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MINUTES OF THE FACULTY SENATE MEETING OF MAY 1, 2003

The regular meeting of the Faculty Senate was held on Thursday, May 1, 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-two Faculty Senators were in attendance. Senators Carri, Drew,
Graham, Harp, Schmith, Spiker, and Yousey were absent with notice. Senators Braun, Crain,
Sehn, Svehla, Trotter, and Wyszynski were absent without notice.

SENATE ACTIONS

* POSTPONED WELL-BEING COMMITTEE’S DOMESTIC PARTNER
RECOMMENDATION UNTIL THE OCT. 2003 FACULTY SENATE
MEETING.

* APPROVED APCC’S RECOMMENDATION FOR A NEW CALENDAR
FORMAT.

* APPROVED CFPC RESOLUTIONS REGARDING:
1.) ASSIGNMENT OF 5,000 SQ. FT. ON THE FIFTH FLOOR OF THE
POLSKY BUILDING FOR THE TAYLOR INSTITUTE OF DIRECT

I MARKETING.

2.) MOVING ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT PROGRAMS FROM
GALLUCCI HALL TO SPACE ON THE THIRD FLOOR OF AYER
HALL.

3.) ALLOCATION OF SPACE ON THE THIRD FLOOR OF THE
POLSKY BUILDING FOR THE EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT
AND HOMELAND SECURITY GRANT.

i 4.) ASSIGNMENT OF ROOMS 324 AND 318 OF THE POLSKY
BUILDING ON A TEMPORARY BASIS FOR THE HUMAN |
RESOURCES DEPARTMENT.

5.) THE PERPETUATION OF THE GARDNER AND SIMMONS
NAMES ON TWO CAMPUS BUILDINGS.

* APPROVED PBC RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING:

1.) ACCEPTANCE IN PRINCIPLE OF THE ROI QUALITY
MEASURES, CHARGING PBC WORKING GROUP TO DEVELOP
IMPROVEMENTS AND ASSESSMENT MEASURES OVER THE "
SUMMER & TO REPORT BACK TO THE FACULTY SENATE SO
THAT IMPLEMENTATION CAN BEGIN IN THE FALL.

2.) PBC’S REQUEST THAT THE ADMINISTRATION WORK WITH
PBC OVER THE SUMMER IN REGARD TO THE BUDGET.
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1. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA - Senator Wilkinson moved that the agenda be approved;
Senator Hebert seconded the motion. The body then voted its approval of the agenda.

II. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF MARCH 20 AND APRIL 3, 2003 — Secretary
Kennedy reported that she had not received any corrections to either set of minutes. No
corrections forthcoming from the floor, the body then voted its approval of the March 20 and
April 3, 2003, minutes.

IIl. REMARKS OF THE CHAIR - Chair Sheffer addressed the Senate by stating that we had
made it to May; it had been a very long year. Senate had dealt with a lot of very hard issues
this year, and he was really very grateful to all for their help throughout this entire year. There
would be some comments today about the budget and what had been sent to the Board of
Trustees at its April meeting. Questions surrounding this issue, which were raised in both the
PBC and with President Proenza, the Provost, and Vice President Ray, would be addressed in the
report of the Executive Committee later in our meeting.

At this time Chair Sheffer wished to offer his thanks to Vice President Roney and Provost
Hickey for the leadership and service they had given at the University in the past two years. One
to Vice President Roney for her guidance in addressing our issues with student services and
enrollment management; things are indeed turning and are looking bright. And Provost Hickey
for the fine advice given us, the battles - we had not always agreed but he had been very
forthright with us-and he certainly appreciated everything the Provost had done for us. The
Senate then responded with a strong round of applause.

The Chair continued. Speaking of the Provost, there had been a request from the
President that individuals around the campus - both bodies of individuals, such as committees of
chairs, the Faculty Senate Executive Committee, and other individuals on this campus - provide
him with input regarding possible individuals to serve as interim provost. The chairs had sent
a list; the Faculty Senate Executive Committee had prepared a list, and would send it to the
President. The Chair would share that with all Senators later today via email. He believed it
would be proper if Senators had suggestions, after reviewing what the Executive Committee had
sent, to email those to President Proenza.

IV. SPECIAL ANNOUNCEMENTS - The Senate was then asked to approve the Summer 2003
commencement candidates. Mrs. Quillin had the list of those candidates with her today. Senator
Witt made a motion to approve the list; Senator Steiner seconded the motion. No discussion
forthcoming, the body then voted its approval of the Summer 2003 commencement candidates.

Chair Sheffer continued by asking that committee chairs of the Senate who had not
presented a report this year (orally or in written form) to please send a written status report to
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the Faculty Senate office to Marilyn Quillin’s attention by May 15. This was the requirement
of Senate bylaws, and we would appreciate it if final reports were made to the Senate office.

V. REPORTS

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE - Secretary Kennedy began her report by stating that the Executive
Committee had met several times since the last regularly scheduled Faculty Senate meeting. On
April 18 we met and addressed the following: First, regarding PBC’s recommendation #2, the
Executive Committee wished to convey its willingness and desire to participate in the budget
process during the summer months; we were willing to work on the budget as well. We also
discussed the curriculum proposal process. Issues had arisen regarding the curriculum
development and approval process, and the Executive Committee felt that this needed to be
reviewed and recommendations for improving the process be made. As such, the Executive
Committee would create a task force designed to standardize the process for curriculum
development and approval, to both streamline and make more efficient the process in regard to
when these were put into the system.

The Executive Committee also met on April 25 and April 30, twice with committee
members only and once with President Proenza and Provost Hickey. At those meetings the
following was addressed: As Chair Sheffer mentioned, we discussed the role of the Executive
Committee of Faculty Senate in the selection of the permanent and interim provost positions.
President Proenza also affirmed that a similar process would be implemented when addressing
VP Roney’s position. We also discussed diversity scholarships. The Executive Committee was
briefed by the President about recent developments in this area.

As related to the budget as Chair Sheffer mentioned, the budget that was taken to the
Board of Trustees at their April meeting consisted of budgets only for auxiliary units. The
Executive Committee had questions regarding that, considering that PBC had recommended and
Senate had passed a full budget previously. President Proenza had invited VP Roy Ray to join
the discussion, and Vice President Ray indicated that due to the situation in Columbus, it did not
appear prudent at this time to present the entire budget as had been passed. Therefore, the
decision was made to forward the auxiliary budgets because those needed immediate action as
most of those involved fees, and so forth. Also, we addressed the discrepancy between the
Senate’s version of the auxiliary budgets and that which was presented to the Board. The
difference between the two budgets amounted to roughly 1.4 million, and the Executive
Committee inquired as to how that additional amount would be covered. Vice President Ray then
stated that there were several plans under consideration involving tuition and fees. At that point
again, the Executive Committee expressed to the President and Provost our desire to be included
as the Faculty Senate representative and work on the budget over the summer, as mentioned
earlier.
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The last thing we addressed at that meeting had to do with the parking fee increase. The
faculty and staff parking permits were to increase to $100 next year, and the Executive
Committee raised concerns about the relative impact this might have on faculty and staff. We
proposed the idea that the increase be made proportionate to income. Vice President Ray
indicated that he would look into that idea. (See Appendix A for Faculty Senate 2002-03
ttendance record, and budget report.)

Chair Sheffer then invited President Proenza to address the Senate.

REMARKS OF THE PRESIDENT

"Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I appreciate your having indeed recognized our two very
fine colleagues, and let me add my word of appreciation for Dr. Hickey’s and Dr. Roney’s
contributions. Thank you, colleagues, and there will be many other opportunities for us to
express our appreciation.

The most important comments I want to make today relate to the recent NCA site team
visit, and while I’'m sure you were generally informed of the result, let me share some details of
their remarks to us in the event you have some questions. I'd like to preface and end those
comments in the following way: Thank you, and congratulations, because their recommendations
are going to be very simply that The University of Akron be afforded a full 10-year accreditation
as it has satisfied all of the major criteria.

Let me go into it because obviously while we have a tremendous reason to be thankful
and to congratulate all of the University for, there are a few things we are going to be looking
at and which they recognize are still in progress. If you may recall, there are five basic criteria
that the NCA looks at, and it has a number of elements they examine. Fundamentally, they
found complete satisfaction in three of the criteria with no suggestions for us to pay any
additional diligence or any additional review by them in any of them.

Among the things they noted in the first three criteria is certainly consistency in the
description of the University - its processes and procedures, etc. Particularly also, they
highlighted the very great leadership on the part of the Board and others in the development of
the new Landscape for Learning and their complete confidence that that was really very much
in keeping with what the institution needed to do to in fact satisfactorily address the enrollment
decline which they noted also that we had reversed.

They were very positive about the focus on student facilities and classroom facilities, as
well as those that are supporting the scholarly activities. But the emphasis on students in the
student services building and the student union and the recreation center was noted. Egualily, the
focus on enhancing the green space on the campus by closing the two streets, by removing
surface parking to decks was noted as consistent with that focus on students and what they would
expect to continue to be a successful strategy for the campus. So that was again a very important
element.
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They noted many other aspects in discussions with all groups - Trustees, administrators,
faculty, support staff, a broad sense that they support the goals and purposes of the mission of
the institution as cited in the University’s role. They cited many other aspects of progress
involving great attainments in the area of information technology and the area of budgeting and
the ROI process. Obviously, they were extremely pleased and delighted with the emphasis that
we have on the scholarship of teaching, and the recognition recently with regard to the Carnegie
Cluster Leader was very evident in scanning through these brief and confidential notes, which
they expected to be fleshed out in greater detail.

In the last two criteria, they had a couple of things to suggest that we continue to focus
on and we reflected with them on that. Again, on the whole they found that we were meeting
the criteria. They suggested that we continue to pay attention to two areas - one in regard to
initiatives such as the ROI, Charting the Course, and the Balanced Scorecard. They felt that we
needed to press on broad internal communication and I shared with them the things we are doing.
One thing you may be unaware of is that we have asked for a communications audit which will
include and you should be secing that in your mailboxes in the next few days, a survey that wiil
ask your impression so that we can begin to home in on key areas. Of course, you're aware of
the task force on internal decision structures and so forth that we’ve begun, obviously in full
collaboration with the Senate and with the Provost’s office.

The second piece they felt strongly about is that we needed to continue to develop a
consistent campus-wide system for the evaluation of teaching, so I want to underscore that.
Related to that, they did ask for a focus to site-visit five years out with regard to student outcome
assessment and our progress in moving towards a satisfactory framework in that area to include
such things as skills and concepts that are to be mastered. Secondly, the assessment of the
methods employed; thirdly, the results of the assessment; and fourth, how the assessment results
begin to impact our own assessment and development of programs, a program review framework
based in and around a student outcome assessment.

Finally, criterion five again indicated overall satisfaction for them. They had two
elements - one that they asked us to focus on and one which will be obvious to you that they will
ask the site visit team to review with us. The first relates to the overall campus climate and our
processes and procedures for evaluation of each other and for communication of supervisory
issues relating to litigation that may ensue from absences of satisfactory measures in this area.
The other obviously relates to the fact that our faculty recently voted to ask the AAUP to be their
sole bargaining representative and obviously that means that there will be a change in the
governance structure of the institution, and that not being settled they’ll want to review that with
us at the end. So again in that regard, first, thank you. Secondly and most importantly,
congratulations because this was a campus-wide effort.

Let me share just a couple of other highlights and then I would entertain any questions
that you may have. As the chair indicated, tomorrow’s the last day of classes and next week is
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exams. Saturday the 11th and Sunday the 12th is commencement and I hope to see all of you
there.

I wish I had more news with regard to the state budget. Very briefly, the Senate is
beginning its deliberations. We are hearing that the Senate will certainly make more positive
recommendations than the House did, but in the end result I do need to let you know in the spirit
of full disclosure, the Senate, just as the House, will propose a budget. They will then have to
be reconciled in what is referred to as a conferencing process. Clearly, there will be movement
up from the House side in a positive direction. Whether it will get to where the Governor wants
it to be in his own proposal and whether even the Senate will get to the Governor’s proposed
levels, I'm obviously not in a position to see into that crystal ball. But we are hearing that the
Senate will almost surely recommend a much better set of numbers than the House did.

Let me just pause for a moment, as I see that Ken Stapleton has come in and I don’t
know whether all of you have met Ken. Ken Stapleton is Director of our Knight Foundation
University Park Alliance Project. Congratulations on a superb article in Inside Business; it was
a special thing. Thank you, Ken. Please welcome Ken to our community and get to know him.

In regard to the budget, that’s where we are. When all of this will come down into
something we can hang our hat on only somebody knows, and it’s certainly not me. Today’s
Buchtelite has a note that our forensics team placed third in the nation in a competition of 111.
You may want to also be aware that our entrepreneurship program was ranked among the top 25
programs within an entrepreneurship emphasis. That was very nicely received, and it happened
to put us in a same group of institutions as Arizona State, Boston, Georgetown, Nebraska,
Purdue, Rochester, Texas A&M, as well as Yale. There’s a separate ranking for those programs
that have a dedicated and focused program on entrepreneurship but obviously didn’t include those
institutions either, so we're in very good company in our emphasis there.

Also, you may want to know that Professor Philip Allen, Professor of Psychology, has
recently been selected by the National Institute of Health to serve on their study section on
biobehavior on behaviorial processes. Please convey our congratulations, Harvey, and others in
psychology to Phil Allen. Likewise, you may want to know that a student, Matthew Shepard,
who’s majoring in physics and applied mathematics, has been named 2003 Scholar in the highly
prestigious Goldwater Scholarship competition.

Finally, let me encourage you to attend Founders Day celebrations tomorrow at the Martin
Center, and 1 want to congratulate in advance those members of our faculty and staff who are
retiring from the University, obviously recognize our founders, and honor our colleagues who
have been nominated by their peers this past year for outstanding work in teaching and research
as well as service through the shared leadership awards. So please, if you can, come by. That
concludes my report and I’ll entertain any questions that you may have.”



Page 7

Chair Sheffer called for questions of the President. Senator Gerlach then spoke. He
wondered whether the President could tell the body what the disposition had been of the Senate’s
proposal of one of the Association of Retirees being elected to the Well-Being Committee, as the
last he knew it was still in the process of going forward somewhere.

President Proenza replied that there was a review of the language and it was reviewed
with Chair Sheffer. The question was distinguishing exactly what was meant by retiree, which
was ambiguous in that language. That being settled, it was going forward with full approval.

Chair Sheffer then invited Provost Hickey to address the Senate.

REMARKS OF THE PROVOST

"I want to extend my appreciation and congratulations too, for all that you did to make
a very successful NCA accreditation site visit. I really need to thank Associate Provost Nancy
Stokes who took the lead in this effort and all of you who worked with her. You have performed
a tremendous service to the institution, and I think you can be very proud and even breathe a sigh
of relief over the fact that the recommendation is for a 10-year reaccreditation, which is a very
good thing. 1 feel like a slight cloud has been blown away now from what the past accreditation
situation was.

About three years ago I appeared before you and my remarks were very brief then;
nothing’s changed as these are going to be very brief as well. I do want to thank you for all that
you've done over the last three years. I think that there have been some significant
accomplishments made and I hope you feel the same way. I have enjoyed working with you, not
necessarily every minute of every meeting, but most of the time I have very much enjoyed
working with you. I look forward to hearing about and reading about the tremendous gains that
The University of Akron will make over the next few years and on into the future. So thank you
very much, and I too will be happy to take any questions you might have."

Senator Erickson then addressed the Provost with a question regarding parking. A
number of the part-time faculty in her college have spoken with real concern about paying a $100
fee given their part-time status. The Executive Committee had met with the Provost on this issue
too, and she wanted to make sure that that was passed on to the appropriate people. She was
hoping that the Provost was proceeding with this and it was being discussed in PBC. Provost
Hickey replied that he did not think it had been discussed in PBC.

Senator Sterns then offered some clarification on this issue, as he had had a conversation
with Jim Stafford about an hour ago following up on what Senator Erickson pointed out, the
notion of tying salary to charges was being considered. Currently, the way part-time faculty were
charged was they were asked to pay $50 per semester. If they taught in the summer they had
to pay in addition. We only pay $100 for the whole year, so he did not see why part-time faculty
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should have to pay more. We perhaps needed to develop an approach so that people who were
doing a lot of work on not a whole salary were not charged to the same extent.

FACULTY RIGHTS & RESPONSIBILITIES COMMITTEE - (Appendix B)

UNIVERSITY WELL-BEING COMMITTEE - Senator Erickson began her report by stating that
the Well-Being Committee had met several times. One result of those meetings was the
recommendation relating to domestic partner benefits (Appendix C-1). The rest of the report
related to the summary of what the committee was doing (Appendix C-2). Health bidding was
in process; bids had gone out. We were working along an appropriate time line. The decisions
would be made by the subcommittee by mid-July. We had had a subcommittee on wellness; she
urged all to read in the report the issues related to wellness because they were quite exciting. In
regard to the sick leave policy, the committee had compared what had been done elsewhere in
the state; that process would continue. With respect to child care, there was a joint subcommittee
of the chairs on this issue and that subcommittee was still collecting documents with the hope of
having a report in the fall. Which left us with the recommendations regarding benefits for
domestic partners. The committee was bringing back to the Senate as we were directed at the
March meeting 2001, to answer questions, definitions, recalculations and legal input. This had
gotten sidetracked by all of the health issues the committee had had to deal with, but at the
beginning of this calendar year we reconstituted the subcommittee. Their report gave the
committee material to form these recommendations which were now being brought to the Senate
and urged to be adopted.

Senator Erickson then directed Senators’ attention to the definitions. The committee now
had spelled out a very specific definition under recommendation 1. As far as recalculations were
concerned with respect to costs, there were practically no increases in cost. As far as the legal
input was concerned, there were already three state universities in Ohio that offered benefits for
domestic partners - Cleveland State, Ohio State, and Wright State, who all acknowledged
domestic partners. These were presented as individual recommendations. Chair Sheffer then
reaffirmed that recommendation 1 concerned the recognition of domestic partners, and coming
from committee, it did not need a second. Senate was ready to discuss this recommendation.
Senator Norfolk then asked whether the Senate had not actually passed that five years ago.
Senator Erickson replied that it had not.

Senator Soucek asked how much it was going to cost. This was going to go within our
health care, right? Senator Erickson stated that if the Senator read the original he would see it
stated that expanded benefits to domestic partnerships and incorporating them into health benefits
typically increased cost. We were not at this stage in recommendation 6 doing that. What the
committee was asking here was the Kind of benefits that essentially were very limited to the
faculty. If faculty could take sick leave for sickness of a family member, it should be for a
domestic partner also. We assumed that the cost of that was very little because that was not
where the major sick leave benefits came from.
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Senator Soucek then asked whether it was about a 2% increase overall. Senator Erickson
replied only that we were reviewing the health benefits which we were asked to bring back with
the possibility of not voting on it at this time.

Secretary Kennedy then raised a couple of concerns. First, she knew that this had come
to the Senate before but that had been a couple of years ago. The makeup of the Senate today
was significantly different than it was back then. Also, she had difficulty accepting this in that
it came to Senators at 5:39 last night. Neither she nor her constituents had had much of a chance
to look at it. She believed that Senate had passed a bylaw change that required major motions
to be presented with more advance time. Therefore, she made a motion that this issue be
postponed until the next Senate meeting in the Fall ’03 semester. Senator Steiner seconded her

motion.

Chair Sheffer then called for further discussion of the motion. Senator Broadway asked
Senator Erickson if this issue was postponed, what effect that would have on things that were
happening over the summer, especially in terms of health benefits that were bid during the
summer?

Senator Erickson replied that in recommendation 6 it stated that we were charged with
identifying effective means of extending group health insurance to domestic partners.

Senator Broadway then asked whether that meant it would not go into effect until the next
bidding cycle.

Senator Erickson replied that, at this stage probably not, but we asked the potential carrier
with today’s standards what their position would be on this, and it sounded as though they
weren’t going to make any difference in their quotes. She suspected that it may be possible for
it to be instituted at the end of the first year but she did not know.

Senator Kah! then asked that the next time it came back, that the committee had some
better numbers on what it would cost.

Secretary Kennedy stated that perhaps it would make sense to postpone this to the second
regular meeting of the Fall semester. She offered this as a friendly amendment. Senator Fenwick
seconded her amendment. No further discussion forthcoming, the Chair called for a vote on the
motion to postpone the recommendation until the Oct. Senate meeting. The body then voted its
approval of the motion.

ACADEMIC POLICIES AND CALENDAR COMMITTEE - Associate Provost Stokes stated
that the committee brought to the Senate in the form of a motion a recommendation for the
general format of the academic calendar to include two 15-week instructional semesters in
fall and spring, and one 15-week instructional session in summer, a 4-week break for
winter, a 1-week spring break, and 1 noninstructional week between spring and summer
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with another 1 noninstructional week as break between summer and fall. Assessment of
student performance will be conducted during the instructional semester or session.

Associate Provost Stokes stated that she would like to thank the calendar task force of
Faculty Senate chaired by Jan Yoder as a member of the Executive Committee, Julie Drew from
APCC, Don Fox, the Registrar, Debra Johanyak from APCC, Dudley Turner from First Year
Experience, and Jason Smith, a student representative, for working very hard this year in
presenting the format of the calendar. When the task force presented the format of the calendar,
they recommended three 15-week instructional semesters. ~When APCC reviewed that
recommendation, we checked with the Ohio Board of Regents who defined a semester as 15
instructional weeks that requires 750 minutes of instructional time per credit hr. So it was the
task force’s recommendation to adjust to the Ohio Board of Regents’ language.

Chair Sheffer called for discussion of the recommendation (Appendix D). Senator Hebert
then offered a substitute motion at this time. His was a minor adjustment based on what he
understood the committee’s recommendation to be. The alternative would simply have a 3-week
break at Christmas time over the holidays and include a 2-day October break taking Wed. off for
Thanksgiving. This would make each semester have 14 weeks and 4 days. During the fall
semester only Labor Day for one day during 15 weeks, during spring Martin Luther King would
be one day, and actually during the summer unless there were Memorial Day and 4th of July,
there would be 14 weeks and 4 days also.

Provost Hickey had a question referring back to the original proposal. For clarification,
the 15-week summer session did allow for 5-week sessions as well as the 8-week sessions?
Associate Provost Stokes replied that it did, as well as for the 10-week session.

Senator Pinheiro also had a question to clarify from the original motion which was on the
table. Christmas vacation was supposed to be 4 weeks, correct? Associate Provost Stokes replied
that it was still 4 weeks. Senator Pinheiro then asked whether the recommendation from Senator
Hebert was to shorten that to 3 weeks. He was informed that it was.

Senator Erickson stated that there was a real reason for the 4 week break; it allowed
faculty to actually get some work done. Senator Pinheiro added that there were also the
economics of electricity and heating to consider.

Senator Dalton then spoke on behalf of the student body. Looking at other schools
indicated they usually had a 2-day break in the fall. Students would prefer an additional day to
get home for Thanksgiving. Often, individuals who had exams at the last minute on Thursday
had travel concerns. In all honesty, after 3 weeks students’ parents are ready to send them back
to school. Usually for work, they’re letting us off anyway as they don’t need us any longer, so
4 weeks was too long. Students preferred to be out in the good weather anyway. So when he
looked at this, this was what was preferred when it went to the committee.
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Associate Provost Stokes then pointed out that, should we want to adopt the alternative,
we would have to lengthen the class time periods because there still had to be 750 minutes seat
time. With having 14 weeks and odd numbers of days the class time periods would have to be
lengthened to do that.

Senator Hebert then stated that he had heard two things that were red herrings. One was
this business about the heating and electricity, which he did not think was a big deal. He might
be incorrect, but his calculation showed that now in the fall with 14 weeks of 2-1/2 days of
instruction, during the spring we had 14 weeks and 4 days not including the final periods. So
if we switched to something like this we actually had more instructional days particularly in the
fall and exactly the same number in the spring. The one nice thing about it from a teaching
standpoint was every term had exactly the same number of instructional days.

Senator J. Yoder then spoke against the alternative. The task force had done a quick
survey of faculty; 212 faculty responded to an email survey, and 75% of them felt negatively
about shortening the winter break.

Senator Soucek then stated that he had been at a school that had had a short break, and
it was wretched. By the time you finished the one, you had Christmas and the very next week
you were in total full throttle. It was a treadmill you started in August and you didn’t get out
until the last final just like in May.

Senator Kah! added that he had had the same experience and had the same feelings about
the short break at another school.

Chair Sheffer then asked whether the body was ready to vote on the alternative calendar
proposal. Senator Gerlach asked whether the question now before the house was whether we
should vote to have a substitute motion. If yes, then the body could proceed to debate it; if no,
the original motion was now up for discussion.

Chair Sheffer replied that that was correct; the body now would vote on the alternative
proposal. A vote was taken; the chair ruled that the motion failed. Chair Sheffer then directed
the body’s attention back to the original motion.

Senator Wilkinson then asked about instructional time. If there were not a finals week,
were we okay with the number of minutes the classes were currently running.

Associate Provost Stokes replied that it would be the same as a midterm or any other test
given in a class.

Senator Witt then stated he was trying to decide how logically this might work if
everybody who had a Mon/Wed/Fri class just had their final exam on the last Fri. of the semester.
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A whole lot of students would have several finals in one day. Was that different from what we
had now?

Associate Provost Stokes replied that it was different.  Senator Witt offered that we
might later want to revisit some kind of counseling sessions.

Senator Hebert then made the observation that he found it interesting that the faculty were
putting their own desires ahead of the students. To which Senator J. Yoder replied that there had
been students on the task force and those students had agreed with this proposal also.

Senator Wilkinson stated that he had received this from a colleague and felt obligated to
read a little bit of it: "It has been a great source of fiscal pride that our University facilities have
been in use by students virtually throughout the year with a small exception of around Christmas
time. This provides maximum efficient use of facilities. What is the logic other than to provide
vacation time for faculty of the proposal? Also, how about short courses and 5 and 8 week
sessions and intersessions?”

Senator Dalton then thanked Senator Wilkinson for those comments. He had discussed
the issue with a freshman who was on that committee, who felt we should try to enforce some
kind of fall break. In terms of that, adding an additional week in there during summer for a
break he thought was most acceptable. We did make a recommendation that we wanted a fall
break, so he wanted to see in future considerations that it be considered.

Associate Provost Stokes commented that the weeks between spring and summer and
between summer and fall were essentially driven by requirements of non-academic units.
Residence Life and Housing needed to get the residence halls cleared; people doing the invoices
to the students and people providing financial aid needed that week; people doing the grades
needed that week. It was mostly based on non-academic requests.

Senator J. Yoder then added that, from a student perspective, the reason for it was that
they were registering for the next semester’s classes after grades were due and did not know what
their grades were in prerequisites. So students found it also helpful to have that break.

Senator Jordan then asked Associate Provost Stokes for confirmation. The Law School
had always had trouble being on exactly the same schedule because of differing accreditation
concerns. We would not be able to meet this schedule and had been assuming we would not
have to meet this schedule.

Associate Provost Stokes apologized and stated that she had spoken to Assoc. Dean Reilly
today about that concern. This was a recommendation only for the format of the academic
semester, the dates not being in place yet, and those details would have to be worked out. The
real calendar did not come until fall.



No further discussion of the motion forthcoming, the chair called for a vote on the
calendar format. The body voted approve the adoption of the calendar format.

CURRICULUM REVIEW COMMITTEE - (See Appendix E for curriculum proposals.)
NCAA FACULTY REPRESENTATIVE - (Appendix F)

CAMPUS FACILITIES AND PLANNING COMMITTEE — Senator Sterns began his report
(Appendix G) by stating that he had a number of formal resolutions that had been emailed to
Senators. He began with the first resolution: That the Faculty Senate recommends the
assignment of 5,000 sq. ft. on the fifth floor of the Polsky building for the Taylor Institute
of Direct Marketing.

Senator Norfolk inquired as to who was there now, and Senator Sterns replied that it was
empty space. Senator W. Yoder then asked whether Polsky’s was going to be used for swing
space, and had that been taken into consideration with the allocation of the various levels at
Polsky’s?

Senator Sterns replied that this area of Polsky’s was on the fifth floor and was currently
where the Institute for Health in Society was located. There was room for the expansion of
Taylor, and there was room for the expansion of the Institute for Health in Society. Would the
Senate give permission for Jim Haskell to speak?

Permission granted, VP Haskell then addressed the body. The area that was being
proposed was the inactive space on the fifth floor of Polsky’s. The area that was called the swing
space was on the third floor of Polsky’s and was for the summer and fall ROTC swing space,
so that would be maintained. This was an addition to the common swing space that we had.

Provost Hickey added that “inactive™ was not quite the right term. It was inactive but it
was also shell space. There was a private endowment that was coming to the University that
would support this program and actually supported the buildup of the space.

Senator Broadway then asked whether Senator Sterns could provide the body with some
greater context of the future plans for Polsky’s and how this fit into it. He was getting a sense
it was very piecemeal, and maybe he had been amiss and there was published a long-term plan
on how that building was going to be used. Was it simply going to be parceled out and then we
would at some time come back and look at the usage for that building in long-term?

Senator Sterns replied that the Facilities & Planning Committee had had some discussion
about Polsky’s. The major area that was vacated was the movement of the Psych. Department
to the Arts & Sciences College’s new building,

VP Haskell then stated that his only remaining comment was that there were always
initiatives to complete the shelled out space on the fifth floor, retaining the space on the third
floor as the swing space. The concept was that the spaces that were being built on the fifth floor
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were allowing for future growth for the Institute for Health and Social Policy. It would also
allow for future expansion for the Taylor Institute if needed.

Senator Sterns added that it would be important for the CFPC to track each move and that
each unit had appropriate permission and assignment. We already had had some discussion
regarding the assignment of additional space in Polsky’s for swing units. However, he pointed
out that for instance, in the Schrank renovation, we were able to resolve that so that people did
not have to move and had been able to save money on moving expenses. So in reality we did
not take action until a proposal came forward. If Senators would remember, our process started
with initiating a document from a unit, which then went to the Provost’s office, and then was
referred to the Planning Dept. and then to Facilities Planning.

Senator Gerlach asked whether this was considered to be a iong-term kind of proposal.
That both of these institutes were intended to remain there without any intention of moving them

in the near future?
Senator Sterns replied that he was not aware of any plans for movement.

Senator Broadway stated that he felt his question had not been answered or, perhaps, he
should interpret the response as indicating there was no long-term plan for Polsky’s that had been

put forth?

Provost Hickey replied that he felt Senator Broadway was correct on the latter point. The
Provost also pointed out that, assuming the plans to develop a Summit College which he was sure
would be debated throughout the summer and into the fall, went forward, there was going to need
to be a complete space utilization plan for Polsky’s as that would likely be the home of Summit
College. Then the question became what did Summit College entail, and would it all fit in that
space? In many ways the fifth floor of Polsky’s had been treated as separate from the rest of the
building starting with the Institute for Health and Social Policy. At one there were discussions
about training facilities going in the fifth floor in partnership with Goodyear, but the Taylor
Institute was an activity that was consistent with what the fifth floor had been viewed as.
Particularly if we went forward with Summit College, a complete coordinated space utilization
plan for the building was needed.

Senator Sterns replied that, since that information had not been officially brought forward
nor an official request made, it was difficult to respond. In terms of future planning, we had
been trying to have long-range planning for many years. The committee had worked to that
point, fallen back from it and worked toward it again. It was a good comment; he wished he
could be more definitive.

Senator Dalton then wondered what the status was for the Global Institute for Business
and Taylor Institute.
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Provost Hickey replied that there was no plan to move the Taylor Institute into the Global
Institute for Business. Right now the Global Institute for Business was moving slowing primarily
because of the downturn in the economy and the fact that it had been difficult to raise the
remaining funds that were necessary in order to build the Global Institute for Business.

No further discussion forthcoming, the chair called for a vote on the resolution. The body
voted its approval.

Senator Sterns then moved on the next resolution which was that Faculty Senate
recommends the move of academic achievement programs from Gallucci Hall to space on
the third floor of Ayer Hall vacated by the move of theoretical and applied mathematics.

Senator Steiner then asked whether the department of physics had had any input on that
since they were the primary tenant of Ayer Hall, as setting the potential need for that space.

Senator Sterns replied that as far as he knew, we were talking here of space that was not
part of the physics department plan. We had had already almost two years ago allocated space
in physics.

Chair Sheffer called for further discussion. None forthcoming, the body voted its approval
of the resolution.

Senator Sterns continued with the third resolution: Facuity Senate recommends the
assignment of eight offices and a conference room on the third floor of the Polsky building
for the Emergency Management and Homeland Security grant. This assignment is for the
duration of the grant.

Senator Sterns stated that he believed they had one year funding at this point. To which
Provost Hickey replied that that was correct, but that there might be a renewal clause in there.

Senator Sterns stated that in the committee’s discussion, the feeling was that this was a
temporary assignment. We had tied that notion to some time frame. Obviously the grant made
the most sense.

No further discussion forthcoming, Chair Sheffer called for a vote on the resolution. The
body voted its approval.

Senator Sterns continued with the fourth resolution which was: The Faculty Senate
recommends the assignment of rooms 324 and 318 on a temporary basis for the Human
Resources Dept. These rooms are located in Polsky’s and approximate to the existing
Human Resources offices.
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No discussion forthcoming on this resolution, the Senate then voted to approve it.

Senator Sterns then presented the final resolution which was: The Faculty Senate
recommends the perpetuation of the Gardner and Simmons names on two campus
buildings. The name Gardner should be used to name either the new student union or the
future Student Affairs building. The name Simmons should be used to name either the
College of Arts & Sciences building or the future Student Affairs building.

No discussion forthcoming, the body then approved this resolution.

FACULTY RESEARCH COMMITTEE - (Appendix H, Guidelines for Faculty Research
Proposals)

PLANNING AND BUDGETING COMMITTEE — Senator Fenwick began his report by stating
that what the PBC had been doing since it had gotten the budget through the Senate was to lock
at ROI on the quality side (Appendix I). We had had a subcommittee that we charged last fall
with developing quality measures. PBC had developed a template, and that came as the first
motion from PBC. In what he had sent out earlier this week there was some feedback about what
PBC was proposing and what we wanted the Senate to accept. So today in PBC we amended
that motion, copies of which are available and which Marilyn will send out on the listserve also.
The amended motion read: PBC recommends to the Scnate acceptance in principle of the
ROI quality measures (see attachment), and to charge the working group of PBC to develop
improvements and assessient measures over the summer and to report back to the Faculty
Senate so that implementation of the process can begin in the fall.

Chair Sheffer cailed for discussion of the motion. Senator Wilkinson stated that he was
against this. Quality measures were determined by college and by department. So for example,
things like peer reviewed articles that would count for him very important. Books in the Business
School were not so important. Similarly, a more obvious example, if you were a violin instructor
at The University of Akron, you did not write books or articles; you held concerts and recitals.
He did not think we could come up with any kind of universal quality measure that would work
in this way. The other thing he would point out was that there was no measure of quality in the
scholarship and grant section. What was there was the number of peer reviewed conference
presentations, number of published papers. That would create a real race to the bottom as
everybody would try to create more conference papers, more articles, rather than focusing on
quality which was a really different objective. He did not think this approach was workable even
if passed, because we lived in disciplines and we were governed by disciplines and that was what
was ultimately going to motivate outcome.

Senator Dechambeau replied that what was presented could be improved upon with the
discipline. So the discipline had selected maybe a top 10 list of places to publish, so that was
what it was measured against within the discipline, not across departments in the University. So
that would be what we meant by making improvements and assessment measures.
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Senator Calvo stated that he did not understand what the template was really doing. It
stated targets for fiscal year and it had these objective measures, but who set these targets?

Senator Dechambeau responded to Senator Calvo’s request. The idea again was to get
some ideas for measures to work with now. Once Senate decided it was okay to move forward
then we would figure out what the targets were. It might be this committee or another
subcommittee of PBC, but we had to at least establish what we were going to look at first.
Without such approval, it would have been a waste of time. So it was an ongoing process and
the targets were not developed.

Senator Calvo then followed up his question by asking whether the measures were at least
right now some indication of the direction in which the committee wanted to go in terms of what
they want to measure?

Senator Dechambeau replied yes, and this was after much discussion by members of the
committee. We had had long lists and then we had had short lists. We went back and forth with
PBC a couple of times, and this was what we finally came up with which was the list of things
that were most globally identifiable and measurable, and measurable without creating a survey
instrument for every single quality thing possible. According to the literature, at many other
places of business that have created quality measures, they relied almost entirely on survey
instruments. We could charge institutional planning or whoever to spend the rest of their days
developing and sending out survey instruments, but we wanted to try to avoid that with the items
we came up with on this list.

Senator Wilkinson stated that he thought everybody was concerned about quality - deans
were concerned, colleges were concerned about quality. In his department they ranked journals
A,B,and C, and probably what we were going to do, if we were doing well, was to hit B’s. That
was what we were shooting for. Maybe if we were lucky, some of us would get an A now and
then. This was just simply not going to work. You could throw a lot of effort in it but it was
not going to work because this was discipline specific and it was on a microlevel.

Senator Barrett then had a question about what these targets were or how PBC was
envisioning they would work. Assume that we agreed or disagreed that retention rate by cohort
was one of the quality measures wanted. The target would be uniform across the University
college- by-college? Was it similar to our 1.7 number for the other part of ROI? What was the
target and were we then judged in proportion to whether we were meeting that target?

Senator Dechambeau replied that she thought the idea was, if we were to decide that
retention by cohort was a good measure, then we would have to figure that out, which would take
quite a bit of time. So if you decided that retention by cohort was just a bad idea then you could
take it off the table and work on something more important. All those issues had come up -
issues about whether or not it was going to be too precise, too departmentalized that we could
not globalize any of these things. So any one of those scenarios would be discussed in the
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discussion of targets. Also, once people tried to develop targets for these they were not even
going to know whether the targets were going to work until they put in whatever their values
happen to be. So it might be that you tried one way and it did not work, so you had to try a
different way. Was it relative to your past performance or within units or colleges? Those were
all things that would be discussed if in fact that was something people would want to look at as

a potential quality measure.

Secretary Kennedy then had a question about the objectives. There were 7 objectives
listed, and were these of equal weight? She understood Senator Dechambeau’s comment about
not being able to have quality measures for each department. However, in the Community &
Technical College research was not a priority. It was teaching, so we did not publish or write
books. That was almost a whole category that we would be losing out on.

Senator Dechambeau replied that that part had not even been worked on yet. We thought
when we first started to look at quality measures that we would be able to come up with lists and
weigh things in different ways and figure out fairly easily how things were going to fall together.
Then it turned out that it took much longer just to develop this list than anybody would’ve
expected.

Secretary Kennedy then stated that, if she were understanding Senator Dechambeaun
correctly, these were just suggestions. If a particular objective did not fit a particular college it
would not be considered part of these quality measures?

Senator Dechambeau replied that it could or it could not; the implementation had not been
worked out yet, but just the idea that these items were possibly useful as measures that fit more
units than not.

Senator Fenwick then added that basically in principle, these were the objectives that we
should lock at and would deal with, the weighting of the objectives and exactly how measurable
they were during the summer. Actually what we were asking for was an acceptance of what we
had done so far. That was probably the wrong term, but kind of endorsing the idea that we
should be moving to quality ROI.

Senator Hoo Fatt then stated that she had always thought the quality measures were
supposed to help the schools with the low ROI, the ones that had problems. So with respect to
teaching, you had a high ROI so it would all balance out. The normalization scheme here
obviously you could not do because we could not compare different schools or disciplines. But
she thought it was te be done nationwide to measure quality with respect to other universities.

Senator Witt added that it was to be similar units within a vnit,

Senator Hoo Fatt agreed with Senator Witt and questioned whether that was what the
normalization scheme was.
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Senator Dechambeau replied that we just never got that far, but that was one idea.
Senator Hoo Fatt then asked about the last column, initiatives, and what that meant.

Senator Clark stated that she had wanted to talk about the targets as related to initiatives.
Some of those categories were trying to mesh with the Balanced Scorecard work that the colleges,
then the schools and departments would be doing, so to some extent that was what the targets
would be. Once you had gotten the various categories in your unit you were going to be
obviously trying to figure out how to do that. Again, the idea with the ROI was something that
was being implemented over time so part of what we had here was a first step in trying to
accomplish something that was related to quality. Some of the measures we already had involved
benchmarking, the ones that were based on the Delaware Study, so this was a place to begin.

Senator Witt asked what in principle Senate was adopting here. Senator Clark mentioned
the objectives were pretty much where you wanted to go but maybe the rest of the form could
change?

Senator Clark replied that yes, the objectives were "firm-ish;" they were kind of jelly.
They seemed logical based on the Balanced Scorecard seemed to be very widely applicable kinds
of measures that we either already had or ones that we could simply measure that were broadly
acceptable.

Senator Witt stated that the targets were really foggy out there.

Senator Clark replied that, coming from the college and the school again, we were trying
to coordinate those with other things, and this was a first attempt to try to do that with something
tangible.

Senator Witt then asked whether it were the case that the committee was nowhere near
targets other than to say that that was an idea. Senator Clark replied that, yes, that was the case.

Senator Sterns added that his concern was that after they work all summer making their
refinements, were they coming back to the Senate?

Senator Fenwick replied that that was part of the motion.
Senator Steiner then asked for a technical clarification under scholarship and grants where
you mentioned grants awarded for tenure-track faculty by discipline. This was measured by the

Delaware Study indicator. He was not familiar with that measure, and could that be clarified?

Senator Dechambeau answered that it was referred to in the study, but she could not
remember what the acronym stood for.
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Senator Steiner then followed up by stating that this was just referencing what had already
been stated, and it was not an additional expansion of what that measure actually was? Senator
Clark stated that, yes, it was referencing the measure in the Delaware Study.

Senator Steiner asked then whether the measure in the Delaware Study was grants and
awards per tenure-track faculty member, and Senator Clark replied that it was on their

benchmarks.

Senator Steiner stated that he thought the subcommittee had succeeded in coming up with
a broadly applicable set of things as a good starting point. Clearly, there was more to be done
regarding how it was going to be refined and how the targets were implemented, but he definitely
spoke in favor of approving of these in principle.

Senator Soucek then stated that, as he had also served on the committee off and on he was
now willing to take some of the heat. Bringing this to the full Senate to a lot of professors who
would be totally incredulous as to what was presented to them was something that had run
through his mind constantly as he had sat there wallowing his hours with these brave souls on
occasion. There was no way we were going to come up with something that was going to be
very pleasing to almost anybody, except for Senator Steiner. So this was not a surprise. What
he wanted Senators to do was really think about it and not say that it could not be done, but how
could it be done better? He had thought Senators would see the reasoning of how the
subcommittee had come up with all of these categories and why, but since it was new, Senators
had the right to be increduious.

Senator Matney then stated that he wanted to speak against the motion, to say it could not
be done and that it was not new to all of us. He was in a new department, the Department of
Classical Studies, Anthropology and Archaeology. They had one faculty member in each of those
departments, and, in writing their new bylaws for their department we spent hours and hours
trying to come up with RTP guidelines on exactly these same sort of measures. Within what was
supposed to be one department and in trying to apply that university~-wide was mind boggling.
We would spend every meeting in the fall term trying to do that. It seemed to him instead that
in principle we were going at this in the wrong way. Rather than having a measure of quality
from inside, we really should be looking to have a group from outside to assess the quality of
the departments. One possibility we might consider would be to have departments identify
outside departments that would be willing to do some sort of review of the quality within a
department based on standards that were applicable across the country rather than having us try
to come up with these sorts of criteria for our own purposes which we were going to be fighting
about from now unti! the end of time.

Senator Fenwick then added that he thought there was a misperception that these would
be reduced to RTP measures. They were not intended to be reduced to RTP measures for the
different colleges. These were not supposed to be something that you could cherry pick as a
particular department. As it stood now, the basis of ROI was half of ROI monies to be
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redistributed were based on that quantitative formula. The other half was assigned to the Provost
for distribution or redistribution based on quality. He asked PBC and the Senate to help develop
guidelines to make this process transparent. What we were also mandated to do was make it
consistent and fit in with the Balanced Scorecard. That was part of the process of why these
particular dimensions came up. Again, this was not a finished document. What PBC was asking
Senators to do today was to endorse our movement toward some kind of quantifying qualitative
data. That was what we were doing. The subcommittee deserved a lot of credit whether we
passed or did not pass this measure today because they had worked very hard throughout the year
and it was a very hard process.

Senator Conrad then offered two comments. The qualitative measures for academic units
already existed in the form of the Balanced Scorecard. He was unconvinced as to why competing
quality measures, although they be so-called universal put forward by PBC, should be given the
light of day. To him it was confusing, as Balanced Scorecard quality measures were out there
for the units to be measured by units, benchmarked against other units. We had agreed that
benchmarking should take place with the quantitative side of the ROI, so he had a problem with
universal measures. The second observation was the entire concept of ROI he found to be
bothersome. We had yet to tackle and apparently were never going to tackle administrative
quality and quantity measures of performance and efficiency. So you sided there with that 1.7
target and you said, “I've got to make my overhead,” and he did not believe that that overhead
was necessarily the number. So until we answered the administrative side of the equation, what
we had focused on here again was the academic side.

Secretary Kennedy then offered a few comments. First, Senator Hoo Fatt had said that
ROI quality measures for colleges making the 1.7 didn’t really matter because those colleges were
making the ROI quantitative requirement. Secretary Kennedy stated that she must be greedy
because she did make the 1.7 in her college and she also believed she could make a case for
equally strong qualitative measures as well, and she wanted to have the same opportunity to do
so as any other college. Further, she noticed that the subcommittee did not include 2 member
of her college. She would argue that her college had by virtue of its mission different measures
and would ask in the spirit of moving this forward that someone from the C&T College be put
on that subcommittee.

Senator Kreidler then stated that what had happened today was what PBC had hoped
would happen, which was that there would be dialogue and input from the Senate, to give us
advice and approval that we could continue to dialogue. They did the same back and forth at
every PBC meeting, so they had said they would take it to Senate. It was the qualitative
measures in principle that they wished Senate to give the go-ahead to work all summer on. To
really say, “Look at it, put some time into it, take back what has been stated and then come back
before us in September and see what the committee would present” was all PBC was asking.

Senator Norfolk then stated that he believed, based on all the comments, that what we had
was something called muitiobjective optimization. It was a well known technique in operations
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research, in all kinds of different directions. The easiest way to achieve it was to come up with
numbers for each of these criteria and then decide on the basis of the Balanced Scorecard or the
bylaw or whatever else you wanted to use, individual weights by colleges, by departments, the
way you weight a teaching college as teaching being more important than research. That way
you addressed the contention on both sides.

Senator Hebert then spoke in favor of the motion. The folks on the committee had done
a lot of work, and it would be a mistake on our part not to let them, in the context of the
comments the body had given, to finish that.

Senator Sterns stated again that he wanted to understand that, at the end of the summer,
PBC would bring back their proposal to the full Senate for discussion and review. Was that
correct?

Senator Fenwick replied that they would report back. PBC might not have a proposal to
bring back but would report back in the fall on what assessment tools were going to be used to
measure the quality measures.

Senator Barrett then had two questions. The amended motion reads to report back to
Faculty Senate so that implementation of the process could begin in the fall. That meant that
they reported and we had a chance to reject it at that point?

Senator Fenwick replied that that was correct, but it did not specify which Fall. We
attempted to get an amendment to do that and it failed.

Senator Barrett’s second question was, what was the effect of defeating this today? That
we stopped work on it? Chair Sheffer replied that that was correct.

Senator Jimenez then wish to respond to Secretary Kennedy’s comments. He stated that
PBC had a representative from the Community & Technical College, but it was his choice
whether or not he chose to sit on the committee.

Senator Clark also wanted to address that, which was to say that this subcornmittee was
created on a volunteer basis. The working committee was going to reconstitute their charge over
the summer and was open to others’ participation. So we would welcome it, assuming Senate
gave us work for the summer.

Senator Gerlach then added that listening to the various comments made him glad he was
retired. Someone had asked what Senate would be adopting here. What the body was adopting
was a lot of busy work and witcheraft, to his way of thinking. But it must go forward because
this was what the university community was bent on these days. He wondered what Cambridge
and Oxford and Harvard and Yale and even his own alma mater, the University of Nebraska, ever
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did to get along without such business. But with that in mind he thought the body had talked
about it enough and moved the previous question so as to vote on the issue.

The motion was seconded and a vote taken to move the question. The requisite two-thirds
so approved and the motion passed.

Senator Fenwick then addressed the body’s attention to motion #2 which constituted the
legitimacy for PBC to meet over the summer. Motion 2 was: PBC respectfully requests that
the administration work with the PBC over the summer to deal with changes that may need
to be made in the budget, and that PBC receive timely feedback before and after the budget
is adopted by the Board of Trustees.

Chair Sheffer called for discussion of the motion. None forthcoming, a vote was taken.
The Senate approved motion #2 from PBC.

Senator Fenwick then thanked the body for providing summer work for the committee.
He also thanked Senators Dechambeau and Clark and the other members of the subcommittee
who worked so hard on the ROI quality measures. He also expressed his deep appreciation to
Marilyn Quillin, and to Jean Garcia of his department, for serving as note-takers and secretaries
during the meetings. And finally, for those people who would not be on PBC next year, thank
you for your contribution, and especially to Provost Hickey who he had deeply enjoyed working
with and would miss next year because he would have to break in a new Provost on the
committee. Good luck to all; have a very good summer.

COMPUTING & COMMUNICATIONS TECHNOLOGIES COMMITTEE - Senator Norfolk
stated that he had a very brief report from the CCTC (Appendix J). The committee had met
several times over the year and had a number of recommendations, none of which were spectific
action items. The first recommendation was we did meet for Dr. Gaylord’s proposed budget,
which was a project budget. Included in that were estimates to the cost of moving to version 8
of Peoplesoft. The committee recommended to the PBC and Faculty Senate that these budget
requests be honored. Item 2 was the laptop program.

Chair Sheffer then asked whether these were not action items. To which Senator Norfolk
replied that, as Senate had already passed the budget, it was rather defunct. The laptop program
was more an information piece for Senators. The student laptop program would expire summer
of 2004. The faculty laptop program would expire in December of 2004. As of right now, there
were no plans to continue. What the committee recommended was that the money be found in
the VP-CIO budget to purchase those machines for the faculty who currently used them, that they
nurse them for one extra year and then we try to start another program in December of 2003,
possibly using a vendor other than IBM. The third item was on the technology fees. After we
had had this debate we could talk about Senator Witt’s question from the last two meetings. It
would appear there was approximately $800,000 per year of technology fees from student credit
hr. production being distributed to the colleges. We simply recommended that the Provost and
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the Council of Deans make sure that they did indeed spend $800,000 per year on appropriate
technology.

Senator Dalton then asked about Senator Norfolk’s comments regarding the student lapiop
program running out in the summer of 2004. Students had been told that that was what we
needed to rely upon in terms of our computers because the labs had been taken away and
replaced with laptops. So what was going to be the result in about a year when we did not have
laptops anymore?

Senator Norfolk replied that we did not know. The cost to the students was a nominal
cost. There was a $1 cost for the student laptops, to purchase the ones that were here. In terms
of labs, there were labs on campus but they were going away. We did not know because there
was no money to do that extension right now. It simply was not there.

Senator Witt added that the University could purchase the student laptops for not much
money, $1. They then stayed in circulation and students did not lose anything, and they would
not be taken away. Any number of things could happen to the faculty laptops. If faculty did not
want them, the University could purchase them. He asked whether it was for the current resale

value.

Senate Norfolk replied that that was correct. It was a very reasonable market value,
between $200-300 each.

Senator Witt then added that either departments could buy them for their faculty or we
could move those into student use if faculty did not want them.

Senator Broadway then referred to Senator Norfolk’s comment of $800,000 of technology
fees going to the Provost and to the deans. That was out of what total amount of technology fees
that were collected?

Senator Norfolk replied that he believed it would be approximately $9 million.

Senator Broadway then asked that out of the $9 million, would only $800,000 be
involved?

Senator Norfolk replied that several years ago Senate had passed a dedicated 2% tuition
increase for technology, which was approximately $2 million a year. There were now
undergraduates - except for freshmen - who paid $12 per credit hr. Graduate student amount was
$14.75 a credit hr., so it was about half a million in student credit hrs. a year.

Provost Hickey then added for clarification so whoever came after him was not confused,
that $800,000 went directly to the colleges, and none of the remaining technology money comes
to the Provost’s office.
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Senator Norfolk apologized stating that he had not meant that.

Senator Broadway stated that in light of those numbers and not having had time to digest
or reflect on those numbers, he really wished the committee would come back to the Faculty
Senate with a report on the total amount of monies collected and where that total amount was
being distributed throughout the University. He thought it was $9 million and he heard $800,000,
roughly less than 10%, being distributed back to departments and students. He would like to
know the accountability of the remaining money.

Senator Norfolk stated that he could give a simple answer to the remaining money. It was
going into the VP-CIO’s budget project total. But we would take that and he was sure the
committee would have fun.

Senator Broadway then added that while he did not mean to be argumentative, if we
looked at the total budget for that particular vice president’s office, there was a great amount of
that budget that was in addition from other sources. The Planning and Budgeting Committee had
not looked at those line items for that vice president in terms of information. Knowing that
technology fees was a separate line than that office’s operation line, he did want to question how
much money that particular office gets as part of the overall budget of the University.

Senator Dalton asked how much Peoplesoft 8.0 was going to cost. Senator Norfolk stated
that the University already owned it. The implementation would be training, so to speak, and
some other materials of several million dollars over the next few years.

GENERAL EDUCATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE - (Appendix K)

V1. UNFINISHED BUSINESS — Chair Sheffer stated that there was an item from the last
meeting at which time Senator J. Yoder had introduced a Senate bylaw change regarding the co-
chair of the APCC. Specifically, the bylaw change reads that: 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 2-year term by the full Senate 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. 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.

Chair Sheffer called for discussion of the motion. Senator Pope, speaking as a member
of that committee, stated she wished to speak to the efficiency of the committee, and she believed
that the current organization of the committee was appropriate. She was, therefore, speaking
against the motion.
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No further discussion forthcoming, Chair Sheffer called for a vote on the proposed bylaw
change. The vote was 17 for the motion; 15 opposed. Not achieving the requisite 60% approval,

the motion failed.

VII. NEW BUSINESS — Senator Dalton then introduced a motion to change the UA policy of
makeup work due to University-sponsored activities (Appendix L). Here at The University of
Akron there were a myriad of unijversity-sponsored student organizations. Many of these said
organizations were very active both in the local community and within the organization of their
state and national affiliations. As such, the student members of these organizations served as
ambassadors under the flag of The University of Akron, providing a positive impression of our
great institution. As a result, oftentimes student leaders serving in the aforementioned capacity
of ambassadors of The University of Akron were forced to miss classes due to their respective
university-sponsored activity. Presently there was no policy to insure that the student would be
permitted to make up class work that was missed as a result of their membership and participation
in the said university-sponsored activities. The instructor had the right to deny the student of
making up work missed based on the individual professor’s discretion. Most instructors were
very understanding and allowed for work to be made up. However, there were those instances
where professors refused to grant such an option because of their personal beliefs or opinions.
Consequently, we were proposing a change to the University’s policy that would require
instructors to allow make up work for university-sponsored absences only, provided the student
made a reasonable effort to contact them and to inquire about missed assignments. It was
important to point out that several comparable schools to The University of Akron, such as Kent
State and Marshall Universities, had recently passed similar legislation. He had worked in
cooperation on this with Brady Steineck, who was President of the Student-Athlete Advisory
Council. The motion read: Students are frequently asked to represent the University in
authorized events and activities. In some cases, this participation conflicts with the
students’ course assignments and requirements. We propose that: It is university policy
that faculty members shall offer a reasonable opportunity for such students to complete
missed classroom assignments, including written or oral examinations, term papers, or other
assignments. The same grading scale shall apply to all class members, and no penalty may
be applied to these makeup assignments. Students chosen to participate in university-
sponsored, authorized activities by program directors shall provide each student with a copy
of this form. It is the student’s responsibility to present a copy of this form to the faculty
members responsible for the class which will be missed. This verification is to be provided
prior to the missed class, or no later than the first class period following the event.

Senator Sterns seconded the motion.

Senator Dalton then led the discussion of this motion. One of the reasons that students
had drafted this was because of situations baseball players often faced. Brady is a member of
the baseball team. He might get a call the night before asking him to go play in a baseball
tournament that his coach just scheduled for the next four days. So if he would refuse, it would
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impinge his scholarship and responsibility to appear for The University of Akron. So that was
actually what had come up when he had talked to Brady about this issue. The team had had
rainouts and they needed to play games. He had received a phone call that Wed. night that he
would have to leave Wed. through Sunday. So in that instance he, Senator Dalton, had

understood that if students were just asked to leave, it was sometimes difficult to make

arrangements.

Provost Hickey then asked about a concern he had. How did students define a University-
sponsored event? Given the number of students who ended up in his office or on his email
wanting him to intervene because a faculty member had not allowed them to make up a class or
assignment that they had missed, he knew that the range of excuses was enormous. While he did
not have a problem with what he thought they were trying to accomplish here, he thought they
needed to very clearly define what a University-sponsored event was and what levels of
organization were capable of having that ability to declare themselves a University-sponsored

event.

Secretary Kennedy then stated, to dovetail what the Provost had just said, the Executive
Committee discussed this policy at our last meeting and our recommendation was that we refer
this to the Academic Policies & Calendar Committee to work on.

Senator Norfolk seconded this motion. Senator Daiton, stating that this was his last
Senate meeting, asked that he be kept in the loop regarding this motion. Senator John then
offered a friendly amendment, stating that Senate request that APCC report back to the full
Senate at the Oct. meeting, so as not to drag this out the entire year. This was accepted and
seconded.

Senator Jordan then stated that he was a little concerned about how often this could
happen, as surely there was some limit that was not tolerable academically. The reviewers and
thinkers on this subject should be taking that into account.

Chair Sheffer called for further discussion. None forthcoming, a vote was taken. The

motion was passed.

VIII. ADJOURNMENT - Chair Sheffer called for a motion to adjourn. This was made and
seconded. The meeting adjourned at 4:55 p.m.

Transcript prepared by Moariln cuillin



APPENDIX A

Report of Executive Committee

FACULTY SENATE BUDGET STATEMENT
Period ending 4/30/03

Approved Budget YTD Actual Activities
$55,722.65 $55,539.34

Carryover Surplus: $183.31

FACULTY SENATE ATTENDANCE RECORD

2002-03
NAME EXCUSED ABSENCES NON-EXCUSED ABSENCES
Barrett 1 0
Belisle 0 1
Braun ¢ 3
Broadway | 1
Calvo 0 |
Carri 3 7
Clark 0 0
Conrad 2 0
Covrig 1 0
Crain 0 4
Dalton 1 2
Dechambeau 0 0
Drew 6 0
Erickson 0 0
Fenwick 0 (H)
Garcia 2 0
Gam-Nunn 1 0
Gerlach 1 0
Graham 5 1
Gunn 1 0
Harp 4 0
Hebert (1] 0
HooFatt 0 0
M. Huff 0 1]
R. Huff 1 0
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NAME EXCUSED ABSENSES NON-EXCUSED ABSENCES

Jimenez
Johanyak
John
Jordan
Kahl
Kennedy
Kolcaba
Konet
Kreidler
Krovi

Lee
Maringer
Matney
Norfolk
Pinheiro
Pope
Rasor-Greenhalgh
Riley
Robinson
Schmith
Sehn
Sheffer
Soucek
Spiker
Steiner
Sterns
Stinner
Sugarman
Svehla
Trotter
Wallace
Walter
Wilkinson
Witt
Wyszynski
J. Yoder
W. Yoder
Yousey
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APPENDIX B

FACULTY RIGHTS AND RESPONSIBILITIES COMMITTEE REPORT
May 14, 2003

Pursuant to Faculty Grievance procedures section 3359-20-037(D)(4), 1 submit the
following report:

An appeal within a School lacking its own college appeals committee was received by the
committee and assigned file number 03-1. The committee has completed its
consideration of the appeal and has conducted a comprehensive review and has submitted
a report to the person against whom the appeal was filed. This person rejected the
committee’s recommendations.

Another such appeal was received by the committee and assigned file number 03-2. The
committee has completed its consideration of the appeal and has rejected the appeal.

Professor Lloyd C. Anderson, Chair
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RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING BENEFITS FOR
DOMESTIC PARTNERS AT THE UNIVERSITY OF AKRON

BACKGROUND

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

Domestic partner benefits are becoming quite commonplace. “In the next three years, the
number of U.S. compantes offering domestic partner benefits could increase by as much as
35% according to a recent nationwide survey. ‘That predicted increase comes on the heels
of incredible growth in domestic partner benefits during the past three years, according to
the study by Hewitt Associates LLC, a Lincolnshire, Ill.-based global employee benefits
consulting firm ... . The benefits include medical and dental insurance, disability and life
insurance, pension benefits, education and tuition assistance -- virtually any type of benefit
normally extended to an employee's spouse.” (T. Mrosko in Crain’s Cleveland Business, April
23, 2001, 22:17, p. 26)

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

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

The reasons for expanding benefits to acknowledge domestic partnerships are many, not the
least of which are attracting and retaining valued employees. Drawbacks are few. Costs?
Incorporating domestic partners into health benefits typically increases costs only one to two per
cent. In fact, there is NO increase in per employee cost. Detailed answers to these and dozens
of other frequently asked questions are available at

hitp://www hrc.org/worknet/dp/dp facts.asp#11. Another very informative site is available
at http://Igbtcampus.org/faq/domestic parmership.html.

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



RECOMMENDATION I: RECOGNITION OF DOMESTIC PARTNERS

The Well-Being Committee recommends that the Faculty Senate adopt the following
“Jefinition” of domestic partners for the purposes of extending benefits to domestic
partners and their families, and of modifying the relevant University Rules:

Two individuals, regardless of gender, who:
e Are in an exclusive personal relationship with each other;
o Have lived together for a period of at least six months;
e Consider themselves to be members of each other’s immediate family;
e Are responsible for each other’s welfare;
e Share financial obligations;
e Are both at least 18 years of age;
e Are mentally competent to enter into a contract;
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e Are not related to a degree of closeness such that Ohio law would preclude them from

being martied to each other;
¢ Are not legally married to anyone.

RECOMMENDATION II: DETERMINATION OF DOMESTIC PARTNERSHIPS

The Well-Being Committee also recommends that the Faculty Senate encourage the

University’s Office of Benefits Administration begin using the affidavit that appears at the
end of this document. This affidavit would be completed as part of the personunel profile
of each employee’s benefits file. It would also be used whenever an employee wanted to

change or add persons covered.

RECOMMENDATION III: SICK LEAVE, MEDICAL LEAVE, AND BEREAVEMENT

BENEFITS

‘The Well-Being Committec recommends that the Faculty Senate promote the extension of
sick leave, medical leave, and bereavement benefits to domestic partners and their families

by approving the following four changes to the University Rules:

1. To include in the definition of an employee’s immediate family, as given in rule 3359-

11-01 (Sick leave for faculty, contract professionals, classified and unclassified exempt
staff interim rule), section (A), item (3), and in rule 3359-26-04 (Absence from

Campus—Interim Rule), section (E}), item (1), the additions in bold:

The employee's immediate family is limited to the employee's spouse, domestic partner,

patents, children, grandparents, siblings, grandchildren, brother-in-law, sister-in-law, siblings of
domestic partner, daughter-in-law, son-in-law, children of domestic partner, mother-in-law,

father-in-law, parents of domestic pattner, or a legal guardian or other person who under
Obhio law is legally recognized to stand in the place of the parent.
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2. To include in the reasons for granting leave without pay, as given in rule 3359-11-02
(Professional Leave, Leave of Absence, and Vacations), section (A), item (1c), and as
given in rule 3359-26-04 (Absence from Campus — Interim Rule), section (C), item (1)
the additions in bold :

Serious health condition of a child, spouse, domestic partner, or parent
RECOMMENDATION IV: MOVING EXPENSES FOR NEW FACULTY

The Well-Being Committee recommends that the Faculty Senate promote the extended
coverage of moving expenses for new full-time faculty to include domestic partners by
approving the following change to University Rule 3359-20-04.3 (Faculty privileges and
benefits), Section (A), item (82), from:

The university may authorize payment of the cost for moving of household goods for the
new appointee and spouse and any dependent children living in the same household, in
accordance with the following gnidelines;

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

RECOMMENDATION V: TUITION FEE REDUCTION BENEFITS

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

1. Revise the University’s policy regarding mition fee reduction for families of full-time
faculty and administrative officers, as given in rule 3359-20-04.3 (Faculty privileges and
benefits), Section (B), item (7c, 4, ) from:

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

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

2. Revise the University’s policy regarding tuition fee reduction for families of full-time
faculty and administrative officers, as given in rule 3359-20-04.3 (Faculty privileges and
benefits), Section (B), item (7c, i, ¢} from:
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Spouses and unmarried and dependent children of deceased full-time university faculty
who were serving the university of Akron at the time of their death;

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

Revise the University’s policy regarding tuition fee reduction for families of full-time
faculty and administrative officers, as given in rule 3359-20-04.3 (Faculty privileges and
benefits), Section (B), item (7c, 1, 4) from:

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

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

. Revise the University’s policy regarding tuition fee reduction for families of part-time
faculty, as given in rule 3359-20-04.3 (Faculty privileges and benefits), Section (B), item
(7a, n) from:

... Qualifying part-time faculty who will not make use of the fee reduction for
themselves shall be permitted to transfer only the instructional fee reduction or a one
course or three credit hours whichever is greater for an academic term to a qualifying
spouse or dependent child, under the conditions specified in paragraph (B)(7)(c)())(9) of
rule 3359-20-043 of the Administrative Code;
to:

... Qualifying part-ime faculty who will not make use of the fee reduction for
themselves shall be permitted to transfer only the instructional fee reduction or a one
course or three credit hours whichever is greater for an academic term to a qualifying
spouse, domestic partner, or dependent child, under the conditions specified in
paragraph (B}(7)(c)(1)(9) of rule 3359-20-043 of the Administrative Code.

. Revise the University’s policy regarding tuition fee reduction for families of part-time

faculty, as given in rule 3359-20-04.3 (Faculty privileges and benefits), Section (B), item
(7c, 1, &) from:

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

faculty members ...

. Revise the University’s policy regarding tuition fee reduction for families of part-time
faculty, as given in rule 3359-20-04.3 (Faculty privileges and benefits), Section (B), item
(7c, 4, ¢, #i7) from:
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The spouse or unmarried dependent child to whom the benefit is transferred applies
the benefit during the semester or the individual summer session of the spouse or
parent’s qualifying appointment. ..

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

. Revise the University’s policy regarding tuition fee reduction by changing the
definiion of unmarried and dependent children used for the purposes of fee
reduction, given in rule 3359-20-04.3 (Faculty privileges and benefits), Section (B), item

(7c, 1, f, ) from:

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

Revise the Umiversity’s policy regarding tuition fee reduction by adding the following
definition for the purposes of fee reduction, given in rule 3359-20-04.3 (Faculty
privileges and benefits), Section (B}, item (7c, 1, /):

Domestic partner refers to one of two individuals, regardless of gender, who are
in an exclusive personal relationship with each other, have lived together for a
period of at least six months, consider themselves to be members of each
other’s immediate family, are responsible for each other’s welfare, share
financial obligations, are both at least 18 years of age, are mentally competent to
enter into a contract, are not related to a2 degree of closeness such that Ohio law
would preciude them from being married to each other, and are not legally
married to anyone.

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

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

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

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

Spouses and unmarried and dependent children of deceased full-time university staff
who wete serving the university at the time of death; and

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

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

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

Spouses, domestic partners, and unmarried and dependent children of all retired full-

time university staff.

RECOMMENDATION VI: EXPANSION OF INSURANCE COVERAGE

The Well-Being Committee recommends that the Faculty Senate charge the Well-Being
Committee with identifying effective means of extending group health insurance to
domestic partners and with reporting this information to the Faculty Senate, no later than
December 1, 2003.
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SAMPLE AFFIDAVIT

ELIGIBILITY CERTIFICATION FOR BENEFITS
to University of Akron Faculty and Staff

Faculty or Staff Member

Name Social Secunty Number
Department Title
Declaration of Eligibility

I confirm that I wish to include the following individuals as 2 part of the benefits options
available to me.

A—Spouse

Name Socaial Secunty Number
Date of Birth Date of Mamage

I confirm that my spouse and I:

1, are legally marned, and

2, have not been granted a legal separation by a court of law.

3, have both allowed at least six months to pass since filing a statement of termination of
marrnage to a previous spouse.

B—Domestic Partner

Name Soaal Sccunty Number

Date of Buth Date of Declaranon of Domestic Partnershup

I confirm that my domestic partner and [:

1, are not legally married to another individual, and

2, are not related to each other by blood in a manner that would bar marriage, and

3, have both allowed at least six months to pass since filing a statement of termination of a
previous domestic partnership.
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C—Children
List all children covered by your benefits. Specific age rules apply to children enrolled in the
University’s benefits plans. Completing this form does not constitute coverage beyond plan

restrictions.

Name Birth Date Relaoon to me (1, 2, 3, or 4 below)

Name Burth Date Rehtion to me (1, 2, 3, or 4 below)

Name Birth Date Rchwon to me (1, 2, 3, or 4 below)

Name Birth Date Relanon to me (1, 2, 3, or 4 below)

Name Birth Date Relation to me (1, 2, 3, or 4 below)

I confirm that the children listed above are less than ____ years of age (orover _____ years of

age and a disabled dependent), unmarned, and:

1, are my children by birth or adoption, and/or are my legal dependents, ot

2, are children of my spouse or domestic partner who are in the custody or care of and legally
dependent on my spouse or domestic partner and are members of my household, or

3, are children for whom I have legal guardianship, who reside with me as members of my
household, and are legally dependent on me, or

4, are my children by birth or adoption who do not reside with be but for whom I have legal
responsibility (e.g., parents are divorced or separated, etc.)

General provisions

By my signature below, I agree that:

1, If there is any change in the status of any of the individuals listed on the form, I will be
responsible for notifying the University within 30 days of such change.

2, Upon request, I will furnish a copy of the marriage license, documentation of domestic
partnership,” the section of my IRS Form 1040 listing dependents, and/or a copy of the birth
certificate of any individual for whom I seek benefits.

3, Signing of this agreement does not constitute coverage under the University’s benefits plans.
Applications for participation must be made for each specific plan by completing the
appropriate applications.

4, I understand that the University may be required by the IRS to report as taxable income the
premium value related to covering my spouse, domestic partner, or dependents under the
benefits plans.

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

Signature of Employee Date Work telephone no.
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DEFINITION OF DOMESTIC PARTNERS

Two individuals, regardless of gender, who:

Are in an exclusive personal relationship with each other

Have lived together for a period of at least six months

Consider themselves to be members of each other’s immediate family
Are responsible for each other’s welfare

Share financial obligations

Are both at least 18 years of age

Are mentally competent to enter into a contract

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

® Are not legally martried to anyone

* DOCUMENTATION OF DOMESTIC PARTNERSHIP

To be recognized by the University of Akron, a2 domestic partnership is documented by
providing proof of five of the following items:
joint purchase or lease of real property
joint ownership of a motor vehicle
joint bank account or jomnt credit account
publicly held holy union or civil commitment ceremony
the partner named as beneficiary for life insurance provided through the University of
Akron
® the partner named as primary beneficiary for the STRS or SERS retirement plans in the
event of the employee’s death
® the partner named as primary beneficiary in the employee’s will and/or the employee
named as the primary beneficiary in the partner’s will
® pursuant to a valid written power of attorney, the partner having the authority to deal
with the property of the employee
® the employee having given written authority to the partner to make decisions concerning
the employee’s health and well being in the event of the employee’s ability to do so
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Appendix C-2

UNIVERSITY WELLBEING COMMITTEE REPORT TO FACULTY SENATE,

MAY Ist, 2003.

The University Wellbeing Committee has met twice since the last Senate meeting: April 15th and April
29% At the meeting on April 15%, the Committee addressed the recommendations of the sub-committee
on Domestic Partners. They passed the majority of those recommendations, requiring only some further
work to address all the university rules that might relate to domestic partners. The full amended document
was passed at the April 29" meeting and has been forwarded to the Senate for consideration.

At the meeting of April 29", reports were provided on the following topics:-

1) Health bidding process: Desnay Lohrum reported that the bids have gone out and the time line is
in place for the process, with decisions being made by the subcommittee by mid July, for the
August Board meeting. It should be noted that the subcommittee which four members of
Wellbeing.

2) Wellness issues; the sub-committee reported on the wellness options available at other Ohio
universities and on an innovative system of incentives to wellness provided at Mt. Union College.
In light of this information, the Wellness Committee recommended that 2 member of the wellness
sub-committee be made a member of the committee related to programs of the new student
recreation center. The Committee asked the help of the Executive Committee in arranging such
membership.

3) Sick leave policy: the sub-committee on sickleave reported on the sickleave bank policies of other
Ohio universities, including NEOUCOM, CSU and KSU. Their work is continuing.

4) Child care: the Chair reported on the joint subcommittee with the chairs on this issue. The
subcommittee is still collecting data to document the benefits of extended child care to match
against the costs. They hope to have a report in the fall.

Respectfully submitted

FogotnZ 5, Lyeretnnr—

Elizabeth Erickson, Chair of Wellbeing Committee
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Appendix D

APCC Recommendation re Calendar for 2004-2005 and beyond

RECOMMENDATION: APCC recommends that the general format of the academic
calendar shall include two 15-week instructional semesters (fall and spring) and one 15-
week instructional session (summer), a 4-week winter break, a 1-week spring break, and
one non-instructional week between the spring and summer semesters and another one
week non-instructional break between the summer and fall semesters. Assessment of
student performance will be conducted during the instructional semester/session.

RATIONALE: At the November 2002 meeting of the Faculty Senate, APCC
recommended, and Faculty Senate approved, that the executive committee of Faculty
Senate appoint a Task Force, which will include at least two members of APCC, to
investigate issues related to the calendar that resulted from the creation of the fifteen-
week summer session. Examples, in no particular order, of such issues include housing,
registration, breaks between semesters, and exam week. It is further recommended that
the Task Force gather information from both inside and outside the university. Finally,
APCC recommended that the Task Force forward an interim report to APCC by April 25,
2003 and a final report by October 3, 2003.

Task Force members were Jan Yoder (Chair; Executive Committee of Faculty Senate),
Julie Drew (APCC), Don Fox (Registrar), Deb Johanyak (APCC), Dudley Turner (FYE),
and Jason Smith (Student). A student representative, Mike Smith, attended as a guest.
The Task Force met during spring semester 2003 and conducted a thorough and
thoughtful investigation of the concerns of all identified constituencies. Minutes of the
Task Force meetings are available upon request of either Jan Yoder (Chair) or any
member of APPC. The Task Force made recommendation to APCC in February 2003.
The Task Force unanimous recommendation was:

The general format of the academic calendar shall include three 15-week instructional
semesters (Fall, Spring, and Summer) such that the Fall and Spring semesters include a
finals week as the 15" week, a 4-week Winter break, a one-week Spring break, and one
non-instructional week between the Spring and Summer semesters and another between
the Summer and Fall semesters.

As a point of information, the following alternatives were discussed by either the Task
Force or APCC.

Return to former summer calendar

Lengthen class time

In addition, the following alternatives were discussed by the Task Force and the APCC
and were rejected by both.

Shorten winter break

Eliminate spring break
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APCC has reviewed the recommendation and gathered further information from the Ohio
Board of Regents. OBR defines a semester as 15 instructional weeks and requires 750
minutes of instructional time/credit hour.

Consequently, APCC supports the intent of the recommendation of the Task Force but
makes its own recommendation to include the information provided by the Ohio Board of
Regents. The major difference is that there will not be a finals week, instead student
assessment will occur in the same process as during the summer session.
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Appendix E

Proposal No. Department Title

AS-03-60 Modern Languages Create subject number for Japanese 3560

AS-03-73 Philosophy Change mode of delivery Computer Ethics
3600:364

AS-03-144 Statistics New course 3470:250 statistics for Everyday
Life

College of Business Administration

Proposal No.

Department

Title

Community and Technical College

Proposal No. | Department Title

CT-03-19 Engineering and New course 2860:121 Introduction to Electronics
Science Technology and Computers; course deletion 2860:122 AC

Circuits; corequisite changes

CT-03-40 Engineering and Program change for Residential Building Technology
Science Technology Certificate

CT-03-42 Public Service Change mode of delivery 2230:257 Fire and Safety
Technology Issues for Business and Industry

CT-03-44 Public Service Program change for Community Services
Technology Technology

CT-03-49 Engineering and Program change for AAS: Manufacturing
Science Technology Engineering Technology; Computer Aided Mfg,

Option

CT-03-50 Engineering and Program change for BS in Automated Manufacturing
Science Technology Engineering Technology

CT-03-53 All Align Gen Ed requirements with main campus

CT-03-55 Public Service Program change for Early Childhood Development
Technology Program

CT-03-56 Public Service Change mode of delivery 2235:405 Hazard
Technology Prevention and Mitigation

CT-03-58 Engineering and Program change for AAS Construction Engineering
Science Technology Technology

CT-03-60 Engineering and Program change for AAS Drafting & Computer
Science Technology Drafting Technology

CT-03-61 Engineering and Changes in certificate program, Digital Electronics,
Science Technology to incorporate changes in CT-03-19

CT-03-62 Engineering and Add phys ed requirement to BSEET program
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| Science Technology |

College of Education

Proposal No. Department Title

ED-03-76 Educational Foundations | Change in mode of delivery: 5170:608 School
and Leadership Finance and Economics

ED-03-77 Educational Foundations | Change in mode of delivery 5170:620: The
and Leadership Principalship

ED-03-78 Educational Foundations | Change in mode of delivery 5170:603
and Leadership Management of Human Resources

ED-03-79 Educational Foundations | Change in mode of delivery: 5179:602
and Leadership Management of Physical Resources

ED-03-89 Sport Science and Content reading course added to Multi-Age
Wellness Phys Ed programs

ED-03-99 Sport Science and Deletes 5300:325 and adds 5500:480
Wellness

College of Engineering

Proposal No. Department Title

College of Fine and Applied Arts

Proposal No. Department Title _

FAA-03-02 Communication Change in preregs

FAA-03-08 SLPA Delete comprehensive exam requirement
FAA-03-42 Art Allow 7100:418 to be repeated 5 times

University Libraries

Proposal No. Department Title

School of Law

Proposal No. Department Title

College of Nursing

Proposal No. | Department Title

NU-03-24 Nursing Change prereq for Environmental Health Sciences in Public
Health
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NU-03-25 Nursing Change prereq for Health Services Administration in Public
Health

NU-03-26 Nursing Change prereq for Biostatistics in Public Health

NU-03-27 Nursing Change prereq for Epidemiology in Public Health

NU-03-28 Nursing Change prereq for Social and Behavioral Sciences in Public
Health

NU-03-29 Nursing Change prereq for Public Health Concepts

NU-03-30 Nursing New course title 8300:610 Grant Writing for Public
Professionals

College of Polymer Science and Polymer Engineering

Proposal No. Department Title
University College

Proposal No. Deparitment Title
Wayne College

Proposal No. Department Title
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APPENDIX F

Report of NCAA Faculty Representative

May 2003

I have continued my duties as the Faculty Athletics Representative. I regularly
consult with the Athletic Director and his staff, and most recently have been voting for
various student-athletes to receive academic MAC awards. I also will be attending the
NCAA Conference and the MAC Conference.

Respectfully submitted,

J. Dean Carro
NCAA Faculty Representative
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REPORT OF THE CAMPUS FACILITIES PLANNING COMMITTEE OF THE FACULTY SENATE
May 1, 2003

The Campus Facilities Planning Committee met April 17, 2003.

The Chair called the meeting to order at 3:20 p.m. The Minutes of the April 17, 2003 meeting were
approved.

New Business:

Jim Haskell, Assistant Director Campus Planning & Space Utilization, outlined plans for the Taylor
Institute, an externally funded project through the Marketing Department Using donations from the
Taylor family, this unit has requested 5,000 square feet on the 5" floor of the Polsky Buiiding. No
other use has emerged for this space and future expansion of the Institute for Health and Social
Policy can still occur. The proposal has the Provost’s approval. A motion to support the proposed
use of space by the Taylor Institute was approved.

Resolution: (See Space Allocation Routing Slip 12000-160). The Faculty Senate recommends
the assignment of a 5,000 sq. ft. area, 5™ Floor Polsky Building for the Taylor Institute for
Direct Selling.

Jim Haskell continued with a request for Academic Achievement Programs to move from Gallucci
Hall to space on the 3™ floor of Ayer Hall, recently vacated by the move of Theoretical and Applied
Mathematics to the new CAS building. The space is primarily small offices. This relocation will
make additional student housing rooms available in Gallucci Hall. Academic Achievement
Programs will pay for their move. Motion was passed by the Committee to support the relocation of
Academic Achievement Programs to Ayer Hall, pending approval by the Provost.

Resolution: The Faculty Senate recommends the move of Academic Achievement Programs
from Gallucci Hall to space on the 3™ Floor of Ayer Hall vacated by the move of Theoretical
and Applied Mathematics.

Jim Haskell next addressed the request of Emergency Management and Homeland Security to
acquire 1,376 square feet for 8 offices and a conference room on the 3™ floor of Polsky Building.
This space will support the operation of their unit, which has received a $250,000 federal grant. This
space was vacated by Psychology when they moved to the CAS building. The Committee passed a
motion to approve the use of space in Polsky Building by Emergency Management and Homeland
Security for the length of the grant.

Resolution: (See Space Allocation Routing Slip 12000-164). The Faculty Senate recommends
the assignment of eight (8) offices and a conference room on the 3™ Floor of the Polsky
Building for the Emergency Management and Homeland Security grant. This assignment is
for the duration of the grant.
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Jim Haskell reported that Human Resources has requested temporary space on the 3" floor of Polsky
Building for Training and Storage use. This space (Rooms 324 and 318) is available for other users
on the floor. The Committee passed a motion to approve temporary use of Rooms 324 and 318 of

Polsky Building by Human Resources.

Resolution: (See Space Allocation Routing Slip 12000-165). The Faculty Senate recommends
the assignment of rooms 324 and 318 on a temporary basis by the Human Resources

Department.

Jim Haskell then requested that the Committee approve adding two lines to the Space Allocation
Routing Slip. These lines would identify the “Source of Funds” for (a) moving expenses and (b)
capital expenses. The Committee approved the motion to add the two lines to the Space Allocation

Routing Slip.

The Committee then discussed the continued use of the names Gardner and Simmons (following
demolition of these buildings) to maintain their historical significance on campus. When Harvey
Sterns discussed this issue with President Proenza, the President requested CFPC to make a formal
recommendation on future use of the two names. Following extensive discussion, the Committee
approved the following motions: The name “Gardner” should be used to name either the new
Student Union or the future Student Affairs buildings. The name “Simmons” should be used to
name either the College of Arts and Sciences building or the future Student Affairs building.

Resolution: The Faculty Senate recommends the perpetuation of the Gardner and Simmons
names on two campus buildings. The name “Gardner” should be used to name either the new
Student Union or the future Student Affairs Building. The name “Simmons” should be used to
name either the College of Arts and Sciences Building or the future Student Affairs Building.

Jim Stafford, Director of Parking Services, reported on continuing progress in the Route 8
reconstruction. This artery should be essentially completed by August of 2004, given contractor
incentives. The North Campus Parking Deck is on schedule and expected to open in mid-August of
2003, Parking Offices will move to this site at that time. The Shrank Deck will be closed effective
May 3 and renovation will begin. Expected opening is December 2003. Work to resurface lots and
clean decks is planned for the summer. The issue of contractor parking on campus was also
discussed. Parking permit fees will increase for the 2003-2004 academic year for facuity, staff, and
students. Parking fines will also increase. Revenue will be used for maintenance of decks and

surface lots.

The committee agreed that CFPC would be available to meet during the summer if important issues
warrant.

The committee adjourned at 5:00 pm.

Respectfully submitted,

Harvey L. Sterns, Chair
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Appendix H

Date: May 1, 2003
To: All Full-Time Faculty, Deans, and Academic Chairs
From: Elizabeth S. Kinion, Chair, Faculty Research Committee

SUBJECT: 2003/2004 Faculty Research Committee Grant & Fellowship Guidelines

The University of Akron provides funds for faculty research grants and for faculty research summer
fellowships. The Faculty Research Committee of the Faculty Senate, which is composed of representatives
from the various colleges, evaluates grant and feliowship proposals submitted by the faculty and determines
which of these will be funded. All full-time faculty are encouraged to apply. Proposals from all disciplines
are welcome. Historically, 50% of the submitted proposals have been funded.

A tenured faculty member who has received funding from this committee during the past two academic
years {September through August) will not be considered for funding this academic year. An untenured
faculty member is eligible to receive one, and no more than one, award per academic year, and if awarded
summer fellowships in two consecutive years is ineligible to receive a summer fellowship in the third year.
The committee will consider exceptions only in extraordinary circumstances., Awards generally are made
within three weeks after the proposal submission deadlines.

The 2003-2004 deadlines for receipt of faculty research grant proposals are:

Deadline: Program:
October 17,2003 (4 p.m.) Faculty Research Grant for Fall 2003
November 14,2003 (4 p.m.) Faculty Research Fellowship for Summer

2004 is $8,000. Additional remuneration
by University is limited. Please
see the Guidelines for information.

February 13,2004 (4 p.m.) Faculty Research Grant for Spring 2004.

Guidelines for the preparation of proposals and a 2003-2004 application are available from the
Office of Research Services & Sponsored Programs, located in the Polsky Building, Room 284, Mail
Code 2102, Ext. 7666 or call Mary Dingler, Secretary to the Committee at x7774. In addition, this
information is available on the Office of Research Services Web Page at http://www3.uakron edu/orssp.

Further questions about the proposals, grants, and summer fellowships can be addressed to Dr. Elizabeth
Kinion, Chair x5550; Mary Dingler, x7774; or the Office of Research Services & Sponsored Programs,
X7666. Copies of successful proposals are on file for review.
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FACULTY RESEARCH COMMITTEE

GUIDELINES FOR FACULTY RESEARCH PROPOSALS

1. Purpose of Grants

The goal of the program is to support and encourage the development of strong programs of research by
faculty members throughout the University. It is recognized that the nature of research varies significantly
from discipline to discipline. In the evaluation of the research proposals, the reviewers attempt to judge the
merits of each proposal from the perspective of what would be considered significant research within the

field from which the proposal is submitted.

2., Encouraged Versus Discouraged and Unacceptable Proposals

Grants for this program, in the majority of sitvations, are intended to support the development of new
programs of research and creative scholarship. In this sense, the grants may be considered “seed money”
for research, in that they should lead to the growth and development of continuing programs of research.
They are not a source of funds for programs already developed to a level that normally would justify
support from external agencies. Certain types of research grants and certain items within approved
proposals are not considered eligible for funding from this program.

Not Eligible for Funding

a. Publication charges for papers, articles or books.

b. Research or other work to be submitted by the faculty members as part of
a degree requirement.

c. Work by students or others without substantial involvement by the faculty
member.

d. Projects which are long-term for which repeated support from the Committee
has given or which would obviously require additional funding by the Commiitee.

e. Commercial ventures.

f. Research with no potential for scholarly publication, utilization, or creative
presentation.

g. Expenses for attendance at professional meetings. (This is considered a departmentai
responsibility).

h. Work intended solely to improve the teaching skills or resources of the faculty
member.

3. Submission Procedures

a. Faculty members must submit their completed proposals for Faculty Research
Grants in the prescribed form (see attached Proposal Preparation Instructions,
Page 5} to the Office of Research Services & Sponsored Programs by the
specified deadlines.

2003-04 Guidelines Page 1
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If the applicant has previously had a Faculty Research Grant, a final report (or an
Interim progress report) must be on file in the Office of Research Services &
Sponsored Programs before the application will be reviewed. A sample copy is
attached (Attachment III).

If the research involves human subjects, animals, radiation, or any potential
biohazards applications, written requests for such approval must be submitted to
the appropriate University Committee by the Faculty Research Committee
proposai deadlines.

4, Evaluation by Faculty Research Committee

The Faculty Research Committee is a standing committee of the Faculty Senate. The
Executive Committee of the Faculty Senate appoints committee members, and the
Committee selects its chairperson. This Committee is responsible for allocating
budgeted funds from the University for the support of research activities of faculty
members. The procedure followed by the Committee in the review and award of
research grants are as follows:

a.

All proposals are reviewed by all members of the Faculty Research
Committee. ALL PROPOSALS MUST BE WRITTEN SO THAT
COMMITTEE  MEMBERS OF DIVERSE ACADEMIC
BACKGROUNDS UNDERSTAND THE PROJECT AND ITS
SIGNIFICANCE. A primary reviewer and a secondary reviewer are
assigned to each proposal.

Revised Proposal, if applicable. Please explain in detail the specific
changes that you made per the committee s recommendations, if any.

A meeting of the Committee is held for the purpose of discussing each
proposal in detail. A primary and a secondary reviewer present each
proposal orally. The discussion includes evaluation of originality,
significance or potential research contribution to the field of study, logical
methodology, competency of the investigator in the direction of the
research, careful preparation of the budget, etc.

After each proposal is reviewed and discussed, each committee member
votes on the proposal. The scores range from 1 (highest) through 4
(generally deficient) and 5 (ineligible). Any proposal receiving 3 or more
scores of 5 is considered ineligible for funding,

A majority of the Committee must cast numbered votes before a proposal
can be approved. After all proposals have been reviewed the mean score
for each proposal is calculated, omitting the scores of 5, and the proposals
are arranged in order of rank for funding. All voting is done by secret
ballot.

2003-04 Guidelines Page 2
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f. The Commitiee determines the numeric cut-off point for proposals to be
funded after all proposals have been reviewed.

g. Letters are sent to all persons submitting proposals indicating the action of
the Committee. Feedback, in written form, will be provided to those not

receiving awards to expedite resubmission.
5 Restrictions and Conditions of Awards
a. Paid assistants must be University of Akron students.

b. University travel regulations apply, and costs for travel to conduct
research must be at the lowest reasonable rates.

¢. Upon completion of the project, equipment becomes the property of the
department or any other university unit designated by the Committee.

d. Funded projects must have expended the allocated money by January 31 of
the following academic year for fall and spring competitions, unless a time
extension is requested and approved by the Committee.

e. Faculty receiving a Summer Research Fellowship may receive summer
compensation, in addition to the Fellowship stipend, for supervising
graduate student research pertaining to either the doctoral dissertation or
master’s thesis/paper, which is a requirement for the degree. The faculty
member involved must notify the committee chair, in writing, before the
start of the funding period for approval. In addition, faculty could teach
for five weeks during the summer and the summer fellowship would be
funded for 10 weeks. The proposal must clearly state when the faculty will
be conducting research and when the teaching would occur.

f. A final report (generally one page in length) must be submitied to the
Office of Research Services & Sponsored Programs at the end of the
funded period of time. The report should include a listing of publications;
grant proposals submitted, additional funding received, and other
significant outcomes from the research. A sample copy is attached
(Attachment III).

g. Publications must credit support from the Committee with wording similar
to, “Financial support for the research was received from the Faculty
Research Committee of The University of Akron.”

h. On Faculty Research Grants (excluding summer fellowships), no salary is

permitted for faculty or staff. However, money is allowable for student
assistants.

2003-04 Guidelines Page 3
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i. If the Faculty Research Grant account becomes overdrawn, it is the
responsibility of the faculty member or his/her department to cover
the overage.

j- This Committee will not review or fund any Faculty Research Grant
proposals in which the principal investigator is in a deficit with a previous
Faculty Research Grant. Also, the funds awarded by this Committee will
not be used to pay off any grant(s) that are in a deficit.

2003-04 Guidelines Page 4
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FACULTY RESEARCH GRANT

Proposal Preparation Instructions

In preparing proposals for this program, applicants should remember that the members of
the Faculty Research Committee who will be reviewing proposals (26 members for 2003-
04) come with a wide variety of backgrounds. It is very important that the applicants be

able to communicate the proposed research and the significance of this research to
scholars from other disciplines, as well as provide enough detail to permit technical

evaluation by those more familiar with the area. The format requirements for proposals
are given in the checklist, and these guidelines are written with this need in mind. It is

essential that proposals follow the guidelines as closely as possible.

Required Proposal Format

1. Non-Technical Abstract (not to exceed 200 words). The abstract provides
elementary review of the proposal content and must be easily understood by

diverse reviewers.

2. Proposal Description. This entire section must not exceed 7 single-spaced pages.
Appendix materials (surveys or data/collection instruments are not part of the
seven-page limit). The research plan is composed of the following sections:

a. Nature of the Research and Significance. This is the description of the
research and should include an introduction suitable for the diverse faculty
grant reviewers, a summary of what you intend to do, how it relates
generally to research or creative work in your field, and why it is
significant. If applicable, describe consortia or collaborative research
arrangements involved in your project.

b. Goal(s) and Objective(s). The research program must be clearly defined.
In the case of quantitative research, you should specify the hypotheses
being tested or the questions being asked. In other fields describe the
basic ideas, problems, works or questions the study will examine, and
explain the planned approach or line of thought.

¢. Procedures. This section should provide a detailed description of what
you propose to do, including (as appropriate) methods, techniques,
equipment and facilities available for the project. Proposals involving
quantitative measures should use the Systems International (SI) units in
Federal guidelines. A timetabie for completing the work is essential.

d. Expected Resuits and Data Analysis. This section should describe the type

2003-04 Guidelines Page 5
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of results that are expected and how the data will be analyzed. Good data
often has preset limits that are used to confirm or reject your hypotheses.

e. Publication or presentation. In what form will the results of the research
be communicated and to what audience?

f. Feasibility of the Project. This includes the consideration of the
background and expertise of the proposer as they related to the project.
Discuss as applicable access to primary sources such as archives, travel,
and foreign languages needed along with your competence in them. A list
of your previous research or work relevant to the proposal should be
included. This section should assure the reviewers that you have the
ability and/or the experience to complete the proposed research
successfuily.

g. Pertinent bibliography. This generally consists of 5 to 10 references in the
field of study, but can occasionally be longer.

3. Institutional Committee Approvals. 1f the research requires approval from

Biohazards, Human, or Animal Use Committees, the date the request for approval

was submitted to the committee or a copy of the approval must be attached to the
proposal.

4. Previous, Current, or Future Efforts to Obtain External Funding for this
Research.

a. One of the purposes of the Faculty Research Committee is to provide seed
money for research with potential for other external funding. This section
helps to assure that the faculty member is thinking along these lines. If the
proposed research is in any way related to other external funding that has
been planned, proposed or funded, explain how the projects relate. Failure
to address this section will significantly decrease your score.

b. Summary of funding and results of any previous committee support. If
prior support has been received from The University of Akron Faculty
Research Committee, a short summary of the amount of funding, a
sentence or two describing results and a listing of any publications or
proposal (submitted and/or funded) should be included. If funding was
received from the Committee within the previous three years, for a similar
project, explain how this proposed project is different.

5. Vita. There is a two-page limit. Focus on the aspects of your vita significant to the
proposed research.

Budget Page with Justification. The budget page needs to be completed and checked for
accuracy. If any of the items are at all unusual, the special remarks area should be used
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for explanations. This can be continued on an additional page if necessary. Explanations
of budget items are important. If the total budget or individual item costs appear to the
Committee to be either much too high or unreasonably low, it makes it look as if the
proposer is inexperienced in the area and this might detract from the technical score. If
equipment, software and other items that are similar to those being requested already
exist on campus, further justification is needed as to why yours are required.

The_original and 26 copies of each proposal are required. It is expected that the
copies will be made prior to submission to the Office of Research and Sponsored

Programs. Please staple proposals in the upper left hand corner only. Assemble
your proposal packet according to the order checked off on Attachment I:
Application/Checklist/Coversheet. The proposal should be typed in either 10 or 12
point. The copies will be distributed to each member of the committee.

Attachment 1 with all signatures is required to be submitted on all copics of the
proposal.

Survey or data collection instruments that are being developed for the proposed
project should be submitted as appendix materials. These are not part of the seven-

page limit. Three copies of appendix materials should be submitted.

2003-04 Guidelines Page 7
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ATTACHMENT 1
Faculty Research Grants or Summer Fellowships

2003-04 Application/Checklist/Coversheet

Faculty name and highest degree

Department and College

Title of research project:

Checklist for Attached Proposal:
Attachment I (application checklist/coversheet)
Non-technical Abstract (not to exceed 200 words)

Proposed research plan (7 pages maximum, single spaced)
Nature of the research and significance
Goals, objectives, hypothesis
Procedures including methods, techniques, facilities and timetable
Expected results and data analysis
Publications or presentations
Feasibility of Project
Pertinent Bibliography
Bichazards, Human , Radiation or Animal Use Committees approvals. Submitted /approved, if
applicable.
Date submitted to committee or
Approval form attached

Previous, current, or future efforts to obtain external funding for this research.

Summary of funding and resuits of any previous Committee support e.g. journal citation,
external proposal submitted (or not applicable).

Vita — Two-page limit.

Budget page with justification, checked for accuracy: Attachment II. Check one);
Falil Spring Summer

Appendix materials (survey or data collection instruments). Submit three copies of Appendix
materials, if applicable.

Please submit the original and 26 copies of proposal and this cover sheet.
Please submit three copies of the appendices, if applicable.

Signature of Proposer:

Signature of Department Chair:

Signature of Dean:

2003-04 Guidelines Page 8
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ATTACHMENT II
Research Faculty Grants

FALL OR SPRING BUDGET PAGE
(DO NOT USE THIS BUDGET PAGE FOR SUMMER)

Name

{Check one) Fall: ; Spring:

Please be as specific as possible. Most awards will be up to 4,000 or less. Strong justification
will be needed for money awarded above $4,000.

I. WAGES FOR STUDENT ASSISTANTS: Wages allowable only for hourly student assistants
at rate of no lower than minimum wage and no higher than $10 per hour, depending on skill level.

Type of work: Wages:
No. of hours: Hourly rate:
Worker’s compensation for student wages Worker’s compensation:

At 7% (70 cents for every $100 paid)

II. STIPEND(S) FOR GRADUATE RESEARCH ASSISTANT(S): Stipend allowable only for
graduate research assistant(s) at a rate of no lower than minimum wage and no higher than $10 per
hour, depending on skill level.

Type of duties/work: Stipend:

Number of hours: Hourly rate:

Worker’s compensation for Graduate Research ~ Graduate Research

Assistant(s) stipend at .7% (70 cents for Assistant Worker’s
every $100 paid). Compensation:
III. EQUIPMENT: State vendor, model no., Equipment

Price and justify acquisition (is equipment
currently available).

IV. SUPPLIES Supplies:

V. TRAVEL: (At approved University rates) Travel:

V1. DUPLICATING: (Microfilm, Xerox) Duplicating:

VII. POSTAGE: Postage:

VIIL. MISCELLANEOUS (Explain) Misc.:
TOTAL REQUESTED:

YOUR SPECIAL REMARKS, IF ANY, TO THE COMMITTEE (justification of unusual budgetary
items, including special time constraints, etc.)
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ATTACHMENT I
Faculty Research Committee
SUMMER FELLOWSHIP BUDGET PAGE

(DO NOT USE THIS BUDGET PAGE FOR FALL OR SPRING)

Name;

Social Security Number:

Address:

City/State/Zip:

Semester Awarded: Year Awarded

Your salary for the summer will be administered at the end of June, July and August. Please
furnish an address for those summer months you would like your salary check to be mailed, in the
event that your pay is not direct deposited.

A direct payment of $8,000 is to be spent at your (the Fellow’s) discretion for the summer period
when you are not otherwise on contract to the University during June, July, and August — up to
the start of classes. The above information you have supplied will be used in typing a Personnel
Action Form, by the Faculty Research Committee secretary, which will be forwarded to Payroll
for your summer salary.

If desired, you may designate a portion of your fellowship to be treated as a Research grant for
expenses. This designated amount will decrease the salary direct payment to you. The Faculty
Research Committee secretary will submit this budget page to the budget office to set up the
amount. However, this will decrease the salary direct payment to you.

Please state below the amount you wish to be directed for summer salary and the amount for
expenses, totaling $8,000.

Salary:

Expenses:

TOTAL: 58,000

cc: Budget Office
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ATTACHMENT III
The University of Akron
Internal Faculty Research Grant

Awarded by
Faculty Research Committee

FINAL REPORT

Faculty Name: FRG Number

Department: UA Account Number:

Amount of Award:

Semester/Year Awarded:

Project Title:

Summary Paragraph of Results:

Publication/Presentations, Etc. (Please submit copies of any articles for our files, giving

credit to The University of Akron).

Proposals Submitted:

Awards received as a result of this seed money (if applicable). If monetary. please state

the amount.

Please remember that this report must be filed in a reasonable period of time — usually
one year after the expiration of this grant. Before you may seek funds from the Faculty
Research committee again, a report must be on file.

Please note Guideline 5j: “This committee will not review or fund any Faculty Research
Grant proposals in which the principal investigator is in a deficit with a previous Faculty
research Grant.”
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Planning and Budgeting Committee Report to the Faculty Senate, May 1, 2003
April 3- April 24 Meetings

PBC worked on developing ROI Quality Measures. A template for these measures was passed by PBC on April 24.
This recommendation is brought to the senate:

Motion 1

PBC recommends to the Senate accemptance of the ROI Quality Measures (see attachment), and to charge the
working group of PBC to come up with the appropriate assessment measures over the summer so that the
assessment process can begin formally in the fall, and to report back to Faculty Senate in the fall of what
assessment tools are going to be used to measure these quality measures,

Rationale: This helps fulfill the charge to PBC from the Senate to develop ROI Quality measures for academic unis.

PBC also discussed the part of the University Budget that was brought before the Board of Trustees on April 23. This
included only the budgets pertaining to auxiliary units. These budgets contained some differences from the budget
approved by the Faculty Senate on April 3. The major differences include an increase in the budget for the Student
Union out of general funds from $807,235 (as approved by the Senate) to $1,242,702. The other major difference is
an increase in funding of the Rubber bowl out of general funds from $296,885 (approved by Senate) to $425,246,
However, because of the possibility of further budget adjustments, these figures are not fixed, and the units budgets
are not “heid harmless.”

Based on the uncertainty of state funding and when other parts of the budget will be taken to the BOT, the PBC
approved the following resolution to be brought to the Senate:

Motion 2

PBC respectfully requests that the administration work with the PBC over the summer to deal with changes
that may need to be made in the budget, and that PBC receive timely feedback before and after the budget is
adopted by the Board of Trustees.

Rationale: See above.

Respectfully Submitted,

Rudy Fenwick
Co-Chair
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PLANNING AND BUDGETING COMMITTEE REPORT TO THE FACULTY SENATE, MAY
1,2003 (AMENDED)

WHAT FOLLOWS IS AN AMEDNED MOTION INTENDED TO REPLACE “MOTION 1" IN
THE ORIGINAL PBC REPORT TO THE SENATE CONCERNING QUALITY MEASURES OF
ROI

AMENDED MOTION 1

PBC recommends to the Senate acceptance in principle of the ROI Quality Measures (see
attachment), and to charge the working group of PBC to develop improvements and assessment
measures over the summer, and to report back to Faculty Senate so that implementation of the
process can begin in the fall
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ROI Quality Measures Template

January 2003

OBJECTIVE: INSTRUCTION

TARGETS: Fiscal

Years

2003

2004

2005

INITIATIVES

MEASURES:

Employer satisfaction as measured by survey developed and conducted by
institutional research office. NOTE: Employer satisfaction is also relevant
to accreditation agencies, as in the field of Education.

Student performance on qualifying/licensing/certification exams and/or
discipline related competitions.

Retention rate by cohort.

Graduation rate by cohort.

Student satisfaction, as measured by the NSSE (National Survey of Student
Engagement).

OBJECTIVE: TEACHING

TARGETS: Fiscal

Years

2003

2004

2005

INITIATIVES

MEASURES:

Curriculum development, use of new teaching platforms, methodologies,
creation of laboratories, etc.

Teaching assessment.

Teaching awards or honors.

Accreditation or equivalent.

Ratio of graduated to employed (i.e., employed in areas using
expertise/skills/knowledge obtained at UA).

OBJECTIVE: SCHOLARSHIP and GRANTS

TARGETS: Fiscal Years

2003

2004

2005

INITIATIVES

MEASURES:

Grant awards per tenure track faculty by discipline, as measured by
Delaware study indicator #23-RPS/FTE_F.

Submitted to PBC by the PBC ROI Quality Measures Group:

Aimée deChambeau; Jack Braun; Francis Broadway; Kate Clark; Roger Creel; Mark Soucek; Joseph Walter
Send comments via email to roi-qual@uakron.edu
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ROI Quality E?@zsures Template

January 2003
Scholarship and
Grants Measures : 3 :
(i) External funding (contracts, grants, etc.) normalized to rolling 3 year

average.

3 year rolling average of number of peer reviewed and published papers.

3 year rolling average of peer reviewed conference presentations.

Intellectual property (e.g., books, patents, copyrights).

Honors and awards for excellence in research.

Number of collaborative inter-college or inter-department research and
creative activities.

L TARGETS: Fiscal Years
OBJECTIVE: PROFESSIONAL SERVICE 5003 5004 3005 INITIATIVES
MEASURES: Number of Regional/National/International committee memberships,

chairs.

Symposium, or equivalent, organizers.

Editorships: Chief, Associate,

Reviewers.

Number of Regional/National/International Office positions, Chairs.

TARGETS: Fiscal Years

OBJECTIVE: COMMUNITY SERVICE 2003 2004 2005 INITIATIVES

(i.., the application of expertise in engaging the community)

MEASURES:

Internships

Interaction with community and government agencies.

20f3
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Community Service

ROI Quality Measures Template

January 2003

Measures {continued)

Institutes.

Industry partnerships.

Centers of excellence.

Consulting services.

OBJECTIVE: NATIONAL RECOGNITION

(i.e., reputation)

TARGETS: Fiscal Years

2003

2004

2005

INITIATIVES

MEASURES:

Ranking (e.g., US News & World Report)

3of3




Page 66

Appendix J

REPORT OF CCTC TO THE FACULTY SENATE, THURSDAY, MAY 1, 2003

The CCTC has met several times this year, and discussed the following issues (among
others), with the appropriate recommendations:

1. BUDGET

The committee has examined Dr. Gaylord’s proposed budget for the VP-CIO division.
Included in that budget are estimates of the cost of moving to version 8.0 of Peoplesoft.
The committee recommends to the PBC and Faculty Senate that these budget requests be

honored.

2. LAPTOPS

The student laptop program expires in Summer 2004, the faculty program in December
2004. The CCTC recommends that money be found in the VP-CIO budget to purchase
the faculty machines at fair and reasonable market price when the lease expires, with a
view to nursing them for another year. At that time, it is the consensus of the committee
that we should try another such program, possibly with another vendor.

3. TECHNOLOGY FEES

Several years ago, the Faculty Senate passed a 2% tuition increase dedicated to
technology. Three years ago, a $6 per undergraduate credit hour fee was added, of which
35% went to the colleges. Those fees are now $12 per undergraduate hour (except for
freshmen), $14.75 per graduate hour, with approximately $2 going to the colleges. This
means that there is a total distribution of about $800,000 per year from this pool to the
colleges. The CCTC recommends that the Provost and the Council of Deans ensure and
verify that these funds are appropriately distributed and spent on IT technology for
student and classroom use.

Respectfully submitted,

T.S. Nerfolk
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Appendix K

General Education Advisory Committee
Annual Report — 2002-03

For Faculty Senate

The General Education Advisory Committee was kept up to date with the progress of the
First Year Experience Task Force (FYE).

The committee discussed the charge of the committee and is forwarding the draft to the
Faculty Senate.

During the year the committee reviewed 2 proposals, and accepted only one addition to the General
Education choices (3370:171 Introduction to the Oceans) for the Natural Science category.

The committee began discussing how they should plan for assessment of the GE program and coordii
with the Student Assessment Task Force.
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Appendix L

April 3, 2003
Faculty Senate Colleagues:

Here at the University of Akron, there are a myriad of university-sponsored student organizations. Many
of these said organizations are very active both in the local community and within the organization of
their state and national affiliations. As such, the student members of these organizations serve as
ambassadors under the flag of The University of Akron, providing a positive impression of our great
institution. As a result, oftentimes student leaders serving in the aforementioned capacity of
ambassadors of The University of Akron are forced to miss classes due to their respective university-

sponsored activity.

Presently, there is no policy to insure that the student will be permitted to make up class work that is
missed as a result of their membership and participation in the said university-sponsored activities. The
instructor has the right to deny the student of making up work missed based on the individual
professor’s discretion. Most instructors are very understanding and allow for work to be made up.
However, there are those instances where professors refuse to grant such an option because of their

personal beliefs or opinion.

Consequently, we are proposing a change to the university’s policy that would require instructors to
allow makeup work for university-sponsored absences only, provided the student make a reasonable
effort to contact them and to inquire about missed assignments. It is important to point out that several
comparable schools to The University of Akron, such as Kent State and Marshall Universities have

recently passed similar legislation.

Thank you for your consideration on this topic,

Brady Steineck Michael Dalton
President, Student-Athlete Advisory Council President, Associated Student Government
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Students are frequently asked to represent the university in authorized events and
activities. In some cases, this participation conflicts with the students’ course
assignments and requirements.

We propose that:

It is university policy that faculty members shall offer a reasonable opportunity
for such students to complete missed classroom assignments, including written or oral
examinations, term papers, or other assignments. The same grading scale shall apply to
all class members, and no penalty may be applied to these makeup assignments.

Students chosen to participate in university-sponsored, authorized activities by
program directors shall be provided with a Program Verification Form. Program
directors shall provide each student with a copy of this form. It is the student’s
responsibility to present a copy of this form to the faculty members responsible for the
class which will be missed. This verification is to be provided prior to the missed class,

or no later than the first class period following the event.
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PROGRAM VERIFICATION FORM

is participating in a University-sponsored event from

name of student

to
date / time date / time

Authorized University Event:

Staff Member / Advisor:

Name department phane
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