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MINUTES OF THE FACULTY SENATE MEETING OF APRIL 3, 2003 

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

Forty-nine of the sixty-three Faculty Senators were in attendance. Senators Barrett, 
Dalton, Drew, Gerlach, Graham, R.Huff, Rasor-Greenhalgh, and Stems were absent with notice. 
Senators~. Soucek, Stinner, Trotter, Wallace, and Wilkinson were absent without notice. 

SENATE ACTIONS 

* APPROVED SPRING 2003 SPRING COMMENCEMENT CANDIDATES. 

* APPROVED RESOLUTION TO SUPPORT BOT NAMING APRIL AS 
TEACHING AND LEARNING MONTH AT THE UNIVERSITY OF 
AKRON. 

* APPROVED PBC RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING RAISE POOL 
AND HEALm INSURANCE COST SHARING. 

. • · * APPROVED PBC RESOLUTION TO. SUSPEND USE OF ROI TO 
CALCULATE DISTRIBUTION OF ACADEMIC OPERATING BUDGETS 
UNTll. BENCHMARKING AND QUALITY MEASURES ARE COMPLETE. 

* APPROVED WELL-BEING RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING 
FRAMEWORK FOR HEALTH INSURANCE PREMIUMS. 

* PROPOSED SENATE BYLAW CHANGE REGARDING CHAIR/CO­
CHAIR POSITION OF APCC TO LA YO VER ONE MONTH. 

I. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA - The Chair called for a consideration of the agenda. He 
stated that there was one amendment to the agenda, which was to consider only the minutes of 
the Faculty Senate meeting of March 6, 2003, and not March 20, 2003. He called for a motion 
to approve the agenda as amended. Senator Wilkinson so moved; Senator Y ousey seconded the 
motion. The body then voted its approval of the agenda. 

D. APPROVAL OF mE MINUTES OF MARCH 6, 2003 - Senator Yousey moved to 
approved the minutes of March 6, 2003; Senator John seconded this motion. Secretary Kennedy 
reported that she had not received any corrections. The body then voted its approval of the 
minutes. 
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m. REMARKS OF THE CHAIR - Due to the very long agenda for this meeting,· Chair 
Sheffer indicated he had no remarks to make. 

IV. ANNOUNCEMENTS - Chair Sheffer indicated that approval of the Spring 2003 
Commencement candidates was the next item of business. Mrs. Marilyn Quillin had a copy of 
the list of candidates with her if anyone wished to examine it. Senator Wilkinson made the 
motion to approve the list of candidates; Senator Kreidler seconded the motion. The Senate then 
approved the Spring 2003 Commencement candidates. 

V. REPORTS 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE - Secretary Kennedy began her report by stating that the Executive 
Committee had met several times, on March 31 and April 1. Her first item was to introduce the 
following resolution for Senate approval: In recognition of The University of Akron's 
selection as one of the Carnegie cluster of campuses nationwide and the Institute for 
Teaching and Learning's second annual celebration of teaching and learning, we, the 

. Faculty Senate, hereby support the Board of Trustees in their naming of April as teaching 
and learning month. 

Chair Sheffer called for discussion of the resolution. None forthcoming, he called for a 
vote on the resolution. The Senate unanimously supported the resolution. 

Secretary Kennedy continued by stating that the Executive Committee had received a 
request from Senator Hebert asking for assistance in interpreting the University rule regarding 
review of department chairs. The Executive Committee had since referred this to the Reference 
Committee for its assistance. We also met with President Proenza and Mrs. Becky Hermstein 
Hoover on April l. At that meeting we were briefed on budget information at the state level. 
Also, a good part of our discussion focused on the role of Faculty Senate given the new collective 
bargaining unit, particularly as related to University budgeting and planning. The Executive 
Committee stated that it would like to continue to take part in planning and budgeting at the 
University outside those mandatory subjects of bargaining that must go to arbitration. President 
Proenza, citing the decision making task force created to examine the University structures and 
committees, also supported this position, stating he believes we could continue to work together. 

Chair Dan Sheffer then invited President Proenza to address the Senate. 

REMARKS OF THE PRESIDENT 

"Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I just want to take a few minutes to bring you up to date on 
what seems to be happening in the state. It is too early to have any assurances either on the 
positive or the negative side, but suffice it to say that things do not look particularly encouraging. 
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As you know, earlier in the year the Governor put forward a budget, which had the 
legislature acted upon his basic recommendations with regard to balancing the current year 
budget, would have left us with no cuts and with the prospect of having done things with 
sufficient timeliness to begin planning for what he had recommended for the two years of the 
biennium; namely, a 3% increase in the first year, and the second year having a 4%. As you 
know, the legislature chose not to enact his recommendations and did not come up with an 
alternative but equivalent revenue package, and as a result the Governor enacted a 2.5% cut. We 
were fortunate in the sense that we'd been planning for it and we'd enjoyed a larger than 
anticipated enrollment increase, so there were no further cuts internally that we had to enact. 
Enough planning had gone on that we absorbed that comfortably. 

-0 

Now as we move forward, the picture is looking of course a little bit more cloudy and 
perhaps ominous. Let me tell you two or three touch points and happily answer any questions 
you may have. Over the past month the Governor has been going about the state and I've 
attended some of those meetings. He's been meeting first with business leaders and community 
leaders and most recently he's begun to meet with university presidents and boards of trustees. 
I've attended meetings of both types of gatherings, and the message fundamentally is very 
similar, with the second one focusing a little bit more on the budget for higher education, but 
generally, beginning with the Governor's perspectives, his office perspectives on the current 
budget. It isn't anything you haven't heard before; the state is facing a structural deficit of about Q 
$4 billion+ dollars in the forthcoming biennium that somehow has to be taken into account. The 
major drivers for that structural deficit are the major revenue decreases that have occurred as a 
result of the recession/depression, whatever your favorite word is, which is not unique to Ohio, 
and I trust all of you are seeing what is happening elsewhere throughout the country. 

One of the other major issues is that a very, very large component of increases has come 
in terms of charges to Medicaid, and that has been growing at double-digit percentage increases 
annually with no foreseeable decrease without some major restructuring of that very program 
which has to be considered. If we do nothing, there will surely be additional budget cuts. The 
Governor therefore has begun to propose and will be submitting to the legislature some ideas for 
a comprehensive tax restructuring for the state of Ohio. Again at this point they are ideas, but 
he is calling fundamentally for business leaders,' community leaders,' and university leaders' 
support simply getting down to brass tacks and working on these issues because otherwise he is 
very simply saying there will have to be cuts. 

In the meantime then, I had mentioned to you that there was the ongoing dialogue about 
the budget which is going to heat up now with the legislature beginning to deal with the 04-05 
biennial budget, and secondly, the broad policy discussion which I told you had begun with the 
legislative committee from the House, Representative Hughes' Committee on Higher Education 
and the Governor's proposal to appoint not yet announced but should be imminent at any 
moment, this Commission for Higher Education and the Economy. 

0 
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With those two things now crashing together in light of the budget realities, Columbus 
(and I don't know the words best to use - slash and burn mentality/cut, cut, cut mentality/why 
does every university need an english department/why does every university need a sociology 
department - you pick your own favorite), and they're thinking about it. You may have read in 
the paper that they are considering recommending a merger of some of our medical schools, the 
possible abolition of at least one law school, and other things that are not far behind. One of the 
major things that Ohio has yet to do and other states have done better is to have a good 
articulation agreement between 2-year programs and 4-year programs. They're also quite simply 
saying there's waste and mismanagement throughout the system. Never mind that statistics show 
that we're below the national average in the average cost of providing a public higher education, 
etc. 

In short, as we ourselves want to do, facts don't seem to matter. So in that context there 
are some rather alarming things being discussed - additional cuts from higher education of 
anywhere from a few hundred million dollars to as much as 500 to 600 million dollars. Four 
hundred million dollars is a frequently mentioned picture. By comparison, the cut that resulted 
in a 6% reduction in our budget was $126 million. If you're talking about 400 million you're 
easily talking about a 15-20% decrease in state funding and it could be larger. So the message 
to leave you with is my own assessment that they will talk very outlandishly, make everybody 
extremely afraid and unhappy, and then will come in with a proposal we won't like any better 
but we'll like a lot better than a $400-600 million cut. So my prediction is that regrettably we 
are likely to be faced with some kind of budget adjustment in a downward side despite the 
Governor's best intentions to the contrary. We're also likely to see some major proposals put 
on the table and maybe some enacting about mergers or eliminations or some kind of 
restructuring. I trust that those will wait for the Governor's commission to put forward its 
recommendations, but I do not know. 

As a result of that, as you may recall I mentioned to you at the last meeting that I had 
advised the Planning & Budgeting Committee and would so advise you today, that anything you 
do today must be considered as provisional. If we take it as you submit it or amend it further 
between now and the time our Board meets, it will have to be considered as provisional because 
other things will change. Some things have already changed since the last time we talked. 
Equally, I've said at a second meeting with the Planning & Budgeting Committee, that it is most 
important that we begin to focus on opportunities for revenue enhancement and new revenue 
generating opportunities. I would hope that you begin to have a broader dialogue on that, 
because figuring out who you dislike the most and who is going to absorb a cut more than 
someone else is simply not going to be productive." 

Senator Witt then had an issue to bring to the President regarding revenue enhancements, 
new revenue streams, and methods by which we could figure out ways to be more productive in 
our provisional instruction. One of the things he was failing to grasp (and Senator Harp had 
talked about this last time) was the idea of summer teaching where we had courses offered but 
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had not budgeted somehow for part-time instruction. He was having a difficult time 
understanding how we could see money in front of us and yet could not claim it. 

President Proenza stated that it was up to individual departments to determine how 
resources were allocated. It was up to us to us to determine those areas that were producing 
revenues and those that were not and act upon them. It was a very good observation. 

Senator Wittt then asked whether it would be possible to submit proposals rather than 
some kind of blanket permission to issue courses. Could we submit proposals for courses that 
we knew we would make and analyze our productivity so far? 

Provost Hickey stated that the control of the part-time money was currently at the deans' 
level. Such proposals could certainly be made to the deans. An idea that had been floated (and 
he was perfectly willing to do this if this was what people wanted} was to take all part-time 
money centrally in his office and allocate it based on those areas where we have opportunities 
to serve large numbers of students and meet the student demand you're talking about. Arts & 
Sciences was facing right now the potential cancellation of I 16 sections next fall semester at the 
same time that the admissions and recruitment people were telling us that we could see a 
significant increase in enrollment. Obviously, that was not a situation that we wanted. to see 
happen. 

Senator Maringer then asked about possible cuts. It would probably be prudent that we 
as an organization developed some sort of plan to retrench. Could the President share with us 
some of the ongoing activities or his thoughts about what might happen in the future for us to 
prepare for? 

President Proenza stated that he thought that to be a little premature. Obviously, as 
Senator Fenwick would report, on our assumptions in terms of some possible revenue 
opportunities such as enrollment, we had tried to be very conservative in working with the PBC. 
Beyond that, it would be his proposal that as soon as we started getting a little clearer picture, 
we sit down and try to explore the situation. He certainly intended to discuss with our Board 
of Trustees this rather ominous picture. Two of our trustees attended the Governor's briefing last 
week, but if the cuts were 15-20%, there were not many options here. By virtue of the way the 
state employment structure was set up, in addition to our universities, many of those savings that 
were thought to be had overnight could not be actualized for quite a period of time. There was 
certainly not any forward thinking in the legislature about what programs the state really needed 
and what the long-term economic consequences to the state would be. So as he had said before, 
if there ever was a time when each should be writing his/her representatives, senators, the 
Governor, the legislature's leadership, it was now. 

Senator Sugarman then stated that last month Senator Gerlach had asked the President a 
question related to the retiree representative for the Well-Being Committee. The President had 
stated that he would come back with information. 
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President Proenza stated that that was correct. He had now received a recommendation 
for a slight rewording, but fundamentally the acceptance of the proposal with the slight rewording 
involving sensitivity to the fact that we increasingly would have several faculty who had retired 
but bad come back. We did not want to get that category of faculty confused with a "true 
retiree." 

Chair Dan Sheffer then invited Provost Hickey to address the Senate. The Provost, for 
the sake of time, stated he would forego his remarks but was willing to take any questions. 

Senator Hebert returned to Senator Witt's remarks and, with regard to the President's 
comments about revenue, gave a concrete example from a department in the College of Business. 
We had a situation where, in terms of the budget the Provost's office bas allocated in the 
summer, we were probably going to have to cancel some classes. If we did that, we would 
forego the revenue we would get from these students. Yet we could collect that revenue if we 
went over the budget pay for that class and generated more money for the University. He was 
wondering why the Provost's office was reluctant to go ahead and let that happen. 

Provost Hickey replied that he had combined - at the request of the deans - summer 
budgets and part-time budgets along with the academic year budgets. The deans had complete 
freedom to budget those funds as they saw fit. In doing that he took all of the flexibility he had 
in terms of additional resources to help units hire more people. It was the deans' responsibility 

· to allocate those resources accordingly. Now if faculty did not wish the deans to have that 
responsibility or the deans did not want that responsibility, he would be more than happy to take 
part-time money and summer money back into bis office, develop some very clear rules on which 
it was allocated based on levels of productivity in terms of the classes, and we could start all over 
with the allocation of part-time money and summer money. But all of the money was out there, 
and if the deans had an opportunity to make money in the summer and they were not taking it, 
the question be was going to ask was how were they spending their money? Why were they not 
taking advantage of that opportunity? 

Senator Hebert then asked about the Provost's statement about all the monies being out 
there. Did that not ignore the revenue side? How did we know what the revenue side was before 
the fact? 

Senator Maringer stated that when we budgeted the expenditures, we were also budgeting 
expected amount of revenue. So that revenue was already anticipated in the budget. The real 
problem here was that it was frustrating to see an opportunity where one could say on a very 
limited basis that this class would bring in more than what it cost to run it. It was frustrating to 
understand why in our budgeting process which separated all the revenue from all the 
expenditures, we only decentralized the expenditures and not the revenues. We were struggling 
with these types of consequences as a result of that. 
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Provost Hickey added that in reference to Dr. Hebert's questions, he would want to look 
at the College of Business' summer expenditures for this year and in years past. He would want 
to see how much money was being expended for faculty to teach graduate students or to teach 
individual students in a I-on-I instruction; how much of the dollars were being spent in that way. 
He never brought up something he did not already know the answer to, so there was probably 
no desire to have bim describe what the past history had been in tenns of the allocation of those 
dollars. He would argue that there was the capability of refocusing some of the summer money 
and some of the part-time money in ways that covered courses with larger student enrollments 
as opposed to paying faculty to teach an individual student in an individual study class during 
the summer. 

Senator Witt then stated that he had talked with his dean's representative who dealt with 
our budgeting problems. He had maintained a kind of, "go ask your mom," attitude. He thought 
what we needed to do was convince the Provost's office that the budget they were working on 
for this summer was based on low projections for last year when they came along with this. 
They were budgeted what they asked for last time, but they also had unallocated salary money 
they could use to shore up part-time budgets. Now they did not have that money, yet we were 
expected to produce the same number of credit hrs. 

-o 

Chair Sheffer thanked the P;rovost for his comments. He then asked for the Senate's Q 
indulgence by asking whether there were any objections to the Senate taking the-Planning & 
Budgeting Committee report out of order and addressing that report now. No objections 
forthcoming, Chair Sheffer called Senator Fenwick to report. 

PLANNING AND BUDGETING COMMITTEE - Senator Fenwick began his report by stating 
that there had been very few changes that PBC had made since the report of two weeks ago. (See 
Appendix A.) He then began going through those and asked to be permitted to address some 
of the questions that Senators had asked regarding the proposal. The basic assumptions had 
remained the same, but PBC had tied together the raises and the insurance cost sharing. We 
adopted the recommendations that came from the Senate over the last two meetings. First of all, 
PBC was recommending that the base pool for the raise would be at least as great as the total 
shared health care costs. The second sentence in that recommendation was that this did not 
assure that the raise for any individual employee would offset that individual's health care 
contributions. Senator Fenwick then presented recommendation number 1 from PBC: A portion 
of the salary pool will be allocated in an across-the-board fashion as a percentage of the 
salary in an effort to offset some or all of the increased health care contributions of faculty, 
staff, and contract professionals. 

Another suggestion from Senate was that PBC look at audited budgeted statements of what 
had actually been spent. PBC was working on that for next fall. We talked to representatives 
from the Business School and decided that a month's time was not enough time to incorporate 
and articulate the statements from auditors and the budget statement as presented here, but PBC 
was working on it for the fall. So the structure of the budget had stayed the same. In fact, there 0 
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was only one change from the budget that we presented last time. That was to separate out the 
budget for the Global Business Institute from the operating costs of the Business School in 
general. 

Senator Kahl then took issue with that part of the budget. He stated that money that was 
broken down and should go in the proper place. There were faculty salaries of $467,000 that 
belonged over in faculty salaries; IGB staff of $104,000 belonged in staff salaries. There were 
stipends of 12,000 that belonged with the stipends; fringes of 150,000 that belonged with fringes. 
Fee remissions of 21,000; scholarships of 250,000 and assistantships of 60,000. There was 
$1,059,000 in that line that did not belong there; it belonged in the places where the money was. 
He would like to see it reflected there rather than with operating budget. Only 86,000 of that 
1.145 million was actually operating money; the rest belonged somewhere else. 

Senator Fenwick stated that he had forwarded Senator Kahl's comments to the business 
office. Amy Gilliland was here and would address those comments. 

Amy Gilliland began by stating that she did not believe the allocations as Senator Kahl 
had suggested should be made. This was a separate line item from the state of Ohio, and perhaps 
should be shown as a continuing obligation. It was equivalent to the revenue that was brought 
in from the state, and regardless of how spent in terms of the breakdown between compensation 
and non~compensation, that was the amount availabl7 for that program. 

Senator Kahl stated that that was not correct. For example, they were being charged ROI 
on that entire $1,145,638. No one else was charged ROI on scholarships, be they for a specific 
department or general University scholarship. So this unit was being charged ROI on 
scholarships when no one else was. They were not only paying salaries but also fringe benefits 
of 17%. So they were contributing 17% to fringe benefits and then being charged ROI on the 
fringe benefits that no other units were. Monies were not allocated in the proper places. It could 
be separated out into 1GB, but salary money ought to be treated as salary money; scholarship 
money ought to be treated as scholarship money; graduate assistant money ought to be treated 
as graduate assistant money. It should not be treated like some giant slush fund because it was 
not. 

Amy Gilliland then stated that the ROI calculation did include scholarships for all the 
colleges. There was a subcommittee that was looking at the calculations; IGB was one of the 
considerations of that subcommittee right now. 

She continued. She had just received notice from the Regents today that the budget 
amount for the IGB was reduced 2.5% for the year. What was presented in the budget was a 
2.5% reduction for the current year and 2.5% reduction for the following year. This budget was 
based on the anticipated current year receipts, not the anticipated current year budget. 
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Senator Harp stated that when we talked about comparing different units in accordance 
with operating budget and full-time faculty, that that was what we had ROI for. If we were 
going to use these kinds of numbers for that kind of purpose we had to be looking at student 
credit hr. generation, total costs and the ROI components. To sit and look at various units and 
to break it down per full-time faculty member ended up being misleading, because some units 
such as Fine & Fine Applied Arts, A & S relied heavily on part-time faculty instruction. That 
kind of comparison could not be done. One system that had been passed by the Senate, PBC and 
the Board of Trustees was ROI. 

Senator Steiner then referred to the PBC amended recommendation suggesting that the 
salary raise pool be at least as much as the increase in health care costs. He was confused by that 
because the budget had allocated approximately $3 million for a salary raise pool. The additional 
cost we were picking up for health insurance coverage was 1.9 million, so the pool was already 
larger than that amount. Was this allowing now the pool to shrink to that number? 

Senator Fenwick replied that the intent of putting that statement in was in response to 
David Witt's email. His concern was that with further state budget cuts the raises would go away 
and we would be stuck with the $1.9 million premiums. The recommendation was that if the 

0 

raises went away, so did the cost sharing agreement. So in order for us to approve cost sharing 
premiums, the raise pool would have to be at least $1.9 million or whatever it turned out to be Q 
by recommendation of the Well-Being Committee. 

Senator· Erickson then offered a question that had been raised in the Well-Being 
Committee. If a I% raise pool equals 1.2 million dollars, why was the raise pool of 3% not 
equivalent to 3.6 million dollars? Senator Fenwick replied that the 1.2 also includes fringes and 
so goes under the fringes. 

Chair Sheffer interjected that the point of this discussion was to allow PBC to bring these 
recommendations and for the Senate to vote on them. He then called for any further discussion 
of recommendation number one. None forthcoming, Chair Sheffer called for a vote. The Senate 
approved PBC' s recommendation number one. 

Chair Sheffer then addressed PBC's recommendation number two. Senator Wyszynski 
asked whether those decisions were not the prerogative of each individual unit. Senator Erickson 
echoed the Senator's comments, asking at what level these decisions about across-the-board were 
made - at the University level, college level, or department level? 

Senator Fenwick replied that it was his understanding that the salary pool, whether it was 
merit of not, was decided at the departmental level. This was PBC' s recommendation. 

Senator Wyszynski asked again whether this would be a recommendation to departments? 
Senator Fenwick replied that it would be to departments and the administration, primarily to 
departments because it was in departments where these were decided. 0 
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Senator Maringer replied he thought that when we were talking about premiums from 
employees, we were talking about all employees University-wide. When we were talking about 
the salary pool, it was all employees University-wide. Why would we not make this a 
University-wide, across the board to help defray some of those costs? Why did it have to go 
down to department level where there could be inconsistency of its application? 

Senator Braun then replied that if in PBC there was a discussion and the tenor of the 
discussion was that once the money was allocated, each department should be flexible about that. 
This allowed for responsibility to be at the grass roots. 

Senator Maringer replied that he was not sure and hoped he was not in a department that 
used the discretion to say all of that had to be merit. Because he could be one of those really 
hurt by any increase. The idea of having some of it across the board was to make sure that 
everybody did get some money in this process to accommodate any premiums. There would still 
be flexibility of anything above what that set percentage was for the department to use flexibly 
for merit. It was not to take away that flexibility; it was just simply to provide some sort of 
downside minimum that everybody was going to get. 

Senator Jimenez stated that he thought the intent of PBC was that it would be University­
wide, across the board with any remaining dollars in the pool at the department level to be 
allocated as a merit or as across the ·board at the department level. So it was not intended that 
departments would have authority to allocate the cost-sharing part to their discretiol!, It was for 
health care, the remaining balance in the salary pool at department discretion. 

Senator Wyszynski stated that he agreed in principle with that, but his question was the 
mechanics for realizing that. In his department all increases were based on merit. For this to 
be realized within his department they would have to have a mandate from the dean or Provost. 
That was his concern - where was that authority coming from? Was this a recommendation or 
was this a binding rule? 

Senator Hebert stated that when he had made that suggestion it was for that portion to be 
fixed at the University level. In other words, if we were absorbing 1.9 million in health care 
costs, then that proportion of the raise pool would be allocated across the board at whatever 
percent to help particularly in this first year where we were going to get socked with it. So the 
idea was for that to be at the University level. 

Senator Kreidler stated that PBC agreed, and that was why PBC was presenting this. PBC 
could only recommend to Senate, as this was where it had to start. 

Senator Fenwick stated that there was another issue here, that by University policy, raise 
decisions were based at the department level. We would have to adjust the rules of the 
University to change that. 
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Senator Kahl then asked why it was always that we could change the rules or change 
things to required faculty contribute to health care, but we could not change things about how 
the pay raise pool was put out? 

Senator Fenwick stated that the Senate changed this in the fall to allow for across-the­
board raises. The wording was something to allow departments to include in their raise pool 
across-the-board sharing. We defeated an amendment that would have mandated that, so that was 
why we did not say that this was mandated at the department level. 

Senator Witt then asked whether Senate had not just looked at that rule. He remembered 
Senator J. Yoder suggesting that pay raises would be based in part on merit instead of all on 
merit. Was that now the rule? That was part of the departmental pay raise evaluation team's 
efforts. Each department would have to figure out what they would do, but it was perfectly 
feasible that each department could. 

Chair Sheffer stated that that was passed by Senate and was recommended to the 
President. Chair Sheffer stated that he believed the President had taken that to the Board of 
Trustees. Senator Witt then stated that this meant that it was incumbent upon each department 
to figure out what they were going to do with any pay raise money with respect to merit. 

Associate Provost Nancy Stokes then asked for permission to address the body. Associate 
Provost Stokes stated that the rule with Senator Yoder's friendly amendment did pass the Board, 
but the rule required that all departments create an evaluative process and procedure and a merit 
process and procedure to tie annual evaluations to the merit pool. Those had to be approved by 
the dean and by the Provost. Until the departments had those processes and procedures in place 
and approved, she was not sure they could be implemented. 

No further discussion of PBC recommendation two forthcoming, Chair Sheffer called for 
a vote. The Senate then approved the recommendation. 

Senator Harp then inquired about a motion made at the last PBC meeting which dealt with 
the abolishment of ROI. Would Senator Fenwick address that? 

Senator Fenwick replied he did not remember that motion being made seriously. There 
was a motion this morning in response to discussion of ROI. PBC recommended by majority 
vote that, until other elements of ROI including the quality component and the benchmarking 
were complete for all units, ROI not be calculated in this budget. That was a recommendation 
coming from committee to Senate. 

Provost Hickey asked whether Senator Fenwick would share the numerical votes. Senator 
Fenwick replied that the vote was 7 in favor of that, 4 opposed, and 2 abstentions. 
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Chair Sheffer added that, indeed, it had not been a unanimous decision. He then- called 
for discussion of the recommendation. 

Senator Harp stated that he saw this as PBC violating a decision-making process that was 
approved by PBC, the Senate, and the Board of Trustees. This year, half of the allocated 
quantitative part was implemented as other units held harmless, or something to that effect. But 
to basically put it off into never-never land seemed to be a violation of what we had passed, 
which originally was 10% the first year, 20% the second year, 30% the third year, and so on. 

Senator Braun then responded to Senator Harp's comments. First, it was not being put 
in never-never land. The part of this resolution that was adopted at PBC this morning, stipulated 
upfront that PBC was in full approval of the application of ROI and did not object in any way, 
shape or form to the concept and application of ROI. However, due to the financial difficulties 
that we were encountering and due to the fact that the benchmarking was not complete, and due 
to the fact that the quality measures were not complete, the decision today was made and was not 
meant to be an obstruction in any way, shape or form. In fact it was made in the sense that 
under the prevailing circumstances to try to hurt as few colleges as possible and to wait until the 
ROI was complete. We were planning to have the quality measures completed by July or August, 
but he did not know about benchmarking. 

Senator Witt, for clarification again, asked whether ROI was still an incomplete device 
originally conceived with .a quantitative and qualitative side? Provost Hickey replied 
affirmatively. Senator Calvo then asked what was holding this benchmarking and quality 
measures up? The University had had this for two years now - what was going on? 

Senator Braun stated that what was happening here was simply this - the information that 
was needed for benchmarking was not so easy to get. For instance, the College of Engineering 
had started this process in December and was not yet finished. 

Senator Calvo asked whether the benchmarking was not introduced after the original ROI 
was made. Was this not an adjunct and did not have to be completed for ROI to go on? 

Senator Braun replied that no, the benchmarking was an integral part of this ROI because 
unless there was benchmarking the exact numbers to hold to every college were not known. Not 
every college was going to have 1. 7%. Some might be held to a higher number, some to a 
smaller number. Without those numbers people who are under were punished and people over 
were rewarded. 

Senator Lee added that it was clear that when ROI was adopted the promise that was 
made from the floor of the Senate was that ROI was to help as a guide. That ROI was going to 
provide data that would help us make decisions that would be applied in a common sense and 
not a formulated way so that we could make open, transparent decisions about which unit needed 
what kind of support. When the subcommittee of the PBC met last fall to reveal how the first 
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ROI had come out, we produced a 7-page report within PBC detailing a list of ways in which 
a blunt across-the-board 1.7 ROI did not make sense. If a unit's ROI was 3.0, the ROI formula 
suddenly provided no incentives; the unit could continue to be as inefficient as it wanted because 
there was no threat of ever getting to 1.7. If a unit's ROI was 1.2, there was no way to ever get 
to 1.7, and again, ROI provided no incentive whatsoever. So one of the few active things that 
PBC did last fall was make a commitment to at least get the benchmarking data to find out, 
compared to all the other schools of education, what a reasonable comparison was for an ROI 
number for schools of education. What happened to that request? PBC was just as frustrated as 
Senators were. PBC was not getting any reports back; the deans were making slow progress on 
this request, and PBC did not have any magical way to get it. He did not think that that meant 
that we were to go forth with the flaws in the program that we knew about just because we could 
not get that information. 

Dean Capers then asked permission to address the Senate. So granted, she began, stating 
she wanted to respond to three points - one, regarding ROI as an incentive. The College of 
Nursing did indeed have an ROI of 1.17 to 1.22. She wanted all to know that ROI did serve as 
an incentive. Nursing did recognize however that it would not reach a 1. 7 but was looking to 
see how it might be more efficient. The college was doing that with the understanding that it 
could make a contribution overall to the University's management, budget, and use of resources. 
The college also recognized that the quality element would be there eventually. She would like 
to think the other academic units were doing soine of the same. The other thing she wanted to 
comment about was the progress of deans in getting the benchmarking. Some deans had 
attempted to move forward with getting benchmarkings, but Senators might be well aware of the 
fact that the formula used for ROI was quite complex. It could not be sent out to other units 
with expectations that other units were going to give the same numbers in order to have a point 
of real comparison. We wanted valid data. So the deans were looking to see how we could 
work through that formula and come up with key questions that could be sent to programs, 
schools, colleges, whatever was needed for that benchmark to occur, to get some real data that 
would help us. So we were relying on other resources within the University to help us do that. 
Some units had identified those programs that might serve as the benchmark programs and 
schools, but it was correct to assume that that the data was not going to come quickly. 

Dean Capers continued. The other point she wanted to respond to was the work of PBC. 
Just as Senate deliberated here, deliberations occurred in PBC. They occurred in wanting to be 
very responsive to the questions, very much aware of the context in which we were making 
decisions, very much aware of the confusion about how information came in, how it went out, 
and how it would be used. But every minute of the PBC meetings were directed to try to be a 
responsible committee and address this budget issue. That then meant that the work of 
subcommittees might not surface as the priority topic for that particular meeting. We had already 
discussed the possibility of retreating so that we could collect more information and move 
forward, and sometimes we repeated ourselves. That became frustrating, but it did emphasize 
the necessity of making sure that we covered all points. We did hard work; we did good work, 
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but the work was not sufficient. So she hoped Senators would understand that PBC was a very 
active committee trying to serve the Senate and the University. 

Senator Clark then stated that she was on the subcommittee of PBC that was dealing with 
the quality measures. They had met extensively in the fall semester. Something they had found 
about the ROI model was that not many institutions had figured out how to implement in some 
across-the-board, equitable quality measures. It was very difficult to figure out how to compare 
engineering, fine & applied arts, polymer science. So in this committee they were literally 
creating ways and categories that our campus could try to figure out ways to turn those quality 
measures into numbers that were readily accessible as a starting point. So that was the proposal 
brought to PBC - about the same time when we had to take it off as subordinate to the budget 
process. She thought that as soon as this budget was approved, the PBC subcommittee was 
planning to go back to it. We were hoping to have something that could get PBC approval by 
the Board of Trustees meeting at the end of the summer. That might be a first step in trying to 
have quality measures that were implemented. 

Provost Hickey stated that Senator Lee's recollection of the discussions that took place 
of ROI was very accurate. In general, the tone was that we would use common sense in 
implementing ROI along with numerical values that came out. The other component of the ROI 
was beyond credit hr. production or quality measures; it was clear from the outset that we needed 
to move forward doing tI:iose so that we could allocate resources based on both halves of the ROI. 
Right now the one allocation that we had was based strictly on credit hr. production. Those 
dollars that would have been allocated based on quality measures had simply been left in place 
in budgets as cross subsidization. The other agreement with ROI was the understanding that the 
impact of the ROI would be evaluated annually by PBC and that points of concern would then 
be addressed and amendments to the ROI could be proposed as we worked through this 
document. Now that did not say that we would stop the administration of the ROI while those 
proposals were being suggested. The benchmarking was clearly one of those proposals to tweak 
the ROI. The process that was approved did not agree to stopping the allocation based on ROI 
while that tweaking took place. So as Senators might guess, it was more than 4 votes against this 
proposal. This was now a recommendation that had to be voted on by this group as a whole, this 
recommendation might not get through today's meeting. 

Senator Maringer had another question. Was the allocation to ROI this year a reallocation 
from other budgets, or was that money that came out of a special fund? Provost Hickey replied 
that the one allocation thus far was a total of $561,000. That represented a 5% allocation based 
only on credit hr. production, whereas the formula was to do I 0%. We simply did not have 10%. 
It was money that had been budgeted for residence halls auxiliaries back during the period of 
time when a number of the residence halls were off-line for renovation and thus could not pay 
their bills. So it was the subsidization of the residence hall auxiliary during a period of time 
when they were unable to pay their bills. The residence halls were open now, on maximum 
capacity, and were paying their own bills. He had made the argument, which was supported by 
Vice President Roney, that that subsidy of student housing was no longer needed,. That $500,000 
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budgeted as an annual subsidy was moved from auxiliaries into reallocations of the ROI. So the 
first allocation of the ROI did not cost anybody money other than the residence hall auxiliary. 

Senator Maringer replied that that was his follow-up. It did not look as though in the 
tight budget we had now that there was a pool of money in that character that we might 
reallocate to continue work towards implementing ROI. If we implemented ROI at this point, 
we were talking about reallocating among the various units winners and losers. He thought that 
was the sense; a fear that until we had a system that we were comfortable with, we were reticent 
to adopt a system that used 1. 7 as a one-size-fits-all model and had no quality measure with 
which to reallocate money from one unit to another unit in this budget. He did not think the 
committee was against using ROI, but it would have been nice on day one if we not only had 
had the idea for ROI but the details of ROI. We were still creating the wheel as we went, 
unfortunately, and the devil's in the details. We had never fully implemented ROI as we thought 
we might down the road. Yes, it could continue to get better over time, but he was not sure we 
were at the point where we would be willing to accept the outcome if we really tried to 
implement ROI. We had not done so yet because as soon as we thought about doing it, we 
automatically started talking about how to change the ROI to fit so it would not hurt any one 
unit 

0 

Senator Norfolk made a comment that one possible way of beginning the ROI allocation 
would be to allocate any pay raise increase based on the ROI calculation in colleges. (He was 0 
sure that would make some of his colleagues absolutely delighted.) Senator Norfolk also asked 
about benchmarking with other institutions in regard to the portion of money spent in academic 
colleges and libraries versus the portion spent otherwise. He believe here the academic side of 
the budget was about 55% of the costs roughly, so he was curious how that stacked up with other 
universities. 

Senator Calvo then asked, in regard to the $561,000 that was allocated in the one-time 
run as a partial ROI, could Dr. Hickey say that revenue for the University had been enhanced 
because of that allocation? 

Provost Hickey replied that he could not. Could he provide docwnentation that that had 
occurred? No, because it was put into the budgets of the deans of the colleges that earned it. 
They allocated it as they saw fit. 

Senator Calvo then followed up by asking whether there were any data based on our 
experience with ROI that would indicate that we in any way impacted the revenue of the 
University by this redistribution. 

Provost Hickey replied that in a way it could be done; not from a single data point but, 
in the long run, if the money went to the college and their ROI stayed stable or went up, then 
that would indicate that college was investing money in ways that generated more resources. 

- - -
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Senator Calvo then asked whether that was not then one way in which we could start to 
investigate the ROI and see whether it was going to work and what to do about it. Could we not 
just start making allocations and then make adjustments based on what happened instead of going 
through many more years of benchmarking and decisions about quality measures? 

Senator Harp replied that he only knew about his experience with his college and from 
conversations with his dean, Dr. Creel. Most of the ROI that went back to A&S, a major 
recipient, went to covering a deficit. That current deficit was caused by part-time instruction. 
If that money had not been used to cover the deficit and there were ROI dollars sitting in the 
dean's account, he would right now be using those to open the 116 sections the Provost referred 
to earlier. That included many sections of english composition so that we would have instructors 
for the even larger number of students coming next fall to actually teach those classes. The 
reason the dean had a deficit was not that the dean was a spendthrift. The reason we had deficits 
was that we had across-the-board cuts. The reason Senator Harp had brought up ROI at the last 
meeting was that we were again looking at figures that had across-the-board cuts. The discussion 
was taking place as if there were a static budget. If we got some new money, we would use it 
for ROI. That was not what was happening in this budget, but we were still talking about across­
the-board cuts. If we had an ROI system, why were we doing across-the-board cuts? Because 
what we were basically causing was a situation in which any ROI dollars, if they existed, were 
going to be used to hire part-time instructors. He could not understand how there could be no 
resources for a 2-hr. class which paid instructors as little as $1,200 and generated about 4-5 times 
that amount. 

Provost Hickey replied that the calculation was 5 times the amount just based on tuition 
dollars, not even including state support. 

Senator Gunn stated that we had to look at putting some money where we had a chance 
of generating. It was foolish to cut 116 sections in English. Even in a college that was not 
generating 1.7, cutting the part of the University that was generating money would result in less 
to go around for everybody. She was in the College of Fine & Applied Arts, one of the 
generators but nowhere near what A&S was. However, Fine & Applied Arts had been growing 
for years with no additional income. There would be a point where there could be no more 
growth; no more students could be fit into any given classroom. We had situations with 40 
students in a class and a part-time teacher getting paid $1,800 for 40 credits of tuition. That was 
what they were doing in F&AA. However, if the resources were not made available then we 
would have to cancel those classes. We then would not be generating those thousands of dollars. 
We were not highly paid; that was why we had a 1. 7 ROI. Even within our college we had units 
that needed help and units that generated. If the cash cows were totally killed then they would 
not be bringing university money that everybody benefited from, especially units, departments, 
and colleges that could not generate that. Resources had to be given to those that could bring 
in revenue and not cut off at a time when the University needed revenue. It just seemed that 
would be so much profit for this University. But, if there was no money, it could not be done. 
The last ROI did not cost anybody anything. The College of Fine & Applied Arts, College of 



--

Page 17 

Arts & Sciences got some money, but it was not taken out of anyone else's pocket. She thought 
this a wise investment to help us get through trying times. 

Senator Covrig stated that he planned to vote against the PBC recommendation because 
the baby steps, increments of ROI, to him seemed very reasonable. Senate should not stop this 
just because right now it was incremental and was extremely small as we figured out other 
aspects. 

Senator Conrad added that it was not clear in analysis how additional sections necessarily 
translated to overall higher revenue. What was the average class size? If that extra section was 
not available, did those students disperse into other sections and make class size higher? His 
questions was this: We had an average class size in business of 34-l/2. The next closest was 
Arts & Sciences at roughly 28. We were talking about analysis here. The point of this is his 
question - was President Proenza even going to present to the Board a budget with differential 
cuts between so-called non-revenue generating units of 10% and so-called academic revenue­
generating units of 5%? He did not believe that for a second. If Senators thought the President 
was going to close down a college to put money into ROI, their alarm clock did not go off this 
morning. That was the political reality of the situation. He thought we were wasting tremendous 
amounts of time on this ROI discussion. He was willing to bet quite a bit of money with 
anybody in this room that ROI would not happen this year, no allocation, and suggested getting 
to the point ·or looking at this budget and understanding it. 

Senator Hoo Fatt then asked, to be clear, what exactly was Senate going to be voting on 
with respect to PBC? Was PBC saying to not do anything for one year as far as ROI, to 
basically delay it one year, or was it saying to give us until August to come up with the other 
half - quality measures? 

Senator Fenwick then read the resolution as he had transcribed it from the earlier PBC 
meeting: While PBC supports the principle of ROI, given the fiscal situation of the 
University and the lack of quality measures and benchmarkings for ROI, the committee 
feels that ROI not be used to calculate distribution of academic operating budgets for the 
FY04 budget. 

Senator Erickson stated that Senate had a position on this and so did PBC. To a certain 
extent we had to be consistent if we had any chance at all of making this happen. She was 
inclined to agree that the President did not want the budget this way; he did not want a 5 versus 
10% cut differential. The President has indicated he wanted a straight across-the-board cut. To 
her. that did not make any sense. However, when no one is prepared to say what their highest 
priorities were, essentially she started thinking that maybe they wanted to stay across the board. 
Senate and PBC have both stated that we were not doing that; we were doing 5% cuts for the 
academic units and 10% cuts for the non-academic units. She had not heard PBC assert why they 
were doing this but did assume it could. However, this differential cut did not seem consistent 
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with the resolution now under consideration. As Senator Covrig had stated, we had to make the 
baby steps of ROI to generate revenue. 

Senator Kahl then added that, if the goal was to simply maximize ROI, the solution was 
simple. Become a junior college, teach freshmen and sophomores with part-time instructors. 
That would maximize ROI. Those quality measures, those comparisons were absolutely 
necessary if ROI was going to be done without destroying whole pieces of this University. 
Implementing it without that would produce serious damage to things like nursing that maybe we 
did not want to throw out in the trash. We might well want to keep a nursing college even 
though it did not have a 1. 7. The last time he was in the hospital some of the nursing school 
graduates were quite useful and he very much appreciated it. Somebody had to train them, and 
some of those people took a whole bunch of credit hrs. very early in their career from some very 
inexpensive instruction that was not in the college of nursing. But if that was eliminated or if 
the college of nursing was destroyed, how many of those people in the nursing school were going 
to suddenly decide they want to be accountants? How many of them were going to decide they 
would rather go to Kent State to be a nurse? The same thing was true of Professor Conrad's 
accountants - if his accounting school was destroyed, they were not going to become nurses; they 
were going to go to Kent State to be accountants. You were going to lose not only the low ROI 
numbers they generated, but the high ROI numbers those students generated as freshmen and 
sophomores. Quality measures were needed to know what we were doing. He concluded by 
asking Senate to please not go bumbling off blintlly with a l. 7 overall. 

I 

' 
Senator Harp then pointed out that the English comp. sections being cut were full sections. 

To his knowledge those sections were filling up, so we were talking about maximum of 25 taught 
by one of these people who could be earning $1,200. The break-even number he was always told 
in Arts & Sciences was 7. If a class had 7, that would average about $800/credit hr. It was a 
break even point and everything above that was profit for the University. When sections at 20 
to 25 were cancelled, that lost a lot of revenue. We were also potentially forsaking those 
advance-level students. A student came in with a presentation this morning from Admissions 
(and they're doing a much better job at Admissions than when he got here ten years ago). They 
were bringing these people in and they were horrified to find out that there would not be 
sufficient sections of English comp. for those students in their first year, and we potentially lost 
them as upper-division students because they were not staying here. 

Senator Lee then spoke, stating that while he was too young to be a repository of 
institutional history, the motion from PBC as the chair stated was not quite complete. The full 
motion included the part about recognizing the need to accomplish ROI in the long run, not to 
implement it this year until there was information about benchmarking and quality measures 
available. That was just a technical point. On the point of broken commitments and promises, 
ROI was presented as a package and it was passed unanimously - not a single dissent. Low ROI 
units, high ROI units, all allowed this to go through because there was something offered to each 
of them. Going forward with half a formula was not what we had agreed to and it was not what 
was voted on. When it happened last year out of new money, there were no objections even 
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though we were only moving forward on half a formula because it did not hurt anybody. Now 
to say let's continue to try in little bits, the little bit for Arts & Sciences was a whole lot for 
some of the smaller colleges. So to do this little bit and say let's slash our operating budget as 
an experiment to try it over the next couple of years in escalating portions to see if it worked did 
not sit very well. We heard a lot about benchmarking and had not gotten any data. It struck him 
that we ought to get some. Although this would sound parochial, the Law School was one of the 
few units that was able to collect accurate data. We did a poll and got over 70 responses from 
other law schools. As it turned out, our law school was the poorest funded law school in the 
state of Ohio based either on ROI or absolute dollars for students. Yet our incoming students 
numbers were competitive and our Bar passing rates were competitive. It was a pretty good 
argument that we did a good job without money. It was a pretty good argument that it was an 
efficient unit. Our ROI was nowhere near 1.7, so the 1.7 across-the-board formula that was half 
of what we all agreed to when we voted on it was not responsible. 

Senator Norfolk began to discuss the magnetized effect of ROI. That was the whole point 
of this magnetized effect - 20% of all these dollars were already being allocated in an ethereal 
sense to the colleges from which the students came. So that was already built in; you did not 
get two bites of the apple. Now in terms of Senator Harp's comments about part-time usage, we 
had the data from two years, and he would like to see just the raw ROI figure by college from 
July 2002 and July 2003. The reason he wanted to see those figures was because those would 
reflect the real marginal cost or marginal revenue that was expected. There would be a data drop 
from the colleges which used heavy part-time usage, and that would then be what it would cost 
to not give money to those units. 

Senator Broadway then spoke, stating that he was from the College of Education and 
therefore these comments might be seen as being self-serving. The College of Education was a 
professional school. The majority of our students were juniors and seniors with very few 
sophomores, and probably no freshmen. We did have a very high ROI, and were a unique 
institution in the College of Education. We were very much a professional school, and we had 
because of many factors beyond our control been able to produce a very large ROI and benefit 
from that. 

Senator Hebert called the question. This was seconded by Senator Norfolk. Chair Sheffer 
called for a vote on the motion to call the question. This passed with the necessary two-thirds 
majority. Chair Sheffer then called for a vote on the motion from PBC, and Senator Fenwick 
read the motion: While PBC supports the principle of ROI, given the fiscal situation of the 
University and lack of quality measures and benchmarking, the committee feels that ROI 
not be used to calculate the distribution of academic operating budgets until benchmarking 
and quality measures are complete. 

The vote was 31 in favor; 11 opposed. The recommendation passed. Chair Sheffer then 
called for any additional discussion of the budget as presented by PBC. None forthcoming, he 
called for a vote on the budget. The Senate then approved the budget. 
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Senator Fenwick, on behalf of PBC, thanked Senators for their input, comments, and 
patience. PBC would continue to monitor and bring updates on the quality measures of the ROI 
as they were brought forward and other planning and budgeting items. 

Chair Sheffer thanked Senator Fenwick and all members of the PBC for their hard work. 

UNIVERSITY WELL-BEING COMMITTEE Senator Erickson began her report by stating that 
she was only going to bring the recommendations of the Well-Being Committee to the Senate. 
(See Appendix B for full report.) Last month the committee had brought a report with a set of 
recommendations for discussion. We took the comments made by members of the Senate and 
reviewed those. These were the recommendations with respect to the framework for health 
insurance premiums, which were the basis of the discussion we had last time. Senators would 
notice that Well-Being's recommendations attempted to work within those of PBC, and a 
rationale for the recommendations was also provided. Senator Erickson presented these as a 
motion coming from committee. 

Senator Norfolk stated that, while he realized these were all provisional figures, would 
there not be a real mess if everybody on the PPO and the traditional indemnity switched to the 
HMO's? That was going to raise all of the figures under the HMO cost-sharing difference~ would 
it not? 

Senator Erickson replied that the actual cost increase would then go down and there would 
be less to share, and that was the whole point. The HMO's were cheaper than the PPO's. 

Senator Jordan moved to amend the recommendation by deleting the first three items and 
inserting instead the following language: "Amounts paid by employees to help cover health 
insurance cost increases (for particular providers) shall be determined by multiplying a set 
percentage times the employee's salary. No additional cost shall be imposed for 
coverage of dependents." 

Senator Kahl seconded the motion. Chair Sheffer then asked Senator Jordan to provide 
a rationale for his motion. 

Senator Jordan stated that he wished to focus attention on the point of this amendment 
which was really the second sentence that, ''No additional cost shall be imposed for coverage of 
dependents." It seemed to him that refusal to cover dependents without additional cost was a bad 
social policy. It was an anti-family policy; it was an anti-child policy; it was an anti-choice 
policy. It tended to force both spouses into the work force rather than allowing one to stay home 
and care for children and otherwise care for the household. In his case and certainly in every 
other case of people who were hired here, his expectations were that we would have health 
insurance coverage for dependents and there was no difference between him and his dependents. 
It was more important to someone who had a family that the family be covered than that he/she 
be covered. He thought it was also important to recognize that we were already making central 
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policy decisions. We had already decided that there should be some members of the University 
community who subsidized other members. It was those members with higher incomes, at least 
higher incomes paid to them by the University, who should subsidize those with lower incomes 
that they get from the University. There was not a question of whether one group should 
subsidize another; it was the question of who should subsidize what? In his view we were a 
community. Hillary Rodham Clinton wrote that it took a village to raise a child. 

Senator Witt speculated that Mrs. Clinton plagiarized that. To which Senator Jordan 
replied tha~ if she plagiarized it, that suggested it had a broader acceptance before she came to 
it. 

He continued. It seemed to him that social policy should protect children and maximize 
the family's choice as to whether one spouse should stay home or not. One of his assistant scout 
masters in his scout troop was an example. His wife was on our faculty and he stayed home -
he did the PT A work, the volunteer work, school involvement, etc. Those were appropriate 
things for our system to support. I would add that those of us who had children would eventually 
no longer have dependents who would be supported by the University. We would go from 
getting benefits for our families to supporting benefits for others who had families. So we would 
go into the system, and we would go out of the system. Those children were our future, and 
their well-being was the well-being of our society. With the enormous pressures on families, now 
was not the time to adopt a blatantly anti-family, ·anti-child policy at the University. 

Senator Kahl then spoke in favor of the motion. If we simply took whatever percentage 
it was that was going into the health care dollars and made that an across-the-board pay raise and 
then charged each faculty member that amount, that percentage of the salary would serve as a 
cost for insurance if they took advantage of The University of Akron health care system. That 
would be an advantage to everybody - it was a win-win situation. It would provide what the 
University administration was looking for in terms of getting that camel's nose under the edge 
of the tent for faculty paying and other employees paying for part of the health care costs. In 
terms of administration it would be very easy to administer - an employee's pay raise was x 
percentage across the board; your charge for health care was x percentage of your salary. It was 
unbelievably simple to administer. The second piece was there would be no net cost to UA for 
employees taking UA health care no matter what their family situation was. If they took it for 
themselves, if they took it for themselves and their spouse, if they took it for themselves and their 
family, there would be no net cost for any of that. They got the plus that their base salary went 
up for pension purposes and that was non-taxed dollars. For those opting out of the system, they 
got to keep that pay raise plus whatever the amount was you get for opting out, which is $500. 
They would keep the pay raise and they would not pay the same percentage charge for UA health 
care, so they came out ahead. Not only that, the incentive for opting out had been increased. 
That should save the University total health care dollars because more people should then opt out 
of the system. Finally, just as a general comment, this was a terrible time to institute a regressive 
system that was coming from the Well-Being Committee at a time when there were budget cuts 
coming and financial hardship in the community and a time when initial union negotiations would 
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be starting. That was not the time to put in a regressive income redistribution system. Make it 
simple and make it a win-win situation for everybody at the University, a simple across-the-board 
pay raise matching an across-the-board charge for health benefits. 

Senator Hebert stating that while he respected both colleagues, Senators Jordan and Kahl, 
he was going to speak against the motion. The net effect of this was going to be to raise the 
insurance costs for everyone to the benefit of those who had children. It was about time we took 
the responsibility to pay whatever cost it was that we incurred. A single person should not have 
to subsidize the insurance cost for a family of four. He supported the motion but was speaking 
against the amendment. 

Senator Maringer also wished to speak against the amendment. He pointed out that even 
if we asked a spouse or a single parent or a family to pay premiums, we still had to recognize 
it was a portion of the true cost. If the remaining cost was examined, we were still subsidizing 
families to a larger degree than a single employee. So the idea that this was anti-family or not 
family friendly - it was not as friendly as we were before, but it was certainly not asking them 
to pay everything in costs incurred for a family. It was simply a small portion of what that 
increased cost was. 

Senator Erickson stated that there was no one definition of fairness. The present system 
gave an extra benefit to those with families. Just putting the payment onto those with families 
wguld reduce that inequity because as it stood, those without dependents had essentially lower 
total packages, and have had so for years. The committee wanted to maintain a free plan as a 
number of other state universities had done but recognized the problems with a single free plan 
in terms of adverse selection. We therefore moved to an employee-free plan to prevent that 
problem by providing a specific free benefit to those employed. We paid our faculty on the basis 
of their status; we did not pay them on the basis of whether they had families or not. The 
committee considered that this whole issue became a very complicated one and one that was not 
worth following. What we could do was provide a specific free benefit to those employed. The 
members of the committee had discussed it with their constituents. She discussed this with the 
entire committee and there were differing views certainly, no surprise. But the vote on the 
recommendation was 7 to 1. 

Senator Steiner then spoke in favor of the amendment. Those faculty members and 
employees with dependents already had additional costs that they needed to meet with their salary 
by providing for their dependents. He thought this was a reasonable way to provide some relief 
for that and distribute the cost of the health care insurance. 

Senator Jordan added, with respect to both Senators Maringer and Erickson, until now we 
had not charged for health care. Baseline therefore was not charging for health care. The 
question was what we did about the additional costs that we were going to impose upon people. 
In this situation if we adopted the proposal as it stood, which was that employee health care itself 
should be free, it turned out that it was the people who had dependents who paid for all of the 
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additional health care costs for everyone at the University, including all the employees who paid 
nothing for the additional health care cost. His preference reflected in the amendment he had 
offered was that we had a straight across-the-board payment and that avoided that issue, and that 
we shared this burden as we shared other burdens here at the University. 

Senator Kreidler said she would like to speak to the amendment. She understood what 
Senator Jordan was saying, but she supported her husband who did not have insurance. She 
believed the committee had anguished this issue just like PBC anguished everything we had 
talked about. Well-Being was presenting to Senate what it had gone through and what it believed 
to be best at this point. She was against the amendment. 

Senator Kahl stated that there had been talk about ways of lowering health care costs by 
various programs that would increase the health of the faculty. Here was the first piece of 
something we could actually do. By voting for that amendment it would provide a financial 
incentive to people to reduce the health care costs. There was an incentive for healthier lifestyles; 
there were incentives for use of generic drugs whenever appropriate. There were incentives for 
trying to reduce health care costs in that amendment, and that was something we could do right 
now to effect that. 

Senator Fenwick then addressed a question to both Senators Erickson and Jordan in regard 
to preventing dumping by spouses who had to pay for their dependents. Would that be shifted 
over to our health care costs and would that actually increase the cost of the University health 
care plan? 

Senator Erickson stated that, while not in the rationale, it was part of Well-Being's 
discussion of the issue about spouses and those who took out health care coverage because it was 
free. They had perfectly good health plans at their own places of employment that they could 
belong to. If costs were relegated to dependents, then those dependents would think about being 
on other health care plans which would stop precisely the kind of dumping that already existed. 
We wanted those people to go. Senator Kahl talked about the incentives to be healthful which 
she did not see in this formula as it was. The Well-Being Committee had discussed that in detail 
and there were all sorts of other methods that could be investigated and possibly implemented. 

Senator Jordan stated that he had communicated his views to his constituents, and the 
responses he had gotten were in favor of the position taken here. Second, with respect to the 
dumping issue, it was a legitimate problem. There were answers that could be addressed that we 
had not had the courage as an institution to deal with. A required certification of spouses with 
their own health coverage may not always result in the most truthful responses. When found out 
- perhaps those employees no longer worked here. There were ways to deal with that problem; 
it was not needed as an excuse to avoid equity. 

Senator Harp then pointed out that this amendment might be a pro~reproduction 
amendment which would be a good thing considering soldiers were being knocked off on a 
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regular basis. Seriously, perhaps a parochial concern, but as a deparbnent chair, when he looked 
at the faculty within his department, those people who were the most noble were the ones whose 
spouses were not employed either at the University or elsewhere. It provided a further incentive 
for those people to be on the market. Now salary improvements, the compression dollars, had 
erased a big chunk of that problem. Even as compression dollars were integrated into the next 
years, this would eliminate some of that incentive to go elsewhere. At this point mainly for 
associate and assistant professors there were incentives to look for jobs elsewhere. One of the 
things they had to think about was that if they went elsewhere they were most likely going to pay 
dependent coverage somewhere else. 

Senator Hebert made a motion to call the question. This was seconded by Senator Witt. 
Tue motion to call the question passed with 31 in favor and 3 opposed. The Chair then directed 
the body's attention to the amendment. A vote was taken and the amendment failed with 12 
votes for and 33 votes against. The Chair then directed attention to the original list of 
recommendations regarding the framework for health insurance premiums from the Well-Being 
Committee. A vote was taken and the recommendations were passed. 

ACADEMIC POLICIES AND CALENDAR COMMITTEE- Before Associate Provost Stokes 
began her report, Secretary Kennedy offered clarification of the items to be presented for 
consideration by the committee. The Visitors Policy which Senators had received earlier had 
been referred back to APCC. The Executive Committee had asked that APCC examine further 
child care and liability issues. •Also, the Honors College proposal was sent back to the CRC and 
the PBC as had been outlined in the original referral back to APCC. 

Associate Provost Stokes then stated that this left one item coming from APCC which was 
the Academic Reassessment Policy that was sent to Senators earlier (Appendix C). There had 
been two friendly amendments that were going to be included. On page 2(C)(7)(b) at the 
bottom of the page is additional language that now says: "A student may choose a suitable 
substitution from the same category in The University of Akron approved general education 
list." To clarify, if a student was missing a social science he/she had to choose a social science 
and not a fine arts. So it had to be in the same category. Then on page 3(D)(I)(a) and (b). 
Letter (a) now read, "A student may repeat a change of grade in any course during the 
previous enrollment that has not been reassessed and that meets the requirement for the 
change in grade policy so that it's consistent with the change in grade policy." Letter (b), 
"The student may repeat any course that has been reassessed and meets the requirement 
for the repeat policy." Students could not do this unless if was within those two policies. 
Those were the changes that had been accepted by committee, and with those changes this came 
forward as a recommendation. 

Chair Sheffer called for discussion of the recommendation. None forthcoming, he called 
for a vote. The Senate approved the reassessment policy as amended. 

CURRICULUM REVIEW COMMITTEE - See Appendix D for list of curriculum proposals. 
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CAMPUS FACILITIES PLANNING CO:MMITTEE - See Appendix E. 

UNIVERSITY LIBRARIES COMMITTEE - Senator Harp stated he had a formal motion from 
the committee to present to the Senate. When the committee met with Vice President Gaylord 
in November we approved of the principle of the library fee and the need to take that to the 
Board of Trustees. The motion the committee wished Senate to now consider was this: The 
Faculty Senate approves of current administrative efforts to establish a library fee. 

Chair Sheffer called for discussion of the motion. Senator Jordan, stating there were 
different libraries and libraries in different places, asked how the fee would be allocated. Would 
every student pay it? 

Provost Hickey replied that Law students were not included in this. As he had discussed 
this with Dean Aynes, the Law library already had one in effect. 

Senator Robinson asked whether this fee was going to be something that was permanent 
or temporary. Provost Hickey replied that it would be permanent. 

Senator Steiner asked whether there were any indication of what the amount of the fee 
would be. Provost Hickey replied that it was $2.00 a credit hr. for undergraduates, $3.00 for 
graduate students, and first-year students were excluded. 

Senator Witt then commented on what he saw as the proliferation of fees. Why did we 
not just increase tuition 35% and abolish all fees? He realized that the library was in financial 
straits and so was everybody else, but how many fees did students now pay - 11 different fees? 
This would be 12, and he was not sure when this stopped. He wanted to support a "Beloved 
Professor Witt fee." 

Senator Maringer added that we found ourselves in a situation where fees arose because 
of tuition caps. If a fee went in with a particular purpose, it was dedicated there. Those who 
were receiving it then felt some comfort and would continue to receive it, whether it was a 
technology fee or library fee. 

Senator Witt then pointed out that we did not really know how fees were spent. We did 
not track fees; we were not responsible for who was collecting them. If we were going to impose 
a tax on anybody, he would like to know that it was going to be spent in a specific way and that 
there would be some accountability. 

Senator Harp replied that the committee had talked about fees and there was not anyone 
who was pro-fee as a principle. But the committee had run into the bleak situation of trying to 
figure out where the money would come from. The issue always becomes, when we advocate 
for the library, where was the money? This Senate passed a resolution last fall that said when 
the PBC brought a budget forward, it would have increased expenditure for the library to get us 
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to the Association of Research Libraries within the next ten years. One would expect the budgets 
to reflect that, but they did not because they were all the other priorities. Basically, we support 
this fee or we were willing to see serials budgets, book budgets, be zero within two years. We 
would have nothing. Again, when we were talking about ROI he had kept hearing about college 
versus college. His support for this fee was for the students. We were to the point now where 
he could not send undergraduates into the library and asswne that they could browse a book. If 
it was not an Ohiolink and they could not search it in time there was no hope for them. We were 
now reaching out with serials as well. He did not know what the alternative was. There were 
ways to the issue of accountability. He had no question as to whether the technology fees that 
were gathered by Dr. Gaylord made it into his domain. Issues could be raised about whether it 
should be for acquisitions of for personnel. He had seen the salary structure of staff in the 
library; he knew where the expenditures are going in terms of what the library got and what it 
expended compared to comparable institutions and even compared to what our administrative 
assistants earned in most colleges. If the money was going to be wasted by a 2% raise for the 
interlibrary loan guy who had a masters and earned less than our administrative assistants, he 
would not consider that a waste. It would be well spent. 

Senator Witt added that, in some way, it would be spent. His main difficulty with the 
idea was that whenever there was a proplem we looked to students to solve it every single time. 
That was not fair treatment. In terms of a student-friendly issue to vote on, we all had anecdotal 
stories about students who now do not buy books at the bookstore because of tuition increases. 
Students go through as much of the semester as possible without buying a book. We had seen 
book thefts go up as a result of these things. Now let's just slap a fee on these same folks? 

Chair Sheffer then asked the Senate whether there were any objections to Dean Williams 
speaking. None forthcoming, Dean Williams addressed the body. 

As a point of clarification, the recommendation for this fee came from the Libraries 
Committee. Dean Williams believed it originated there. However, he had had some input into 
formalizing the recommendation for Dr. Hickey. The one point that was important was that the 
request for the fee was for library material - books, journals, and book-like stuff, videos and those 
kinds of things. It was not for personnel and it was not for services primarily because it was his 
sense and, he thought, the sense of those with whom he worked, that if we were going to ask 
students for this money it had to be for something tangible and not for things that went with 
integral services. There was that commitment in the fee, at least in the recommendation for the 
fee as it went to Dr. Hickey. 

Provost Hickey stated that he shared Senator Witt's concerns. There was simply no place 
else to get the money. The state was not giving us the money. By doing it as a library fee it 
did not impact the tuition cap, which we almost certainly would have imposed on us very soon. 
That was one of the reasons why freshmen were not included, because any fee that was applied 
to all students was viewed as a tuition increase. It pained him to do this as well, but the choice 
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was we either did this or watched as the book budget and serial budget of the library literally go 
to zero. 

Senator Witt offered that he would like the University to look at fees that are collected 
to see where the money goes, particularly as related to course fees. We may find that some of 
the money collected does not get spent at all. Senator Witt offered this as a motion. 

Chair Sheffer then called for a vote on the motion to fonn a subcommittee to examine 
where fees are going and how they are spent. No further discussion of the motion forthcoming, 
the Senate then voted to approve the motion. 

VI. OLD BUSINESS - None. 

VII. NEW BUSINESS - Senator J. Yoder then introduced a Senate Bylaw change regarding 
the APCC. Specifically, the bylaw in question was rule 3359-10-02(F)(2), which dealt with the 
committees electing chairs at their first meetings. To this rule, Senator J. Yoder proposed that 
the following be added at the end of the item: " ... and with the exception of the Academic 
Policies & Calendar Committee." Then also under (F)( 4)( d), The Senior Vice President and 
Provost or said designee shall serve as co-chair of the committee. A senatorial co-chair shall 
be elected for a two-year term by the full Sen.ate at its September meeting from a slate of 
candidates who are either Senators or Senate-eligible designees. The senatorial chair is 
eligible for a course reduction similar to that of the Senate chair. A meeting of the 
committee shall be called at the request of either co-chair. (e) The Senatorial co-chair of 
the committee shall report to the Senate at regularly scheduled Senate meetings. The 
senatorial co-chair will also regularly report to the full committee on the actions and 
comments of the Senate. 

Senator Norfolk seconded the motion. Chair Sheffer then stated that this would have to 
lay over one month before discussion. Although Associate Provost Stokes asked that this motion 
be extended to include CRC, Chair Sheffer stated that that motion had not been prepared at this 
time, and would have to wait. 

VIII. GOOD OF THE ORDER - None. 

IX. ADJOURNMENT - Chair Sheffer called for a motion to adjourn. The motion was made 
and seconded. The meeting adjourned at 5:20 p.m. 
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DRAFTC DRAFT • FOR O!.'iCUSSION ONLY . 
r'\_DRAFT . r ' I Tbe Ualverslty or Akroa V '-,.I 

Office or Resource Aaaly1II a■d Bud1e1 
~~1 .... ~ I~ 

I FY0J-04 Prellmlaa!l Budlet Scenarios ; - - -( 
·---·-·-- - -..... 

M FY04 Proposed Bad1et Difference from a FY0l Orltlaal Budpt (PBQ FYOJBud1et Comments: cu 
Ci Other Academic:/lnstitutional Support: 
llS 84 College Work Study Program Matching Funds ,s~ 336,000 $ 

Ji " 
336,000 $_ 

~ 7 85 Student Extracurric. Activities 532,700 $32,700 
86 SEVIS Compliance 40,000 40,000 
87 Commencement 215,000 

11 I 

200,000 
Cl 

(IS,000) 
88 Upward Bound Add'I STEP Students 56,000 50,000 ~ (6,000) 
89 Purchased Utilities - Net 6,607,500 6,862,400 254,900 
90 Jnfonnation Technolo&Y Fee 4,420,798 4,972,411 SSl,613 
91 Career Advantage Fee 564,736 I 598,620 33,884 
92 Cost Recovery-Auxiliaries (446,135) I (446,135) 
93 Cost Recovery-Wayne College (69,508) I (100,000) (30,492) 
94 Indirect Cost Redi5tribution 1,847,285 1,847,285 
95 Legal Fees (Counsel & Senlemts) 1,273,000 ] 1,773,000 500,000 
96 lruUI111ce 480,000 626,550 146,550 
97 Propeny Assessmenis 44,100 44,100 
98 Reserve for Increased Enrollment/Bad Debt 600,000 900,000 300,000 
99 CampU5 Budget Reserve 303,667 1,000,000 696,333 
100 Central Banking Fees 400,500 500,500 100,000 
101 New Building Opmillon & Maintenance 72,272 

1, 
75,000 2,728 

102 Dq,a,t'1 Sales Expenses & E.B. 3,935,152 3,935,152 
103 External Auditing 180,000 220,000 40,000 I ■ 104 University Gener.al Memberships 150,000 125,000 (25,000) 
105 Pacent Marketing Expense 20,000 10,000 (10,000) 
106 Administrative Searches 75,000 [ ~ 25,000 (50,000} 
107 Federal Rel■tions 15,000 7S,OOO 
108 PFOC Projects under S7 S,000 IS0,000 

\ 

IS0,000 
109 PeopleSoft VS upgrade 1,500,000 l,S00,000 
110 Employee Tr11inin1 40,000 (40,000) 
111 University Advertising 1,000,000 

I 500,000 (S00,000} 
112 Tec:hnology Fund 983,481 983,481 

i 
To be considered if deemed nccessuy by 

112.S Carryover Tax additional stale reductions. 
113 Other 215,345 255,300 39,955 
114 Proponional Reductions Subject to Enrollment {129,525} ' 129,525 

Subtotal Other Academic:/lnsl Support $ 23193;368 $ 271S911364 $ 316581996 

I 
Total Coatlnulns Obll1atloa1 $ 471809.727 s 52,589,326 $ 41779.599 

I TOTAL NON-PERSONNEL $ 71,450,470 s 74,603,514 s 3,153,044 
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------·~ -····-··~----------
--

Tbe Unlvenlty or Akro11 
Office orRaource A111ly1ls ■nd Bud&c1 

11- FYIIJ.04 Preliminary Bad1c1 Scenarios 

FY04 Proposed Bud1et 
FYOJ Origln■I Bud1el 1!:!£2 

TRANSFERS-Our: 
115 Student Center 807,235 807,235 
116 Rubber Bowl 296,885 296,885 
117 E.J. Thomas Operations 727,112 700,000 
118 Residence Life & Hou.,ing 
119 Perkins &. Nursing Loans Match 88,000 88,000 
120 Plant Funds 1,000,000 800,000 
121 Internal Loan 2,738,161 2,624,BSB 
122 Bonded Debt Repayment. Series 1997a 319,504 320,019 
123 Debt Repayment • Series 1999a 310,030 JS0,034 
124 Debt Repayment• Serles 1999a. facilities fee 4,171,974 4,714,331 
12S OBR Capital Component 2,032,843 2,032,843 
126 Chilled Water Tank 350,000 
127 Real Estate Assessment Agm:ment • City of Akron 87,000 87,000 

TOTAL TRANSFERS our s 12,578,744 s 13,171,205 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES s 239,706,076 s 247,181,464 

Bud&ctcd Surplus (Dcficll) $ - . s ~ 
-

1% S1l1ry pool., SJ.lmlllloa 
t •/4 lacruse lo tultloa .. 5950,000 

J % Increase la e11rollment .. _SJ.lmllllon --~-

JO, 
' . 

s 
s 
s 

Dllfcrucc from 
FYOJ ~DdJ!L 

(27,112) 

(200,000) 
(113,303) 

SIS 
40,004 

542,3S7 

3S0,000 

592,461 

7,475,388 

(7.384) 

Comments: 

PBCFY04_budgpt_Apr11_3_1)3_ma 1a.xls 
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FY04 BUDGET ASSUMPTIONS 

- 9.9% TUITION INCREASE 

- STATE SHARE OF INSTRUCTION FLAT WITH CURRENT YEAR ANTICIPATED 
l.5°/4 REDUCED LEVEL 

- 3% RAISE POOL 

- SlMILLION PLUS FRINGES TO CONTINUE TO ADDRESS FACULTY 
EQUITY/COMPRESSION 

- EMPLOYEE CONTRIBUTION TO COVER INCREASED GROUP INSURANCE 
COSTS (S1.9M) 

- EMPLOYEE INSURANCE CONTRIBUTION TIED TO RAISE LEVEL* 

- 5°/4 REDUCTION IN ACADEMIC OPERATING BUDGETS 

- 10% REDUCTION IN NON-ACADEMIC OPERA TING BUDGETS 

- $1.S MILLION PEOPLESOFf VB UPGRADE 

- SO% REDUCTION OF UNIVERSITY ADVERTISING EXPENSES 

- INCREASE IN CAMPUS CONTINGUENCY TO Sl MILLION 

- INCREASE IN BUDGETED SCHOLARSHIPS TO REFLECT 9.9% INCREASE IN 
TUITION 

- REJECTION OF REQUESTED ADDITIONAL SUPPORT TO THE STUDENT 
UNION, RUBBER BOWL AND ATHLETIC OPERATING 

- *PBC RECOMMENDATIONS ON RAISES AND SHARED HEALTH CARE COSTS: 

- 1. PBC RECOMMENDS THE RAISE POOL WILL BE AT LEAST AS GREAT AS 
TOTAL SHARED HEALTH CARE COSTS. THIS DOES NOT ASSURE THAT THE 
RAISE FOR ANY INDIVIDUAL EMPLOYEE WILL OFFSET THAT INDIVIDUAL'S 
HEALTH CARE CONTRIBUTION. 

2. A PORTION OF THE SALARY POOL WILL BE ALLOCATED IN AN ACROSS­
THE-BOARD FASHION, AS A PERCENTAGE OF SALARY, IN AN EFFORT TO 
OFFSET SOME OR ALL OF THE INCREASED HEALTH CARE CONTRIBUTIONS 
OF FACULTY, STAFF AND CONTRACT PROFESSIONALS. 

0 

0 

0 
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UNIVERSITY WELLBEING COMMITTEE REPORT TO FACULTY SENATE, 
APRIL 3RD , 2003. 
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The University Wellbeing Committee has met twice since the last Senate meeting: March 181h and April 
1st The major topic of both Committee meetings was health insurance, as the Committee considered the 
feedback from the last Senate meeting on its suggestions for a framework for insurance premiums. The 
Committee's recommendations on this framework are set out below. Two other items discussed should be 
reported:-

a) the RFP to health insurance vendors is about to go out for bid. The timeline gives a month for 
bids, followed by a period for interview and interaction with the finalists and a mid July deadline 
for decision, so that it can be brought to the August 2003 meeting of the Board of Trustees. 

b) The Committee will bring a proposal for Domestic Partner Benefits back to the Senate (it was 
referred back to the Committee in March 2001) at its May meeting. 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FRAMEWORK FOR HEALTH INSURANCE PREMIUMS 
The Wellbeing Committee, after reviewing the issues brought to its attention in discussion at the 
March Senate meeting, recommends the following:-

For the budget outlined by PBC, which includes a 3% salary increase pool and a recommendation 
that premiums should cover 80% of the estimated health cost increase of S2 million; we recommend 
the following premium system in general form:-

1. No premiums should be charged to employees for PPO or BMO's. 

2. Premiums for employees who cover dependents should be based on the cost of the 
plan they choose, and on whether they cover (i) their spouse but no children, (h1 
their child or children but no spouse, or (tll) their spouse and one or more children. 
Employees who choose to cover their spouse, but not any children, and employees 
w~o choose to cover one or more children, but not a spouse, would contribute the 
same percentage of their salary. 

3. The premium sharing structure should make the % of salary paid by an employee 
covering spouse and children to be 50% greater than for either employee plus 
spouse or employee plus children. 

4. Premiums to the employee for Traditional Indemnity fIT) should be the 
difference between PPO and 11 (this has already passed the Senate). For dependents 
the premium should be the same difference between TI and PPO, plus the premium 
charged for PPO. 

5. Premiums should be charged as a percentage of income, rather than in income 
bands or as a fixed sum for all. 

6. These premiums should be considered a one-time adjustment towards a sharing 
of no more than 15% of health insurance costs as a continuing cap, with no more 
than Sl.9 million coming from employees and retiree dependents (see below) this 
fiscal year. 

7. Retiree dependents should share in the cost of health care insurance 
At this stage retiree dependents <65 should be given the choice of TI, PPO or GMO 
and if they choose TI they should pay the_ difference between TI and PPO. _____ __ . ____ , .. 



Page 35 

RATIONALE 
1. The Committee discussed this recommendation at length. They recognized that there was no one 

definition of fairness that could be applied. On one hand, as emphasized by several Senators in 
March, it could be considered that it meant that employees with families were subsidizing those 
without On the other hand, the present system under which the university paid for all coverage 
gave an extra benefit to those with families, and it could be considered that this inequity was 
being reduced. Committee members pointed out that they had initially wanted to maintain one 
free plan ( as a nwnber of other state universities have done) but recognized the problems with 
adverse selection. They had therefore moved to the employee free, as being a way to prevent that 
problem. while providing a specific free benefit to those employed. Members of the Committee 
bad discussed this issue with their constituents. There were differing views, but the vote on the 
recommendation was 7-1. 

2. The language in this recommendation reflects an attempt to clarify the language irt the March 
report . The E+spouse, E+children, and E+ spouse and children is the same structure the 
University's carriers have used in the past for defining health coverage. It is according to Desnay 
Lobrum of HR the simplest structure for their pmposes. 

3. The addition of the recommendation is a correction of the system applied in Rick Maringcr's 
illustrative tables last month. In those tables the difference was 100%. 
The correction reflects the general difference in costs charged by carriers for these units. 

4. The issues related to Traditional Indemnity (TI) were discussed at length in the 
May 2002 report of the Committee. It is an expensive and fast dwindling renwnder of a previous 
era. The Committee considers those who wish to have it should pay that cost difference. 

5. This recommendation is a reiteration of that passed by the Senate in May 2002. 
We agree on the fairness principle involved and consider that it can be applied at 
the university as it has been for other items. Use of bands is cwnbersome and can 
be unfair, while a single dollar amount by each participant is very regressive. 

6. The Senate in May 2002 recommended that the Wellbeing Committee set a cap on the amount of 
total health care costs to be paid by those employed by the university. Acceptance of some level 
of health care premiums was not to be considered acceptance of all future cost increases. 

7. The Committee continues to consider issues related to retiree dependents. We recognize that there 
, ~e po~qal le~l i~ues involved as well as the complications of Medicare for those over 65. 

However, at this stage we consider that those under 65 can be expected to pay the difference in 
cost if they choose Tl rather than PPO or HMO. Note that at 1his stage, they continue to have free 
coverage otherwise. The Committee considers that this recommendation will bring in 
approximately $200,000 from savings of retiree dependents who choose PPO or HMO coverage, 
or from contributions by retiree dependents who choose Tl coverage. 

ILLUSTRATIVE MATERIALS 
The attached material developed by Rick Maringer shows the percentage of income going to premiums 
and the dollars generated by premiums for a distribution across plans that exists today. This covers 80% 
of the health cost and uses the corrected fonnula of recommendation 3. The last page shows what each of 
these numbers might mean in annual premiums. Note that this page shows bands of salaries, but this is 
only for illustrative purposes, our proposal is % of individual income. Note that these sheets are only 
illustrative: at this stage we do not know the vendors bid (we are only working on an estimate based on 
limited data). The Committee again wishes to acknowledge with gratitude all the work put in by Rick 
Maringer to develop this data .. 

Respectfully submitted 

-~~6. 
Elizabeth Erickson, Chair of Wellbeing Committee 

0 

0 

·---0-



Rationale: 
Contributions should be based on "ability to pay" 

Rate should be proportional (not regressive nor progressive} 

Employees of all statuses maintain no cost coverage 

Cost of coverage is based on the need for additional units 
of coverage. 

Coverage is in three levels: Level 1 is employee only 

Notes: 

level 21s employee and spouse only 
Level 3 is employee and child(ren} 
Level 4 is employee, spouse, and child{reo) 

These numbers are based on this year's salaries. Final figures will 
be based on next year's salary, therefore, the total will likely climb. 

We are basing our increased estimates of cost on our best Information 
at this time and we will have better numbers when bids are sutimltted. · 
Once more solid numbers are·available for the ove~II University budget 
we will need to adjust these percentages slighUy up or down to meet 
the 80% level of employee ,contribution to increased healthcare costs. 

, .... -Re~ed flg~res as-813 . 

3-Apr-03 

Wellbeing Committee 
Discussion Document 
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ACADEMIC REASSESSMENT POLICY 

The Academic Reassessment Policy is designed to benefit undergraduates who have not 
attended The University of Akron for a period of three calendar years or more (2 calendar 
years if on active military service) and whose cumulative GP A when last enrolled at The 
University of Akron was less than 2.00. Students are encouraged to discuss this policy 
with their academic adviser prior to petitioning their college dean for approval. 
Academic reassessment may be applied only once. 

A. To be eligible for academic reassessment, a student shall: 

1. Have not attended The University of Akron for at least three calendar 
years. A semester or summer session in which the student received all 
"W'' grades cannot be counted as part of the separation period; and 

2. Have had a cumulative grade point average ofless than 2.00 during the 
previous enrollment period at The University of Akron; and 

3. Have reenrolled and maintained a grade point average of2.00 or higher 
for the first 24 letter-graded ("A" through "F") hours attempted at The 
University of Akron; and 

· 4. Have a minimum of 50 percent of the total hours required for their degree 
program remaining. Fifty percent remaining is defined as: 

a. Have at least 64 credits remaining for a baccalaureate degree; or 

b. Have at least 32 credits remaining for an associate degree; and 

5. Have not used academic reassessment before at The University of Akron; 
and 

6. Submit a written request for academic reassessment to the student's 
college dean's office. 

B. To apply for academic reassessment, the student shall complete the appropriate 
form in consultation with his/her academic adviser. 

C. The Office of the University Registrar shall confirm eligibility and make the 
adjustments to the student's academic record. 

1. The student begins with a new cumulative grade point average and 
adjusted credit hour totals. 

a. Credit hours are defined as semester hours. 

b. A maximum of 30 credit hours in a baccalaureate program and 15 
credit hours in an associate program may be reassessed. 

c. Only grades below "C" may be reassessed. 



d. 
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The student, in consultation with his/her academic adviser, shall 
identify the courses to be reassessed. 

e. Grades to be reassessed shall come from the time period prior to 
the student's reenrollment following the three-year absence .. 

f. Should the student have fewer than 30 credit hours in a 
baccalaureate degree ( 15 hours for an associate degree) at the time 
of reenrollment, only eligible courses may be reassessed, thus 
resulting in a reassessment of fewer than 30 credit hours for a 
baccalaureate degree or fewer than 15 credit hours for an associate 
degree. 

2. Grades earned for the courses that are reassessed at The University of 
Akron are excluded from the calculation of the cumulative GPA, but will 
remain on the student's official transcript. 

3. Credit hours earned for courses at The University of Akron during the 
previous enrollment with a grade of "C" or better including "CR" are 
retained. 

4. Credit hours from all reassessed courses taken during the previous 
enrollment at The University of Akron with a grade of "C-"or lower are 
removed from the calculation of the cumulative GP A ( although the grades 
are retained on the academic transcript with the notation "Academic 
Reassessment Policy"). 

5. The grade and credit hours associated with any reassessed course with a 
grade of "C-" or lower earned during the previous enrollment at The 
University of Akron are forfeited and may not be used to satisfy any 
degree requirement. 

6. To satisfy the degree requirements in the student's major: 

a. The student may either retake the course; or 

b. The dean of the degree-granting college may approve a suitable 
substitution; or 

c. The dean of the degree-granting college may waive the 
requirement. 

7. To satisfy general education degree requirements: 

a. The student may either retake the course; or 

b. The student may choose a suitable substitution from The 
University of Akron approved general education list. 

0 

0 
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D. The Office of the University Registrar will apply the following provisions of the 
Academic Reassessment Policy. 

1. When counting the first 24 credits attempted, if the 24th credit is part of 
other credits earned during a semester, the entire number of credits earned 
for that semester will be calculated into the grade-point average. Repeat 
for change of grade will apply as long as the repeat process occurs and is 
counted within the first 24 hours of completed credits. 

a. The student may repeat for change of grade any course during the 
previous enrollment that has not been reassessed. 

b. The student may repeat any course that has been reassessed. 

c. The student may not repeat for change of grade any course that has 
been reassessed. 

2. The first 24 credits completion rule begins with the student's reenrollment 
after the first three-year absence period and continues regardless of the 
number or length of additional stop-outs that may occur. 

3. An undergraduate student may utilize this Academic Reassessment Policy 
only one time in his/her career at The University of Akron for a specific 
degree objective, and academic reassessment must be prior to the award of 
the degree for which the hours and grades involved will be applicable. 
(For example, a student who is pursuing a baccalaureate degree and has 
earned an associate degree from The University of Akron cannot apply the 
policy to any credit earned prior to the completion of the associate 
degree.) 

4. This policy applies to undergraduate course work taken at The University 
of Akron and only for undergraduate students earning a first 
undergraduate degree. (The Graduate School has adopted its own 
Academic Reassessment Policy, 3359-60-034.} 

5. Grades from all courses ever taken at The University of Akron and the 
resulting GPA (unadjusted by the Academic Reassessment Policy) will be 
used for purposes of determining eligibility for University, departmental 
or professional honors or other recognition based upon the student's 
undergraduate academic career and record of academic performance. 

6. Any academic probations, suspensions or dismissals from reassessed 
semesters shall not be forgiven. They will count when the Probation­
Dismissal Policy is applied to the student's record after readmission. 

7. A student may seek an exception to this policy through an appeal to the 
Senior Vice President and Provost whose decision will be final. 



This policy will become effective for students who apply for Academic reassessment 
beginning May 12, 2003. Students whose three-year calendar ended prior to May 14 
2005 may petition for reassessment under the previous policy. 

■ 
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Proposals Approved By Provost 
To Faculty Senate April 2003 

Butchel College of Arts and Sciences 

Proposal No. Oeparbnent 
AS-03-84 Physics 

- --
- -- - -

College of Business Administration 

I Proposal No. I Deparbnent 

Community and Technical College 

Proposal No. 
- Deparbnent 

CT-03-07 Engineering and 
Science Technology 

- -
--- -

College of Education 
-

Proposal No. Oeparbnent 
ED-03-84 - Curricular and 

Instructional Studies 
ED-03-87 Counseling 

ED-03-90 Sports Science and 
Wellness 

ED-03-91 Curricular and 
Instructional Studies 

-

College of Engineering 

Proposal No. Deoarbnent 
EN-03-11 General 

EN-03-15 - Electrical -
EN-03-19 General 

--

Title 
Moving materials between 3650:291 and 
3650:292 Elementarv Classical Physics I and II 

- -

I Title 

., 
Title -

-
New course 2980: l 00 Introduction to 
Geomatics. Changes in program 
reauirements. 

- --

Title 
Change in requirements Multi-Age: Drama 
Theatre Licensure 
Change in variable credit 5600:720 from 1-3 
to 1-4 
Change in requirements Multi-age Health I 

Education 
Delete 5600:610 Counseling Skills for 
Teachers and 5170:720 Disability Law from 
Master's in Snecial Education 

-
Title 
Change in electives to allow for Math minor; 
increase reauired credits from 139-138 
Add elective 4450:445 Annlied Data Mining 
Chan2e GRE admission reauirement for PhD 

. 
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College of Fine and Applied Arts 0 
Prooosal No. Deoartment Title • 
FAA-03-01 Communications Course title change 7600:228 
FAA-03-05 Theatre - Change reciuirements in Theatre Arts minor -
FAA-03-10 SLPA - - Course name change 7700:585 -
FAA-03-11 Art Change in reauirements BA: Historv of Art 
FAA-03-12 Art - Change 7100:103 from eraded to CR/NRC 
F.Ak03-14 Art Eliminate 1 elective from BF A Graphic Desim Proaam 
FAA-03-15 Art Change in prereq for 7100:384 Graphic Design Portfolio 

Review 
FAA-03-16 Art Title change 7100:132 
FAA-03-17 Art - Title and prerea change 7100:289 
FAA-03-18 Art Title and prenreci change 7100:288 
FAA-03-20 Art Title and prerea change 7100:184 -
FAA-03-21 Art Title, preprea and corea change 7100:387 
FAA-03-22 Art Title, prerea and corea chan2e 7100:488 
FAA-03-23 Art Level and prereo chane:e 7100:386 
FAA-03-24 Art Title and orereo cham?e 7100:388 
FAA-03-25 Art Title chane:e 7100:233 -
FAA-03-26 Art Title chane:e 7100:131 ---==::! - ,---

FAA-03-27 - Art Title chane.e 7100:145 
FAA-03-28 Art Title chan2e 7100: 144 
FAA-03-29 - Art Change in orereo 7I00:385 
FAA-03-30 ,Art - Change in reauirements BFA Metalsmithine. 
FAA-03-31 Art Allow 7100:409 to be repeatable once 

0 
FAA-03-32 Art ~ = Allow 7100:484 to be repeatable twice ~. 
FAA-03-33 Art Allow 7100:486 to be reneatable once 
FAA-03-34 Art Allow 7100:383 to be reoeatable once 
FAA-03-35 - Art -- Allow 7100:481 to be repeatable twice 
FAA-03-36 - Art - Allow 7100:281 to be repeatable once; chane:e in prerea 
FAA-03-37 - Art Allow 7100:475 to be reoeatable six times - -

FAA-03-38 - Art ~ Allow 7100:4 77 to be reoeatable twice _____J;;; 

FAA-03-39 Art - - Allow 7100:454 to be reneatable five time L__ . 
I 

FAA-03-40 Art Allow 7100:455 to be reoeatable four times 
.__~ 

-
FAA-03-41 - Art - Allow 7100:466 to be reoeatable five times -

- - r 

FAA-03-43 Art Allow 7100:422 to be reoeatable five times - -- ~ 
,-----

FAA-03-44 Art - Allow 7100:450 to be reneatable twice -
-

FAA-03-45 
- Art Allow 7100:348 to be reneatab)e once 

FAA-03-46 - Art Allow 7100:349 to be repeatable once 
FAA-03-47 - Art Allow 7100:368 to be reneatable three times 
FAA-03-48 Art Allow 7100:321 to be reneatable once -
FAA-03-49 Art - Allow 7100:323 to be reneatable once 

~ 1:: -
FAA-03-50 Art Allow 7100:335 to be reneatable twice 

~ 

~ 

FAA-03-51 Art - Allow 7100;233 to be reoeatable once 
- L - ~ -

FAA-03-52 - Art Allow 7100:246 to be reoeatable once -

FAA-03-53 
~ Art Allow 78100:249 to be reoeatable twice - !'I. 

FAA-03-55 - SLPA Change in admissions reauirements for direct admits -
. - . 

0 

■ 
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University Libraries 

I Proposal No. I Department I Title 1-

School of Law 

l Proposal No. I Department j Title 

College of Nursing 

Procosal No. Decartrnent Title 
NU-03-15 Nursine Chanee orereas; addition of course 8200:216 
NU-03-20 Nursing New course 8200:883 Evaluation in Nursing 

Education 
NU-03-21 - Nursing New course 8200:884 Practicum: cadmic Role of 

the Nurse Educator 
NU-03-22 Nursinl?. Change credit for 8200:430 from 4-5 
NU-03-23 Nursinl! Title change 8200:450 

-
-

College of Polymer Science and Polymer Engineering 

0 Procosal No. Department Title 
PS-03-04 Polymer Engineering New course 9841 :675 Carbon-Polymer 

Nanotechnolol!V 
PS-03-05 Polyn1erEn2ineering New course 9841 :680 Polymer Coatings 
PS-03-07 Polymer Enigineering New course 9841 :778 Advanced Functional 

Polymers 
- - - -- - - --

University College 

Proposal No. Deoartment -- Title 
UC-03-01 University College Title change I 100: IO I 
UC-03-02 - -

University College - New course 1100:150 
- - Resident Assistant Skills 

UC-03-03 University College New course I 100: 104 Tutor 
- - - Training m 

-
-
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Wayne College 
-

Proposal No. Department Title -

WC-03-15 Wayne Name change to include option. Business 
Management Technology: Data Management 
Option - NovelJ Networking Emphasis. 

WC-03-16 Wavne - Change in orereqs Microsoft Networking courses 
WC-03-17 - Wayne Change Networking course from fixed to variable 

credit; delete 2600:284; change naming system 
for networking courses 

WC--03-18 Wayne Bulletin description to reflect changes in 
Computer Service and Network Technology 
Promun 

WC-03-19 Wayne Bulletin description to reflect changes for 
Network Mana2ement Soecialist Certificate 

-
- -

0 

0 
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REPORT OF THE CAMPUS FACILITIES PLANNING COMMITTEE OF THE FACULTY SENA TE 

April 3, 2003 

The Committee met on April l, 2003at3:00 p.m. in Room 335 of the Arts & Sciences Building. 

The Committee received a series of reports from James Haskell forwarding new and ongoing 
issues including: 

1. · National Polymer Processing Center- Planning is beginning for this new structure to be 
built proximate to the Olson Research Center. A grant request will go in to the State to 
receive funding for a planning and feasibility study. There was considerable discussion 
regarding the location and how this could be accomplished and keep the Lincoln 
Building and the Satellite Antenna Farm. 

2. The move of ROTC into the third floor of the Polsky Building was further discussed. 
The formal designation of space will be forthcoming. An initial discussion took place. 

3. Discussion took place regarding the plans for the Taylor Institute for Direct Marketing 
(5,000 sq. ft.) to be placed on the fifth floor of the Polsky Building. A formal request is 
forthcoming. 

4. The Committee also discussed a space request from Dean Beisel for the Center for 
Emergency Management and Homeland Security Policy Research (CEM-HSPR). A 
formal request has not been presented, but plans to place this on the third floor of the 
Polsky Building seemed appropriate to the Committee. Formal action will be taken at 
our next meeting. 

5. The Committee reviewed progress and plans for the new Student Affairs Building with 
construction to start May 2003 with completion during July 2004. The Student 
Recreation Center progress was also reviewed. The Committee had extensive 
discussion regarding how the building was going to be funded and maintained after 
construction is completed. 

The Committee instructed the Chair to clarify a number of issues through correspondence and 
report back to the Committee. 

Committee adjourned at 5:00 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Qh :t. ~ 
Harvey L. Stems, Chair 
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