate Council 
Report of the Vice Chair 

Fall2003 

Graduate Faculty Meeting 
Thursday, November 13, 2003 

Since the beginning of the Fall 2003 Semester, the Graduate Council has had three meetings. 

The standing committees of the Graduate Council continue their work: 
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• The Curriculum Committee, chaired by Dr. Okechukwu Ugweje, has brought forward nine 
curriculum proposals to Graduate Council thus far this semester. Council approved all of these 
nine proposals. The Cwriculum Committee will continue to review proposals as the colleges 
approve them. Once the Curriculum Committee reviews and approves proposals, they are 
forwarded to the members of Graduate Council for their approval. 

• The Graduate Faculty Membership Committee, chaired by Dr. James Rogers, has met once this 
semester and has taken recommendations for approval before Graduate Council on 14 graduate 
faculty applications. Such applications were subsequently approved. The Membership Committee 
has distributed the most recently revised graduate faculty application to all deans, department 
chairs/school directors, and directors of graduate study. The Membership Committee has 
requested that all full-time graduate faculty applicants use the newly fonnatted application. 
Additionally, the Committee has begun work on reviewing and proposing suggested revisions of 
the Bylaws of the Graduate Faculty. 

• The Student Policy Committee, chaired by Dr. Julie Drew, has not met this semester as no task has 
been assigned to this committee. 

• The Graduate Council has approved a proposed change to University Rule 3359-60-064 that governs 
the residency requirement for doctoral students. With the revised language the rule will now reflect 
summer sessions counting as one semester. 

• The Graduate Council has created an Ad Hoc Committee on Graduate Program Review. Members of 
this Committee will work with the Office of the Senior Vice President and Provost in review of 
graduate programs at The University of Akron. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Dr. Maryhelen Kreidler, Professor 
College of Nursing 
Vice Chair, Graduate Council 
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APPENDIX F 

2003 Fall Grants 
Awarded 10/31/03 

Internal Grants Awarded by: 
The University of Akron's Faculty Research Grant Committee 

FRG# NAME TITLE OF PROJECT AMOUNT 

1573 Dr. Lu-Kwang Ju Biological Wastewater Treatment 3,999.10 
Chemical Engineering Using Membrane Bioreactors 

1574 Dr. Sergei Lyuksyutov Hierarchical Nanostructure 4,000.00 
Physics Formation Using Atomic 

Force Microscopy. 

1575 Dr. Jiang Zhe Development of a MEMS 4,000.00 
Mechanical Engineering Tunable Fabry-Filter for 

Optical Communication. 

TOTAL FUNDED: $11,999.10 
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omo FACULTY COUNCIL 
MINUTES OF OCTOBER 10, 2003 

APPENDIX 6 
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PRESENT: Shipka (YSU), Hassan, Marcus (Central), Rall, Mumy (OSU), Phillips (MCO), Wright, 
Bloemer (OU), Sheffer, Witt (Akron), Konangi, Govea 
(Cleveland), Hamilton (Shawnee); Hipsman (Kent} 

GUESTS: Leone, McCollum (IUC) 

Chair Shipka called the meeting to order at 12:33. 

Tom Shipka was nominated (Konangi with Bloemer) for Chair ofOFC. 
Dan Sheffer (Akron) was nominated (Cupoletti with Hassan) for Vice-Chair 
Rodger Govea (Cleveland) was nominated (Konangi with Wright) for Secretary 

All were approved by acclamation. 

A Legislative Affairs Committee was established. The members will be: 
Cupoletti, Bloemer, Konangi, Mumy, Scracic. 

A Health Care and Retirement Committee was established. The members wil be: 
Marcus, Wright, Ray Stephens (OU), Phillips (MCO). 

Dennis Leone of Chillicothe spoke on the S1RS system and spending practices. Mr. Leone believes 
that there has been rampant wasteful and 
frivolous spending. He detailed a list of27 such expenditures, some in the millions, others in the 
thousands. He then cited 17 STRS changes 
implemented as of August 2003. Finally, he reviewed a set of six legislative initiatives designed to 
control the actions of STRS, the most 
comprehensive of which is SB 133. 

Part of his presentation suggested an unusual arrangement between STRS and OEA officers. He 
accused the OEA-based board members of financial 
irregularities and bogus credentials when running for the STRS board. 

A vigorous Q and A session ensued. Mr. Leone estimated total misappropriations at 200 million 
dollars. 

Jim McCollum (IUC) then addressed the group. On the question of funding, HB 95 (biennium 
funding) has passed. Mr. McCollum characterized the 
situation as one in which state-supported universities "survived." He believes that the legislature 
understands that there is nothing left to 
cut in higher education, but does not accept the linkage between funding and tuition. OIG (need-based 
instructional grants) is in need of help; 
currently maximum family income to qualify is 39K. 

He spoke of State Issue 1 • a bonding issue being packaged as a "good jobs for Ohio" measure. There 

11/5/2003 12~05 PM 



is an attempt to mobilize Ohio's 800,000 
public university alumni. 
Articulation and transfer remains an issue. 
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IUC has an interest in maintaining the solvency of STRS and especially in protecting health care 
benefits within the system. IUC has a Health 
Care Advocates group promoting those interests. 

A "defense of marriage" act is again being promoted within the House. The bill's sponsor insists that 
it would not make illegal any existing 
domestic partner benefits, nor would it prohibit public entities from extending limited domestic partner 
benefits. 

He also distributed a copy of an article on Chancellor Chu's speech to the governor's Comission on 
Higher Education and the Economy. He cited 
the "Securing the Future Report" of 1992, and its possible implementation, as a source of concern. 
There is a possibility that campuses may be 
sanctioned if they do not follow this set of recommendations. He expressed concern that "academic 
excellence" has been defined in terms of 
"third frontier" programs. He also highlighted collaborative efforts among campuses. Here the issue 
of"duplication" arises. He expressed the 
IUC concern that the urge to eliminate duplication may well harm higher education in the process. The 
Regents are seeking authority to 

0 

discontinue existing graduate programs, where in the past their authority extended only to the funding 
of such programs. He also suggested that 
there is a need to highlight existing collaborative efforts. Q 
There was a general discussion on the centralization of authority within the Ohio higher education 
system. Included in the discussion was Mr. 
McCollum' s belief in the necessity to demonstrate a willingness to combine efforts among the various 
campuses. 

Chair Shipka inquired into possible collaboration with IUC by OFC. 

He suggested contact with local Governor's Commission members. 

The next meeting, in which Dick Pogue and Katherine Canada will be the invited guests, will be held 
November 14th. Prior to that meeting, it was 
suggested that Council members collect specific instances of inter-campus collaboration to convey to 
Mr. Pogue. 

At the February 13th meeting, the Chair of the Board of Regents, Thomas Noe, will be the guest. 

Minutes submitted by Rodger Govea, Secretary 

-Dave Witt email: david27@ualcron.edu 
Family & Consumer Sciences - University of Akron 
Home Page http://GoZips.uakron.edu/~david27 /index.html 
New Orleans Page http://www.angelfire.lycos.com/jazz/davensusie/ 

0 
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Nov. 2, 2003 

Report from the October I 0th meeting of the Ohio Faculty Council. 

OFC' s first meeting of the academic year began with approval of minutes and election of 
officers. Two OFC Committees were formed; a Legislative Committee and a Health 
Care and Retirement Committee 

Dennis Leone, Superintendent of Chillicothe, Ohio, Public Schools have a briefing on his 
experience investigating STRS. Dr. Leone's revelations of waste and excessive spending 
by STRS have resulted in some restructuring of our teachers retirement system. 

Atty. Jim McCollum, Executive Director, Inter-University Council briefed the group on 
expectations for funding over this budget period. It is McCollum's opinion that the state 
legislature understands that there's no more money to squeeze from higher education. 

Some discussion regarding a recent reportage in the Columbus Dispatch and Chancellor 
Chu's remarks the previous week to the Governor's Commission led to a request for 
information by the OFC Chair. Each representative team is requested to bring a summary 
of evidence that our institutions have a record of collaboration with other public and/or 
private institutions of higher education in Ohio, particularly in their own region, and that 
we have the self-discipline to close down programs when it is appropriate to do so. 

The tentative schedule of OFC meetings for the remainder of this school year is 
November 14, February 13, March 12, and April 9. Our guests for October 10 are named 
above; our guests for November 14 are Atty. Richard W. Pogue, Chair, Governor's 
Commission on Higher Education and the Economy and Dr. Katherine Canada, Project 
Director of the Governor's Commission; our guest for February 13, tentatively, is Mr. 
Thomas E. Noe, Chair of the Ohio Board of Regents. The guests for future meetings are 
yet to be determined. 

Adjournment (approximately 3:00 p.m.) 

Attachments- 1. Dr. Chu's Remarks To the Governor's Commission on Higher Ed. 
2. OFC Request for Campus Information 

Submitted 
David Witt 
UA Representative to the Ohio Faculty Council 



APPENDIX H 

RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING BENEFITS FOR 
DO!v!ESTIC PARTNERS AT THE UNIVERSITY OF AKRON 

BACKGROUND 

Of the ca. 71.8 million family households identified in the 2000 U.S. Census, almost 55 million 
(ca. 76.7%) were identified as man:ied-couple households. Another almost 5.5 million (ca.7.7%) 
were identified as unmarried-partner households. Across the country, o.cg:inizations are 
beginning to recognize the value of acknowledging unmarried partners in a variety of ways. One 
such way is by expanding employee benefits to encompass unmarried or domestic partners. 

Domestic partner benefits arc becoming quite commonplace. "In the next three years, the 
nwnber of U.S. companies offering domestic partner benefits could increase by as much as 
35% according to a recent nationwide survey. That predicted increase comes on the heels 
of incredible growth in domestic partner benefits during the past three years, according to 
the study by Hewitt Associates Ll..C, a Lincolnshire, lli.-based global employee benefits 
consulting firm . . . . The benefits include medical and dental insurance, disability and life 
insurance, pension benefits, education and tuition assistance - virtually any type of benefit 
nonnally extended to an employee's spouse." (I'. Mrosko in Crain j- Ckveland Bwi11tJJ, April 
23, 2001, 22:17, p. 26) 

Data provided by the Human Rights Campaign Foundatlon indicate that more than 50% of the 
Fortune 500 companies offer some type of domestic partner benefits; 186 of them (37%) offer 
health benefits to domestic partners. The Foundation also identifies 185 colleges and 
universities in the United States that offer domestic partner health benefits. Even the federal 
government has begun to offer benefits to domestic partners. 

There arc three state universities in Ohio that already offer benefits to domestic partners or that 
acknowledge domestic partners of employees. Cleveland State University, Ohio State Uruverstty, 
and Wright State University have extended a wide variety of benefits to domestic partners or 
that acknowledge domestic partners, from family/ medical leave to alternative health care 
coverage. 

The reasons for expanding benefits to acknowledge domestic partnerships are many, not the 
least of which are attracting and retaining valued employees. Drawbacks arc few. Costs? 
lncotporating domestic partners into health benefits typically incre2ses costs only one to two per 
cent. In fact, there is NO increase in per employee cost. Detailed answers to these and dozens 
of other frequently asked questions are available at 
http: //www.hrc.org/worknet/dp/dp focts.asp#l 1. Another very informative site is aVllilable 
at http:/ /l~btcampus.org/fa~/domestic partnership.html. 

The University Well-Being Committee is recommending that the Faculty Senate take a number 
of steps to demonstrate its support of extending domestic partner benefits to its employees. 

■ 
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RECOMMENDATION I: RECOGNmON OF DOMESTIC PAR1NERS 

The Well-Being Committee recommends that the Faculty Senate adopt the following 
"definition" of domestic partners for the purposes of extending benefits to domestic 
partners and their f.unilies, and of modifying the rclewnt University Rules; 

Two individuals, regardless of gender, who: 
• Are in an exclusive personal relationship with each other; 

• Have lived together for a period of at least ~ -'Po!1ths~_. ..... . . . •• 
• Consider themselves to be members of each other's immediate famtly; 
• Are responsible for each other's welfare; 
• Sh:ue financial obligations; 
• Are both at least 18 years of age; 
• Are mentally competent to enter into a contract; 

• Arc not related to a degree of closeness such that Ohio law would preclude them from 
being married to each other; 

• Are not legally married to anyone. 

RECOMMENDATION II: DEIBRMINATION OF DOMESTIC PARTNERSfilpS 

The Well-Being Committee also recommends that the Faculty Senate encourage the 
University's Office of Benefits Administration begin using the affidavit that appears at the 
end of this document. This affidavit would be completed as part of the personnel profile 
of each employee's benefits file. It would also be used whenever an employee wanted to 
change or add persons covered . 

. 
RECOMMENDATION Ill: SICK LEA VE, MEDICAL LEA VE, AND BEREAVEMENT 
BENEFITS 

The Well-Being Committee recommends that the Faculty Senate promote the extension of 
sick leave, medical leave, and bereavement benefits to domestic partners and their families 
by approving the folloWing four changes to the UniverSJty Rules: . 

1. To include in the definition of an employee's immediate family, as given in rule 3359-
11-01 (Sick leave for facu1ry contract professionals, classified and unclassified exempt 
staff interim rule), section (A), item (3), and in rule 3359-26-04 (Absence from 
Campus-Interim Rule), section (E), item (1), the additions in bold: 

The employee's immediate family is limited to the employee's spouse, domestic 
partner, parents, children, grandparents, siblings, grandchildren, brother-in-law, 
sister-in-law, siblings of domestic partner, daughter-in-law, son-in-law, children of 
domestic partner, mother-in-law, father-in-law, parents of domestic partner, or a 
legal guardian or other person who under Ohio law is legally recognized to stand in the 
place of the parent. 
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2. To include in the reasons for granting leave without pay, as given in rule 3359-11-02 
(Professional Leave, Leave of Absence, and Vacations), section (A), item (le}, and as 
given in rule 3359-26-04 (Absence from Campus - Interim Rule), section (C), item (1) 
the additions in bold : 

Serious health condition of a child, spouse, domestic partner, or parent 

RECOMMENDATION IV: MOVING EXPENSES FOR NEW FACULTY 

The Well.Being Committee recommends ,hat the Faculty Senate promote the extended 
coverage of moving expenses for new full-time faculty to mclude domestic partners by 
approving the following change to University Rule 3359-20-04j (Faculty privileges and 
benefits), Section (A), item (Ba), from: 

The university m:1y authorize payment of the cost for moving of household goods for the 
new appointee and spouse and any dependent children living in the same household, in 
accordance with the following guidelines; 

t.o: 
The university may authorize payment of the cost for moving of household goods for the 
new appointee, spouse, domestic partner, and any dependenf children living in the same 
household, in accordance with the following guidelines. 

■ 
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The Well-Being Committee recommends that the Faculty Senate promote the extenS1on of 
tuition fee reducnon benefits to domestic partners by approving the following four 
changes to the University Rules: 

1. Revise the University's policy regarding tuition fee reduction for families of full- time 
faculty and administrative officers, as given in rule 3359-20-04.3 (Faculty privileges and 
benefits), Section {B), item (le, i, b) from: 

Spouses of all full-time university faculty while one or both are in the service of the 
university of Akron. Spouses of full-time university faculty who are also employees 
may elect to receive fee reductions as an employee or a spouse; 

to: 
Spouses or domestic partners of all full-time university faculty while one or both are 
in the service of the university of Akron. Spouses or domestic partners of full-time 
university faculty who are also employees may elect to receive fee reductions as an 
employee or a spouse or a domestic partner. 

2. Revise the University's policy regarding tuition fee reduction for families of full-time 
faculty and administrative officers, as given in rule 3359-20-04.3 (Faculty privileges and 
benefits), Section (B), item (le, 1, &} from: 

Spouses and unmarried and dependent children of deceased full-time university faculty 
who were serving the university of Akron at the time of their death; 

to: 
Spouses, domestic partners, and wunarried and dependent children of deceased full. 
time university faculty who were seIVJng the university of Akron at the time of their 
death. 

3. Revise the UruverSity's policy regarding tuition fee reduction for families of full-time 
faculty and administrative officers, as given in rule 3359-20-04.3 (Faculty privileges and 
benefits), Section {B), item (le, i, d) from: 

Spouses and unmarried and dependent children of all retired full-time university 
faculty; 

to: 
Spouses, domestic partners, and dependent children of all retired full-time university 
faculty. 

4. Revise the University's policy regarding tuition fee reduction for families of part-time 
faculty, as given in rule 3359-20-04.3 {Faculty privileges and benefits), Section (B), item 
(la, ii) from1 
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. . . Qualifying part-time faculty who will not make use of the fee reduction for 
themselves shall be permitted to transfer only the instructional fee reduction or a one 
cowse or three credit hours whichever is greater for an academic term to a qualifying 
spouse or dependent child, under the conditions specified in par:igraph (B)(7)(c)(i)(e) of 
rule 3359-20-.043 of the Administtative Code; 

to: 
• . . Qualifying part-time faculty who will not make use of the fee reduction for 
themselves shall be permitted to transfer only the instructtonal fee reduction or a one 
course or three credit hours whichever is greater for an academic tenn to a qualifying 
spouse, domestic partner, or dependent child, under the conditions specified in 
paragraph (B)(7)(c)(i)(t) of rule 3359-20.043 of the Administrative Code. 

5. Revise the University's policy regarding tuition fee reduction for families of part•time 
faculty, as given in rule 3359-20-04.3 (Faculty privileges and benefits), Section (B), item 
(le, i, e) from: 

Spouses and unmarried and dependent cluldrcn of part-time faculty members ... 
to: 

Spouses, domestic partners, and unmarried and dependent children of part-time 
faculty members .. . 

6. Revise the University's policy regarding tuition fee reduction for fumilies of part-time 
faculty, as given in rule 3359. 20-04.3 (Faculty privileges and benefits), Section (B), item 
(I c, i, e, iii) from: 

The spouse or unmarried dependent child to whom the benefit is transferred applies 
the benefit during the semester or the individual summer session of the spouse or 
parent's qualifying appointment ... 

to: 
The spouse, domestic partner, or unmarried dependent child to whom the benefit is 
transferred applies the benefit during the semester or the individual summer session of 
the spouse, domestic partner, or parent's qualifying appointment •. . 

7. Revise the University's policy regarding tuitJon fee reduction by changing the 
definition of unmarried and dependent children used for the purposes of fee 
reduction, given in rule 3359-20-04.3 (Faculty privileges and benefits), Section (B), item 
(le, i,f, i,) from: 

Unmarried and dependent children include natural, adopted and step-children for 
whom the full-time employee (or surnving spouse) provides more than fifty percent 
support ... 

to: 
Unmarried and dependent children include natural, adopted and step-cluldren, and 
natural and adopted children of domestic partners for whom the full-time 
employee (or surviving spouse or domestic partner) provides more than fifty percent 
support .. . 
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8. Revise the University's policy regardfug tuition fee reduction by adding the following 
definition for the ptuposes of fee reduction, given in rule 3359-20-04.3 (Faculty 
privileges and benefits), Section (B}, item (le, i,/J: 
Domestic partner refers to one of two individuals, regardless of gender, who are 
in an exdusive personal relationship with each other, have lived together for a 
period of at least six months, consider themselves to be members of each 
other's immediate family, are responsible for each other's welfare, share 
financial obligations, are both at least 18 years of age, arc mentally competent to 
enter into a contract, are not related to a degree of closeness such that Ohio law 
would preclude them from being married to each other, and are not legally 
married to anyone. 

9. Revise the University's policy regarding tuition fee reduction for families of staff 
employees, as given in rule 3359-26-02 (General staff personnel policies and 
procedures), Section (R), items (2b), from: 

Spouses of all full-time university staff while one or both are in the service of the 
University of Akron. Spouses of full-time university staff who arc also employees may 
elect to receive fee reductions as an employee or a spouse; 

to: 
Spouses or domestic partners of all full-time university staff while one or both arc in 
the service of the University of Akron. Spouses or domestic partners of full-time 
university staff who are also employees may elect to receive fee reductions as an 
employee or a spouse. 

10. Revise the University's policy regarding tuition fee reduction for families of staff 
employees, as given in rule 3359-26-02 (General staff personnel policies and 
procedures), Section (R), items (2c), from: 

Spouses and unmamed and dependent children of deceased full-time univerSlty staff 
who were serving the university at the time of death; and 

to: 
Spouses, domestic partners, and unmarried and dependent children of deceased full~ 
time university staff who were seIVIDg the university at the time of death; and 

11. Revise the University's policy regarding tuition fee reduction for families of staff 
employees, as given in rule 3359-26-02 (General staff personnel policies and 
procedures), Section (R}, items {2d), from: 

Spouses and unmamed and dependent children of all retired full-time university staff; 
to: 

Spouses, domestic partners, and wunarried and dependent children of all retued full . 
time university staff. 
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12. Revise the University's policy regarding tuition fee reduction for families of staff by 
changing the definition of unmarried and dependent children used for the purposes of 
fee reduction, given in rule 3359-26-02 (General staff personnel policies and 
procedures), Section (R), item (2, e, ii) from: 

Unmarried and dependent children include natural, adopted and step-children for 
whom the full-rime employee (or surviving spouse) provides more than fifty percent 
support ... 

to: 
Unmarried and dependent children include natural, adopted and step-children, and 
natural and adopted children of domestic partners for whom the full- time 
employee (or surviving spouse or domestic partner) provides more than fifty percent 
support ... 

13. Revise the University's policy regarding tuition fee reduction for families of staff by 
adding the following definition for the purposes of fee reduction, given in rule 3359-
26-02 (General staff personnel policies and procedures), Section (R), item (2, e): 
Domestic partner refers to one of two individuals, regardless of gender, who are 
in an exclusive personal relationship with each other, have lived together for a 
period of at least six months, consider themselves to be members of each 
other's immediate family, are responsible for each other's welfare, share 
fanaocial obligations, are both at least 18 years of age, are mentally competent to 
enter into a contract, are not related to a degree of closeness such that Ohio law 
would preclude them from being married to each other, and are not legally 
married to anyone. 

RECOMMENDATION VI: EXPANSION OF INSURANCE COVERAGE 

The Well-Being Committee recommends that the Faculty Senate charge the Well-Being 
Committee with identifying effective means of extending group health insurance to 
domestic partners and with reporting this infonnat1on to the Faculty Senate, no later than 

■ 
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SAMPLE AFFIDAVIT 

ELIGIBILITY CERTIFICATION FOR BENEFITS 
to Univemity of Akron Faculty and Staff 

Faculty or Staff Member -
N:amc Social Security Number 

Dcpanmcnt Title 

-
-

Declaration of Eligibility 

--

- -

I confum that I wish to include the following individuals as a part of the benefits options 
available to me. 

A-S ;pause 
N•mc 

--
Date or Birth 

I confum that my spouse and I: 
1, are legally married, and 

Social Secunty Numbor 

·- O.te of M.uriagc 

-

2, have not been granted a legal separation by a court of law. 
3, have both allowed at least S1X months to pass since filing a statement of temunation of 
marriage to a previous spouse. 

B-Domestic Partnd -
Name Social liccunty Number 

Otte or Btrth Otte of D.dan.li"" of Domcshe l'attnenhtp 

-

I confum that my domestic partner and I: 
1, arc not legally married to another 1ndividual, and 
2, are not related to each other by blood in a manner that would bar marriage, and 
3, have both allowed at least S1X months to pass since filing a statement of termination of a 
previous domestic partne.rship. 
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C--cJuldren 
List all children covered by your benefits. Specific age rules apply to children enrolled in the 
University's benefits plans. Completing this form does not constitute coverage beyond plan 
restrictions. 
Name - llinhO.tc Jl.:ilhon ,o,,,. (1, 2, J, or 4 below) 

- -~--= 
N""'• ' llinh Date R.:llrion 10 me (1, 2, J, or 4 below) 

~ 

t,;amc Dinh Oare R.:ll1ion 10 me (I, 2, l , or ,I below) 

.. .. 
Name Uinh 0.1c - R.:lalion en me (I, 2, J, or 4 below) 

Name, 81nh Date Rdation 1n me (1, :?. 3, or 4 below) 

I confirm that the children listed above are less than __ years of age (or over __ years of 
age and a disabled dependent), unmarried, and: 
1, are my children by birth or adopoon, and/ or are my lega1 dependents, or 
2, are children of my spouse or domestic partner who are in the custody or care of and legally 
dependent on my spouse or domestic partner and are members of my household, or 
3, are children for whom I h:lve legal guardianship, who reside WJth me as members of my 
household, and are legally dependent on me, or 
4, are my children by birth or adoption who do not reside with be but for whom I have legal 
responsibility (e.g., parents are divorced or separated, etc.) 

General provisions 
By my signature below, I agree that: 
1, If there is any change in the status of any of the individuals listed on the form, I will be 
responsible for notifying the University within 30 days of such change. 
2, Upon request, I will furnish a copy of the marriage license, documentabon of domestic 
partnership; the section of my IRS Form 1040 listing dependents, and/or a copy of the birth 
certificate of any individual for whom I seek benefits. 
3, Signing of this agreement does not constitute coverage under the University's benefits plans. 
Applications for participation must be made for each specific plan by completing the 
appropriate applications. 
4, I understand that the University may be required by the IRS to report as taxable income the 
premium value related to covering my spouse, domestic partner, or dependents under the 
benefits plans. 

i~ 

5, I understand that the information provided on this form will become part of the Benefits 
Office database and will be handled in the same fashion as other personal information contained 
in the same database. 
6, I affirm under penalty of perjury that the statements made above are true and complete to the 
best of my knowledge. I further understand that any misrepresentation of these statements may 
result in serious consequences, including loss of benefits, discipline, or appropnate legal actions. 

Signature of Employee Date Work telephone no. 
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'DEFINmON OF DOMESTIC PARTNERS 

Two individuals, regardless of gender, who: 
• Are in an exclusive personal relationship w:ith each other 

• Have lived together for a period of at least mlYl:.mon#i~ .•... ., ... . .... .. . ... . .. . ,. 
• Consider themselves to be members of each other's immediate family 
• Arc responsible for each other's welfare 
• ShaJ:c financial obligations 
• Are both at least 18 years of age 
• Are mentally competent to enter into a contract 
• Arc not related to a degree of closeness such that Ohio law would preclude them from 

being married to each other 
• Are not legally married to anyone 

• DOCU:MENTA TION OF DOMESTIC PARTNERSHIP 

To be recognized by the University of Akron, a domesnc partnership is documented by 
providing proof of five of the followmg items: 

• joint purchase or lease of real property 
• joint ownership of a motor vehicle 
• joint bank account or joint credit account 
• publicly held holy union or civil commitment ceremony 
• the partner named as.beneficiary for life insurance provided through the University of 

Akron 

• the partner named as primary beneficiary for the STRS or SERS retirement plans in the 
event of the employee's death 

• the partner named as primaxy beneficiary in the employee's w:ill and/ or the employee 
named as the primary beneficiary in the partner's w:ill 

• pursuant to a valid written power of attorney, the partner having the authority to deal 
with the property of the employee 

• the employee having given written authority to the partner to make decisions concerning 
the employee's health and well being in the event of the employee's irt.1bility /O do so 

Mar.20,2003 
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