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THE UNIVERSITY OF AKRON - ACADEMIC CALENDAR

FALL SEMESTER
Classes Begin
*Labor Day
Day and Evening
Veterans Day
(Classes Held)

**Thanksgiving
Break
Classes Resume
Final Instructional
Day
Final Examination
Period
Commencement

SPRING SEMESTER

* Martin Luther King
Day
Day and Evening
Classes Begin
Spring Break
Founders Day

***May Day
Final Instructional
Day

Final Examination
Period
Commencement for
Law School
Commencement

SUMMER SESSION I
First 5 and 8 Week
Sessions Begin

* Independence Day
First 5-Week
Session Ends

SUMMER SESSION II
Second 5-Week
Session Begins
8-Heek Session
Ends
Second 5-Week
Session Ends

FALL SEMESTER BEGINS

* University closed

1989-90

Mon......August 28
Mon......September 4

Salteacias November 11
{Fri...:s Nov 10 Staff
Holiday)

Thrs-Sat.November 23/25

Mon...... November 27

Sat......December 9

Mon-Sat. .December 11-16

Sun......JdJanuary 7

Mon......Jdanuary 15
Tues..... January 16
Mon-Sat..March 19-24
Fri......May 4
Frivessss May 4
Sat......May 5

Mon-Sat..May 7-12

Satessssd May 19
Sat......May 26
Mon...... June 11
Wed...... July 4

Frisess:July 13

Mon......Jduly 16
Friews s August 3

Frice.as August 17
Mon.....August 27

Preliminary 1990-91

Mon...... August 27
Mon...... September 3
SUNcoweas November 11

Thrs-Sat.November 22-24

Men...... November 26

Sat: e December 8

Mon-Sat..December 10-15

Sun......January 6

Mon......January 14
Tues.....January 15
Mon-Sat..March 18-23
Fri......May 3
Flicsvsss May 3
Sat......May 4
Mon-Sat..May 6-11
Sat. e May 18

Sat. tie. May 25
Mon......June 10
Thrs.....July 4

Fri......Jduly 12

Fri......August 2

Fri......August 16
Mon...... August 26

** University closed from Wednesday, November 22 at 5 p.m. until Monday,
November 27 at 7 a.m.
*%* (Classes cancelled from noon to 5 p.m.



October 20, 1989 Page 3

ADDITIONAL MEMBERS TO STANDING COMMITTEES OF UNIVERSITY COUNCIL
Elected by Full-Time Faculty:

Faculty Well-Being Committee
Ms. Barbara A. Bucey..... TR0 T Academic Advising

Selected by Executive Committee:

Academic Policies, Curriculum and Calendar Committee
Dr. Stephen H. Aby, Dr. Abdul A. AT-Rubaiy, Mrs. Joan E.
Baumgardner, Mrs. Karin J. Billions, Mr. Dan L. Buie,
Dr. Robert A. Figler, Dr. John E. Frederick, Dr. John F.
Gwinn, Mr. Elmore J. Houston, Mr. William S. Jordan, Ms.
Joyce E. Mirman, Dean Russell Petersen, Ms. Betty Rogge,
Dr. Joseph Walton, Dean Wallace Williams

Athletics Committee
Mrs. Cheryl L. Buchanan, Dean Frank N. Kelley, Mr. Thomas J.
Liggett, Ms. Paula Parker, Dr. Neal C. Raber, Mr. Dennis K.
Sullivan, Mr. Michael Golemo, Dean William E. Klingele

Campus Facilities Planning Committee
Dr. William H. Beyer, Mr. Clifford G. Billions, Dr. Dale E.
Coons, Dr. Gary Frank, Mr. Tom A. Goosby, Ms. Gretschen A.
Laatsch, Ms. Kate LeJeune, Dr. Joseph V. Navari, Dr. Glen O.
Njus, Dr. Allen G. Noble, Dr. John H. Olive, Dr. Susan
Speers, Dr. Harvey L. Sterns, Dean Nicholas Sylvester

Library and Learning Resources
Dr. Janis Campbe!l, Dr. Alice Christie, Dr. J. Richard
Elliott, Dr. Elizabeth B. Erickson, Dr. Avraam I. Isayev,
Mr. Christopher Meyer, Mr. Paul Richert

Reference Committee
Dr. Jacqueline M. Anglin, Dr. Faith Helmick, Dr. Elaine F.
Nichols, Mrs. Diana Sousa

Research (Faculty Projects) Committee
Mrs. Ann D. Bolek, Dean Patricia L. Carrell, Dr. James E.
Grover, Dr. Jon M. Hawes, Dr. Sebastian V. Kanakkanatt,
Dr. Isadore Newman, Dr. Daniel B. Sheffer, Dr. James L.
Throne, Mr. Dudley B. Turner, Mrs. Adele A. Webb

Student Affairs Committee
Dr. Darlene K. Ahnberg, Mrs. Jutta T. Bendremer, Mrs. Jeanne
Cebulla, Ms. Nancy Cushion, Associate Provost Robert Dubick,
Mr. Robert D. Hahn, Mr. W. Neal Holmes, Mr. Edward Hopson,
Dr. Orville R. Keister, Mr. James Neilson, Mrs. Phyllis G.
0'Connor, Mr. Joseph Pallotta, Mr. Charles T. Salem, Dr. Lynn
Smolen, Ms. Susan Stearns
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ADDITIONS TO UNIVERSITY COUNCIL MEMBERSHIP, 1989-90
Elected from the Faculty:

College of Fine and Applied Arts
Mr. Christopher P. Meyer (filling the unexpired term of
Dr. Mary Rainey
Dr. Susan D. Speers (filling the unexpired term of
Mr. David Jamison)

College of Polymer Science and Polymer Engineering
Dr. Jonn E. Frederick (filling the unexpired term of
Dr. Frank Harris)

Contract Professionals
Mr. Dan L. Buie, Academic Advising (1989-91)
Dr. Diane Vukovich, Developmental Programs (1989-90)

Elected from Student Organizations:

Associated Student Government
Ms. Paula Parker

Non-Traditional Student Government
Ms. Betty Rogge

Ex Officio Non-Voting Members:

Dr. Jerry E. Drummond, Chair, Faculty Well-Being Committee
Dr. Susan Speers, Chair, Department/Division Heads Committee
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MINUTES OF UNIVERSITY COUNCIL MEETING
October 5, 1989

The regular meeting of the University Council was called to order
by the Chairman, Senior Vice President and Provost, Dr. Frank Marini, at
3:05 p.m. on Thursday, October 5, 1989 in Leigh Hall 307.

Sixty-two of the 81 members of Council were present. Those absent
with notice were President William Muse, Dean Patricia Carrell, Dean
Isaac Hunt, Dean Russell Petersen, Dr. David Bernstein, Dr. Janis
Campbell, Dr. Alice Christie, Mr. Lyle Dye, Dr. Gary Frank, Dr. John E.
Frederick, Dr. Don Gerlach, Dr. Roger Keller, Dr. Elaine Nichols, and
Dr. F. Bruce Simmons. Absent without notice were Dr. Paul Lam,
Dr. Allen Noble, and Student Bar Association Representative Nancy
Cushion. At the time of this meeting, two student representatives were
still to be named.

Item No. 1 - Remarks of the President. Since President Muse was
not in attendance, there were no remarks.

Item No. 2 - Consideration of the Minutes of the University Council
Meeting of May 4, 1989, as printed in The University of Akron Chronicle
of May 31, 1989. The Chairman called for any corrections to the
minutes. In response to a question from Dr. William Beyer, Dr. Gary
Oller, Secretary of Council, indicated that there were some problems
with the lists of members of the standing committees of Council as they
were printed in the Chronicle. Some appointments had been made after
the Chronicle had gone to press, and others had been inadvertently
omitted. He noted that he had been contacted by Mr. Clifford Billions
and Ms. Ann Bolek, who told him that their names had been omitted from
the Campus Facilities Planning Committee and the Research Committee.
Dr. Oller stated that corrected lists would appear in the next
Chronicle, but if there were people who thought that their names were
not where they were supposed to be, they should contact him. There
being no further corrections, the Chairman called for a motion to adopt
the minutes. This was moved, seconded, and approved by Council.

Item No. 3 - Remarks of the Presiding Officer. The Chairman stated
that he had been asked by the Executive Committee to speak to a few
items, and he would try to do so.

The first item was the General Studies Task Force report. He
reminded Council that he had in hand a report from a task force on
General Studies which had been formed before he came to Akron and which
had delivered its findings shortly after his arrival. Qut of that
report, a General Studies Advisory Committee had been created which was
to address some questions within the general structure of the Task Force
report. That committee had finally reported to him last spring. The
report of that committee was somewhat different in a number of respects
from the report of the original Task Force. The issue for him was how
to proceed with these two reports. He could call them to the attention
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of the appropriate committee, either the APCC or its Policy
Subcommittee, and ask for them to make some recommendations about
resolution of the two. Another way of proceeding was essentially the
same, but he would also provide guidance on how he thought the two
reports might be merged. He was not yet decided on what posture to
take, and noted that he was torn on the question of taking seriously
references which one sometimes found in job advertisements for positions
such as his that he "provide academic leadership" and therefore attempt
to merge the reports himseif, and then try to convince APCC or the
Policy Subcommittee about what he thought should be done. On the other
hand, that might be seen as a usurpation of faculty concern for
curriculum affairs. APCC would be meeting soon, and he would attempt to
come to some resolution as to what his stance would be. In the
meantime, he was willing to accept advice and guidance from any party.

The second topic on which he was asked to speak was how successful
the new approach to summer sessions had been this past summer. Although
there had been some variation from college to college, the expectations
for summer 1989 were exceeded slightly, both in terms of credit hour
production, and in terms of the expenditure for instructional salaries.
Credit hour production was 2.1% above the goal (which made it 3.9% over
the previous summer), while expenditures for salaries were almost
$76,000 less than the amount which had been allocated to colleges to
expend because of cancellation of courses for lack of enrollment or
because some units, for reasons that made perfectly good sense at the
time, decided not to schedule as many sections as they had been funded
to schedule. Actually, the underexpenditure for salaries just noted was
probably understated because of overexpenditures in regard to the
budgeted amount in a number of areas where it was clear that students
needed sections to be open, essentially in service courses for lower-
division students. The Division, CEPSO, was currently working on a
planning document (budget) for next summer, and it would be distributed
to the colleges in the next few days. The Chairman stated that he would
accept questions on this.

The third topic on which he was asked to speak was the Honors Task
Force report. He had received this from the Task Force, which had been
created last year to study the Honors Program. He was in the process of
consiger‘ing it and might discuss it with either the APCC or Council
itself.

When asked about the $76,000 by Dr. Dale Jackson, the Chairman
replied that it represented 1.7% less than was allocated to the
colleges. As he remembered it, the savings had come almost entirely
from the College of Education. He was not sure why that had happened.
It might have had something to do with the teachers' strike, which had
put things off cycle, or there might have been other things at work
there. There had been some savings in the College of Business
Administration, and those were 1largely due to some 1last-minute
cancellations for low enrollment in some courses. There might have been
savings elsewhere, but these were the two of which he knew.

Dr. David Buchthal, remembering that a few summers back the savings
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in the summer program had been put back into faculty salaries, asked the
ghairman whether any thought had been given to doing that with the
76,000.

The Chairman replied that this had been done about three summers
ago, when an amount of about $300,000 had been saved by getting the same
summer enrollment but cutting the budget by 5%. This had allowed the
administration to make a 1% additional increase to faculty salaries. He
had not made a recommendation to do the same thing this time because he
wanted to have some kind of cushion or reserve in the budget which would
allow for the endorsement of certain kinds of experiments in
intersession and the summer. At the moment, with the tightening of the
budget, there was almost the situation where people were unable to
explore new opportunities or take risks. This money might allow some
possibility for experiments, so he had no plans to suggest that it be
used for salaries.

Dr. Robert Holland asked whether the overspending in service
courses for lower-division students indicated that the enrollment for
those courses went beyond what had been expected, or did it show that
the courses had been more expensive to teach than had been expected.

The Chairman replied that it certainly did not indicate the
latter - that the courses had been more expensive to teach than had been
anticipated. It probably showed either that there had been more student
demand for those courses than had been anticipated or, what might amount
to the same thing, that the number of sections necessary had been
underestimated. These two things might be the same, although one of
them would reflect that the prior summer had been misunderstood, and the
other would reflect that it had properly been understood but that there
were still more students.

The chief area in regard to this situation was freshman
composition. It had been apparent fairly quickly that not enough
sections of freshman composition had been planned, and it appeared to
him that this was not the kind of course where you could easily agree
that the section size ought to increase. He thought that especially in
an intensive teaching mode like summer this really defeated the purpose
of the course, so that there was no choice but to add sections. There
had been money in the budget to do this because of some opposite
experiences.

Dr. William Beyer, in resporse to the Chairman's statement that
guidelines for summer planning would be coming out soon, noted that the
dep;rtments were already turning in their schedules, which were due next
week.

The Chairman replied that his understanding was that there was now
an attempt being made to get a budget out, which should have been done
two or three weeks ago. There had been great difficulty in agreeing on
an analysis of the data. The Chairman had wanted it to be as good as it
could be in order to avoid the kind of confusion which existed last
year. It was his understanding that the deadline had been postponed
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to accommodate the situation.

Associate Provost Hilton Bonniwell said that the departments and
colleges were working with a date of October i1, but they would be told
that this date was being postponed. The Chairman noted that since the
departments were planning with the original deadline in mind, they had
to get materials to their deans prior to that deadline. Now that
deadline was being changed, even though the planning had already been
made on the basis of the old date. This created a problem, and he
apologized for it.

In response to the question of when the budget information would be
available, the Chairman stated that there ought to be a message out in a
few days. One could not speak certainly about next year's budget until
it had been approved by the Board of Trustees, but he had a firm
recommendation about what he was going to request for the summer session
budget. He wanted units to be given budgets for planning based on what
he assumed the summer budget would be. There was the problem that the
Board of Trustees or the administration would not approve that budget,
and then there would be the necessity to trim back from the original
plan. However, he thought that the chances of that happening were slim.
The budget which he was offering was one that would increase last year's
summer budget by an appropriate amount to account for the fact that
salaries had been increased, and also would add a proper amount to
account for overenrollment of last summer and establish new goals for
colleges in accordance with the new budget. For the colleges which met
their goals last summer, there would be a budget that would look a bit
better than summer 1989. For those colleges that might not have met
their goal, might have expended their resources and not met their goal,
or more likely had not fully expended their resources but had not met
their goal either, there would be an adjustment downward of both the
goal and the budget.

Mrs. Linda Weiner commented that in an article in the September 28
issue of the Wall Street Journal there was a statement that the House
had voted to repeal Section 89 of the Federal tax code by a vote of 390
to 36. Since Council had been told for almost a year now that Section
89 was the reason that its STRS proposal regarding part-time faculty
wasn't being taken to the Board, could Council now expect that, because
Sectggn 89 was no longer a factor, the proposal would be brought to the
Board?

The Chairman replied that it took more than House action to make or
unmake a law, although he anticipated that if the House moved that way,
it was a pretty good sign of what was going to happen. He understood
that Section 89 was not the only reason that the President had delayed
presenting the matter to the Board and he was acting on the advice of
attorneys about the matter. Perhaps the President would be able to
speak to this at the next meeting of Council.

_ . Dr. Fleming wondered whether the Chairman could give Council any
indication of the specific problems or disagreements between the two
committee reports regarding the General Studies program requirements.
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This had been going on now for almost five years and, to the best of his
knowledge, most faculty members and certainly Council had not really
been apprised of what was going on, what difficulties existed, etc. It
was his understanding that Council did have some responsibility for the
academic offerings of the University.

The Chairman agreed that in this or any curriculum change the
University Council had the strongest role to play, and any changes which
were made would have to come before the body. The question was how best
to present it to Council. There had been a sentiment that General
Studies should not be rewritten on the floor of Council, and therefore
the issue was how to work the problem through the appropriate committees
of the body. He then asked Dr. Roger Creel, the Chairman of the General
Studies Advisory Committee, to comment on the differences between the
two reports.

Dr. Creel reminded Council that the General Studies Committee was
an advisory body for the Provost, but its charge had come as a result of
Council acting on the Task Force report two years ago. There had been
recommendations in that report, and the creation of the General Studies
Advisory Committee had been one of them.

The Advisory Committee had been working and had turned out a report
for the Provost last spring in which some of the recommendations made by
the Task Force were not included. The Committee chose to turn in
something a 1little bit different than what the Task Force had
recommended. In some cases it was significantly different. However, he
did not think that this was the appropriate time or place to go into a
description of the differences. What the General Studies Advisory
Committee had done was to recommend an entirely new General Studies
program. The structure of the program was that it was divided into a
certain number of categories, many of which were quite similar to what
the original Task Force had recommended. It was the Advisory
Committee's thinking that this proposed structure had to be approved by
Council before work was begun on the details of what specific courses
would go into these categories.

The Chairman reiterated that it was best to avoid arguing specifics
at this point on the floor of Council, but the desire to be informed on
the status of the sqituation was understandable. He preferred to
cogtinue discussion on this issue after he had a chance to meet with
APCC.

Dr. Jackson asked whether the Chairman would have any objection to
circutating those recommendations to the members of Council for
information purposes. The Chairman answered that he had no problem with
that, but he still wanted to decide after he had met with APCC. What he
was concerned with was finding the appropriate mechanism to deal with
this matter within the shared governance structure.

Dr. Frank Griffin pointed out that the Curriculum Committee of APCC
had spent an entire spring semester two years ago studying the Task
Force report and had made its own recommendations, which included
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forming the General Studies Advisory Committee which Dr. Creel now
chaired. It was not clear to him that any of those recommendations were
being incorporated. Had all that work gone down the drain?

The Chairman replied that he would not characterize that work as
having gone down the drain. His understanding was that APCC had
reported on the Task Force report a couple of years ago, saying
essentially that certain structural questions were up to him to resolve
in whatever way seemed best and that there would be created a committee
to look at the curriculum questions, with the understanding that the
curricular reform would have to come through the regular curriculum
process in some way. That is why that committee was created, and it had
now been working on that task. He did not think that anybody's efforts
had been wasted, nor had deliberation of the issue gone on for an overly
long time. What he was aware of from reading material from other
institutions which had been involved in reorganizing their general
education was that it always took a considerable amount of time. He did
not think that we were through it yet. The issue of where the FTE
consequences met the high road of ideals had not yet been faced. Doing
that in detail on the floor of Council should be avoided if a committee
could be assigned to work on it.

Item No. 4 - Special Announcements. The Chairman said that he had
been asked by the Coordinator of the United Way effort to give an
interim report and urge Council members to make a special effort on its
behalf. The goal was $107,109 and approximately 57.4% of that had been
achieved, that is, 658 donors had pledged $61,495, with the average gift
being about $93. There was still another two weeks to go and there was
strong feeling held by many on campus, including the President, that we
as employees of this institution were members of the community and were
not only givers but takers, or recipients, of the United Way. United
Way funded many things, and many of us had these agencies working with
our families. It was hoped that the University would look like a good
citizen of the community in terms of the United Way drive. He did
understand that there were other problems with regard to money which
could affect something like this, but he hoped to the extent we were
able we would keep in mind the recipients of the things that the United
Way organizations did and would give what we could.

Mrs. Weiner wanted to point out that there was a headline in the
latest issue of the UA News that she had found misleading; and since it
had to do with Council, she wanted to clarify it. The headline implied
that she was the part-time faculty representative to the Executive
Committee and, to avoid misconceptions resulting from that headline, she
wanted say that when attending Executive Committee meetings she
represented Council at large rather than just part-time faculty.

Item No. 5 - Election of Alternate to Jim Nolte, Akron
Representative to the Faculty Advisory Committee to the Chancellor of
the Ohio Board of Regents. The Chairman indicated that <the
representative which Council had elected at the last meeting was unable
to serve because his teaching schedule conflicted with the times when
FAC/COBOR met. He called for new nominations, and Dr. Fleming nominated
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Dr. June Burton, who had indicated to him an interest in the position.
He thought that she could well represent Council but noted that she was
not a member of the body. The Chairman stated that there was no
requirement that the representative be a member of Council. Could
someone speak to her availability? Or. Robert Holland seconded the
nomination and indicated that Dr. Burton knew when the meetings would be
held and would be able to serve.

Since there were no other nominations, the Chairman asked whether
it was the pleasure of the body that June Burton be declared elected to
the vacancy. There was no objection, and Dr. Burton was declared the
Akron Representative to the FAC/COBOR for this year.

Item No. 6 - Reports of Standing Committees.

A. Executive Committee - Dr. Oller, Secretary, reported that the
Committee met on September 21 with all members in attendance. As its
first item of business, the Committee made additional assignments to
standing committees of Council, based on the returns from the second
request sheets sent out during the summer. The Committee then discussed
and referred two matters to the Faculty Rights and Responsibilities
Committee: 1) a conflict in the wordings of two sections of the Facult
Manual (3359-20-036 and 3359-20-037) regarding the Provost and appeals
procedures, and 2) a revised amendment from Dr. William Fleming to the
proposal regarding Department Head Evaluations, which was referred to
FRR by Council last spring.

The agenda for the October 5 meeting of Council was then set.
Next, Committee members suggested some possible subjects to the Provost
which he might wish to address in his remarks to Council, and the
Provost asked for advice regarding certain issues which he was
contemplating. The Committee also asked its Chairman, Dr. Gerlach, to
request from the chairmen of standing committees monthly status reports
on the work of their respective committees so that the Executive
Committee could be apprised of subjects which might come up in
subsequent agendas and meetings.

There were a few other items about which the Secretary was asked to
report:

1) The Presidential appointees to Council are: Dr. Faith
Helmick, Associate Provost; Dr. Marion Ruebel, Executive
Assistant to the President; and Dr. Joseph Walton, Assistant
Provost and Director of Academic Services.

2) Ad-Hoc Committee on the Rights of Part-Time Faculty: Mrs.
Linda Weiner, the Chair, asked that the following interim
report from that committee be read to Council:

The Committee continues to meet bi-weekly. We are
gathering data from three sources: policies of other
universities; administrators at The University of
Akron; and part-time faculty at The University of
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Akron. We are beginning to put together
recommendations based on this data and hope to report
back to Council by the February meeting.

B. Academic Planning and Priorities Committee - The Chairman
stated that this committee had not yet met this semester.

C. Academic Policies, Curriculum and Calendar Committee -
Assistant Provost Walton said that the Committee would have its first
meeting next week. He did have a carryover item from last year which
concerned a curriculum proposal, and he had circulated to Council a copy
of a missing page from Curriculum Proposal CT-89-28 (see Appendix Ag
This particular page had been omitted, apparently due to a printing
error, when the proposal was circulated to the University. The omitted
page was to have deleted 2920:247 and added 2880:221. He had been
informed that the second page of the curriculum change was not included
in the packet that was circulated and that Council had actually approved
the applications portion of the course, the experiments, and the
textbook. However, the substance of the proposal had not been seen by
Council. He moved that Council now accept this portion of the
curriculum change and that the approval be retroactive to August 28,
which would make it consistent with the proposal. This motion was
seconded, and then Council voted its approval.

D. Athletics Committee - Mr. David Brink, the Chairman of the
Committee, reported that the Committee had met on October 3. Athletics
Director Jim Dennison reviewed the following matters for the Committee:
1) This was the year in which the University had to average 17,000 paid
attendance at all home football games to maintain I-A status. The Acme-
Zip game was seen as a major success. Efforts were underway to promote
attendance at the remaining games. 2) Other sports were also doing
well. The soccer team was ranked nationally and home attendance had
averaged around 1,400. The volleyball team was currently first in the
North Star Conference. 3) There were several new members of the
Athletic Department. Dawn Moore had been hired as Assistant Athletic
Director, replacing Mary Ann Tripodi. Lisa Fitch had been hired as
women's basketball coach, and Julie LeVeck had been hired as women's
softbhall coach.

George Prough reported that the drug education and testing document
was still being reviewed by the General Counsel. Finally, David Brink
was elected Chairman for 1989-90.

E. Campus Facilities Planning Committee - Mr. Art Pollock reported
that the Committee was scheduled to meet on October 9, but since that
was Yom Kippur and several members of the Committee could not be there,
the meeting had been rescheduled for October 16 at 8:30 in the morning.

F. Faculty Rights and Responsibilities Committee - Dr. Tom Miles,
the Chairman, reported that the Committee had met on September 21, 28
and October 5. It completed the initial review of six grievances
brought by University faculty members and commenced reviews of various
sections of the Faculty Manual previously referred to it by the

-
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University Council or the Executive Committee.

G. Faculty Well-Being Committee - Dr. Jerry Drummond, newly-
elected Chairman, reported that the Committee had met on September 19.
It heard a report from the Health Benefits Subcommittee with respect to
the new proposal regarding faculty/staff contributions to the health
insurance plans. The Committee wanted him to express to Council its
dismay with the current direction in which health benefits were going
and 1ts general feeling that the administration did not realize the
importance the faculty placed on the benefits program. Discussion was
held concerning possible tasks in which the Committee might become
involved this year, and this would be largely the topic of the next
meeting.

H. Library and Learning Resources Committee - No report.

I. Reference Committee - No report.

J. Student Affairs Committee - Dean Robert Dubick, the Chairman,
reported that the Committee had met on September 26. As the first order
of business, he reviewed the Bylaws of The University Council, detailing
the responsibilities of the Student Affairs Committee. The members
divided themselves into the two subcommittees of the SAC, namely the
Extracurricular Activities Subcommittee and the Awards, Scholarships,
Grants and Loans Subcommittee. The remainder of the meeting was devoted
to a discussion of a motion presently on the floor of Council regarding
the elimination of the eight student positions. The SAC members
indicated strong opposition to the motion and recommended that the
Executive Committee initiate an orientation for all new members of
University Council. Such an orientation would encourage participation
and involvement of members. Dean Dubick added that his office and the
Office of Student Development would assist with the orientation of
student members.

Item No. 7 - Report of the Akron Representative on the Faculty
Advisory Committee to the Chancellor of the Ohio Board of Regents.
There was no report. (However, see Appendix B for a copy of the minutes
of thﬁ Conittee's September, 1989 meeting, which were submitted by
Mr. Nolte.

Item No. 8 - Unfinished Business. The first item of unfinished
business was the Ombudsman Proposal. The Chairman reminded Council that
it had been discussing item 4.b. Mr. Inman had moved to amend some
language in the item, and this had been seconded. Then Dr. Fleming had
suggested a language change, and Council had approved this as a
substitute for Inman's original motion. A vote had not yet been taken
on whether to put that substitute motion into the proposal itself.

Dr. Jackson stated that Dr. Don Gerlach had been leading Council
through the document for some time, and he could not be here today. To
try and create an orderly procedure to deal with this proposal, he moved
that consideration of the matter be postponed to the November meeting.
This was then seconded. Dr. Farona thought that Council should be able
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to proceed. The rest of Council was there and surely understood what

was going on in the proposal. There being no further discussion, the

ghairman called for a vote and Dr. Jackson's motion to postpone was
efeated.

The Chairman then returned to a discussion of the substitute motion
for item 4.b.: "should these recommendations IN THE OPINION OF THE
OMBUDSMAN not receive due consideration and/or implementation." After a
bit of discussion clarifying the exact wording of 4.b. with the proposed
amended language, Council voted to insert the phrase "in the opinion of
the Ombudsman" into the proposal.

The Chairman then reminded Council for the benefit of new members
that what it had been doing was going through the proposal and working
from a statement prepared by Dean Hunt which identified certain changes
about which either he or the Office of General Counsel of the University
had made comments or recommendations. There were no comments for 4.c.
coming from Dean Hunt, so Council proceeded to 4.d. There Dean Hunt
proposed striking the language which said "with written permission from
the subject of the record to release the information," and adding the
language "pursuant to Ohic law governing such personnel records;" and
somewhat further down on the page after the word "Ombudsman," he
proposed adding "to the extent authorized pursuant to Ohio's public
records law, but subject to the exceptions provided therein." Dean
Griffin moved these changes, and the motion was seconded. Since there
was no discussion, the Chairman called for a vote and the motion was
passed.

The next change was in section 4.f., where Dean Hunt had suggested
that after "“...must be respected,”" the phrase ", to the extent
authorized by law" should be added. This was moved and seconded, and
then Council voted its approval.

The Chairman then moved on to the bracketed statements regarding
sections 5.a. and 5.e., which as Dean Hunt had noted in his introductory
remarks last year concerning proposed changes to the document were
statements made by the General Counsel of the University:

[Section 5.a. is subject to the provisions of Chapter 1347
and Section 149.43 of the Ohio Revised Code. Anonymity and
confidentiality may not attach to public records or personnel
information systems as defined in Ohio law, except to the
extent that specific exclusions exist to authorize non-
disclosure. The records maintained by the Ombudsman would
constitute public records at a minimum, and would 1likely
qualify as a personnel information system as well. This
section is also subject to the records management
requirements of "state records," R.C. 149.32 et seq.]

(At section 5.e.)

[The following provision conflicts with the statutory
discretion vested in The Board of Trustees in R.C. 3359.03
(i.e., Only The Board of Trustees "...shall employ, fix the
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compensation of, and remove,... such...professors...as may be
deemed necessary.)]

Since Dean Hunt was not in Council, the Chairman wondered whether
anyone else wished to speak to these asides of advice or to any changes
in section 5.

Dr. Fleming regretted that Dean Hunt was not available because he
had a question regarding what was intended as would likely qualify as a
personnel information system. He understood that legally such documents
would become part of the public records of the procedures of the
University, but he was not clear on the import of qualifying as a
personnel information system.

The Chairman, although not a lawyer, attempted a clarification. He
thought that the advice that it would be held to be a personnel
information system was gratuitous and, in this context, pointless since
it had already been noted that they would constitute public records.
Dean Hunt seemed to be saying that even if they would constitute public
records, he believed that it would be at a minimum and, moreover, would
also be held to be a personnel information system. A personnel
information system was simply a data system supporting personnel actions
such as salaries, hirings, and firings; it was the bureaucratic
apparatus of a personnel system. Since the Office of the General
Counsel assured Council that the material would be held to be public
records at a minimum, the Chairman thought that the definition as a
personnel information system was not terribly illuminating. There were
a number of attorneys in the room, and if they wished to advise Council
to the contrary, he welcomed their comments.

Dr. Fleming accepted the Chairman's explanation, which agreed with
his own interpretation. A discussion then ensued on how to amend
section 5.a. to put it in line with the comments in brackets. An
amendment originally offered by Dr. Helmick, which was slightly aitered
by Dr. Fleming and seconded, read: "In order to protect the anonymity
of the complaints and the confidentiality of the complainant, these
RECORDS, TO THE EXTENT PERMITTED BY LAW, shall be accessible only..." A
vote was taken, and Council gave its approval.

In regard to the second bracketed comment, both Dr. Buchthal and
Dr. Fleming noted that the situation had been misunderstood. What was
being created here was an office of Council, created by Council, and
within the jurisdiction of Council. The faculty member who would be
occupying the position would be an elected person standing for a
particular duty in regard to Council. It was not a matter of hiring or
firing someone, or overriding or even infringing upon the Board's
authority.

The Chairman agreed with this intent, but he did not think that it
was correct to characterize the office of Ombudsman as one belonging to
Council. It actually was a University office. The point was well made,
though, that no one was talking about fixing compensation or denying
employment of someone on the payroll. The bracketed comments spoke to



October 20, 1989 Page 16

the Board's ability to hire, fire, and set compensation, which was not
germane to section 5.e. Since the bracketed statements represented
advice to Council from the Office of the General Counsel and nothing
more, Associate Provost Bonniwell suggested that Council ignore the
advice and move on.

The Chairman announced that all of Dean Hunt's proposed amendments
and comments had now been dealt with. He thought that it was now
appropriate, given the length of time that had been spent working with
the proposal and the different composition of the body, for Council to
reflect on whether there were other passages to which it might want to
return to discuss or amend, since the time for a vote on the entire
document seemed to be approaching.

Ms. Ann Bolek noted that the College of Polymer Science and Polymer
Engineering had been omitted from section 6, in which the colleges were
listed for the committee to be formed to select candidates for the
position. It was also noted that Wayne General and Technical should be
corrected to read Wayne College.

Mr. Dean Carro also pointed out that in section 6 it stated: "The
candidate receiving a simple majority of the ballots cast shall be
declared elected." He reminded Council of the difficulties it had at
its last meeting electing members to the Executive Committee. Did
Council want this election to be decided by a simple majority, when if
there were more than two candidates this could be difficuit to achieve?

Dr. Lawrence Focht moved to delete the first paragraph of section
4, take the items lettered 4.a. through 4.f. and append them to the
presently-numbered section 5 (Operations of the Office), and re-label
them as items f through k. Then, item 5 would become item 4, and item 6
would become 5. This motion was seconded.

Dr. Frank Griffin was concerned that one statement in the paragraph
which would be deleted, namely "...recommendations made by the Ombudsman
are concerned with faculty and academic matters...," was not carried
anywhere else in the document. Dean Griffin pointed out that it was so
noted in section 1: "The University of Akron shall have a faculty
Ombudsman with principal concern for faculty affairs.”

Dr. William McGucken reminded Dr. Focht that when this issue was
raised at the last meeting, Dr. Gerlach had indicated that the simplest
solution to the problem of section 4 was to strike the words "such as,"
which had been inserted as one of Dean Hunt's amendments. What was
wrong with that? Dr. Focht replied that this really would not solve
things because none of the lettered items in section 4 dealt with
faculty or academic matters. Every one of them was operational.

Council then voted on Focht's motion and gave its approval.
Dr. Fleming then moved to postpone a final decision on the

Ombudsman proposal until the next meeting of Council. He argued that,
given the number of changes that had been made, it would be best to wait
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and allow both Council members and colleagues to have an opportunity to
see a clean, corrected copy of the proposal in its final form before
making a final decision. This motion was seconded.

Dean Griffin disagreed, saying that Council had made some rather
modest changes in a document which had been in front of it for seven-
and-a-half months. He was not sure how much was going to be served by
looking at it again over a period of another month.

Dr. Diana Chlebek agreed with Dr. Fleming and noted that, since
examination of the document had been stretched out over such a long
period of time with some substantial changes along the way, it was a
good idea to wait and see all the changes in a clean final version.

After @ bit more discussion, the Chairman stated that the motion
was that a clean copy of the proposal would be prepared and then
published in the Chronicle and that further discussion would be
postponed until the next meeting, although it was understood that
changes to the document were still possible at the next meeting before
the final vote. Council then voted, and the motion was defeated.

Dr. Robert Holland indicated that in the last section of the
proposal it said, "The committee shall solicit nominations from the
entire faculty and shall select at least two but not more than three
candidates (acceptable to University Council)..." Could anyone tell him
what was meant by "acceptable to University Council?"

The Chairman said that it seemed to suggest that the selection
committee would compose a ballot of three or fewer names and would check
with University Council about those names prior to issuing a ballot.
However, that interpretation was open for correction.

Dr. Buchthal commented that he would find it awkward to sit in
Council and pass judgment on the names submitted. He moved to strike
the phrase "acceptable to University Council" from the sentence, and
this was seconded. Since there was no discussion, Council then voted
its approval of this motion.

It was then moved and seconded that the Ombudsman proposal be
approved as amended. The Chairman called for discussion.

Dr. Farona stated that the University had a fairly elaborate system
of appeals already in place. He did not know how many cases these
committees heard along the way to the top of the pipeline, but he
imagined not too many. Having had their cases heard, how many faculty
members with grievances and appeals had felt that they had been treated
unfairly by going through this system? He did not think that by adding
another person as a sort of adjunct to the pipeline would accomplish
anything. Council had heard last year what the cost of this kind of
office could be. The cost at Ohio State was $250,000, and while at
Akron the cost might not be that high, it would still not be a trivial
sum. With the budgetary problems the University was now facing and
people not being overwhelmed by their most recent raises, he did not
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think that the office of Ombudsman was necessary at all. The cost would
far exceed the gain.

Dr. Jackson commented that there was a system for looking at
grievances which worked reasonably well. However, he did not think that
this Ombudsman system was simply a repetition of the current system of
formal grievances and appeals. It was a system which worked in other
institutions to hear problems, gripes, and groundswells, and could be
seen as a kind of safety valve. In the years during which he had been a
member of Council, he had noted that the body had a tendency to adopt
policies in times of peace and quiet. Thus, when rougher waters were
ahead, there was already a mechanism in place to deal with them. He did
not think that a system such as the Ombudsman was a hard price to pay
for an insurance policy so that bias could be stamped out easily,
instead of waiting for some major conflagration. It had the ability to
get rid of major problems before they arose.

Dr. Frank Griffin also wanted to speak in favor of the proposal.
Based on his personal contact with a number of faculty members, he
thought that there was a sense that our grievance system in many areas
was no grievance system at all. A major problem was that almost all of
the procedures terminated with an administrator. The importance of the
Ombudsman proposal was that it allowed him to take a grievance directly
to the Board of Trustees after having exhausted all other possibilities.
He thought that it would be very important to the faculty to get a sense
that there was a real grievance procedure.

Dr. Fleming said that he could support the measure for two reasons.
One was that he thought that the University operation was such that
uitimate appeal to the Ombudsman would be rarely called upon. The other
was that it was a substitute for a formal grievance arrangement. The
Ombudsman would be a kind of friend of the court, a human being who
could be talked to and who could check things out before an actual court
case would come up. He understood that occasionally the University did
have to face court suits over these sorts of things, and anything which
could be done to avoid that situation would be to the good. As a third
point, he noted that it was rather doubtful that the cost of the office
would run to $250,000. There was no anticipation of establishing a
major office with several secretaries and so forth. If it ever did
become very costly, it would be within Council's jurisdiction to modify
the office or even abolish it.

Dr. John Bee wanted to speak against the proposal and said that
some of the difficulties which he had with it were reflected in the
comments of his colleagues, Drs. Griffin and Jackson, who seemed to him
at least to some degree to conflict with each other. Drs. Jackson and
Fleming characterized the Ombudsman as someone whose function was, in
fact, to serve as a safety valve and prevent grievances of a serious
nature from arising. He thought that would be a perfectly legitimate
and valid function for an Ombudsman, along with other routine functions
of helping to coordinate activities, disseminating information, serving
as a sounding board, and, in general, being helpful. However,
Dr. Griffin betrayed the main thrust of this Ombudsman proposal when he
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said that he had talked to a lot of faculty members and they did not
1ike the grievance procedures which we now have in place. If one looked
at how the Ombudsman functioned and what he was allowed to do in this
document, it was obvious that it was a grievance procedure. Why else
would the Ombudsman need to be able to take something directly to the
Board of Trustees if someone aggrieved felt that it had not been
sufficiently handled on campus. Dr. Bee did not think that there was
any way that the document, as it now read, could be interpreted as
anything other than an additional grievance procedure - not as an
Ombudsman.

Dr. Bee also emphasized that the document as it now stood made no
real effort to articulate the Ombudsman function in relation to the
existing structure of University governance and procedures that were now
in place. He could not imagine how the Ombudsman as described here,
taking grievances seriously and going to the Board, could do this
without running afoul of already established mechanisms and procedures
that began at the department level, went through the collegiate level,
and then on up to the Provost's and President's offices. There was no
confusion here. This was not an Ombudsman proposal, but one that if
impTemented would cause serious disruption and confusion to a procedure
which was already there. He intended to vote against it and hoped that
other Council members would do so as well.

Dr. Griffin asked Dr. Bee to define what he meant by an Ombudsman
and how this proposal was not an Ombudsman proposal. Or. Bee responded
that operationally he would define an Ombudsman as a person who carried
out functions that were outlined in the document under sections 2.a.,
2.b., in some contexts 2.c., and even 2.f. - anything which would make
the Ombudsman a coordinating person, a person who disseminated
information or attempted to clarify, explain, and informally address
specific faculty difficulties. The way this document was structured,
this was impossible. The overriding thrust of the proposal was found in
what used to be section 4.b. What the proponents of the document wanted
was another grievance procedure, which he thought would be in direct
conflict with what was presently in place and cause serious problems.

~ Dean Jane Martin also spoke against the proposal and wanted to
follow up on what Dr. Bee had been saying. If there was dissatisfaction
with the grievance procedures, the thing to do was address those
procedures and not propose a substitute document which would readdress
what were seen as some inadequacies of an existing grievance procedure.
She was not aware of any dissatisfaction with them, but she was new here
and admitted that she might not be fully informed. It did seem a costly
measure to address this issue, and she had heard some variance in terms
of what its use might be. On the one hand, it might be seen as a
prevention document, and on the other hand, it woulid be seen as an
additional grievance document. For these reasons, she thought that the
proposal should be defeated.

Dr. Jackson was puzzled by some of these comments. He read out a
portion of section 2.d. (Functions of the Ombudsman): “...withou}lf
superseding any existing grievance procedures or channels of appeal...
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Ms. Ann Bolek asked for a clarification regarding the election
procedures as specified in section 5 of the proposal. It stated that
the selection committee would be formed early in the fall semester. If
the proposal were passed by Council, the timing for this as specified in
the document was already passed.

The Chairman replied that if Council were to pass the proposal,
this would not make it policy. It would still have to be forwarded to
the President, who had a number of courses of action which he could
follow. Eventually it would or would not go to the Board of Trustees,
and that could take time, too. If the document went into effect some
time this year, clearly the schedule for early fall could not be
followed. He assumed that the procedure would still be carried out, but
it would be done later in the academic year.

Dr. Bee wanted to respond to Dr. Jackson's point about section 2.d.
He was not sure in this context what "superseding" meant. Was it "go
before," or "in front of," or “prior to in time?" Agreeing with
Dr. Jackson's comment that it literally meant "above," Dr. Bee noted
that chronologically it would then mean "before." Was he then to
understand that the Ombudsman would not be able to function until all
other grievance channels had run their full course and were completed?
If not, since the grievance procedures presently were. based on an
orderly progression of who communicates at what point with whom and on
what subjects, and the Ombudsman was free to proceed at whatever level,
it seemed to him that the Ombudsman was acting in a way that did stand
independently of the existing structure with a status which was unclear
in regard to that structure. He found very little comfort in the phrase
in 2.d. as it pertained to his concerns with the document.

Dr. Jackson stated that he had not read the phrase to have a
temporal meaning, but he interpreted it to relate to authority. It was
not talking about a matter of time - "replacing before or after;" it
meant "without replacing."”

Dr. Fleming spoke about the safety valve aspect of the Ombudsman
position as expressed in what used to be item 4.b. of the proposal.
There was no mechanism on campus at present which went beyond appointed
administrative decision making, and the safety valve idea would have a
salutary effect on faculty morale. The possibility of its availability
would give comfort in the same way that a parachute on an airplane made
him feel more secure, even though he hoped that he never had to use it.
This safety valve was the heart of the document, and in choosing a
respected professor to hold the position of Ombudsman, Council could
probably rely on that individual to treat this with respect and
moderation and not to simply run wild with some new authority.

Dean Martin wanted to know whether an additional step was needed
beyond the Board of Trustees, if the Ombudsman was to continue action
until there was compliance with his recommendations. What if the Board
did not comply. What was the next higher authority?

Dr. McGucken wanted to remind Council that the origin of this
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proposal in a sense came from the President himself. His recollection
was that about two years ago the President and other administrators had
met with a selected group of faculty, and in conversation with
Dr. Jackson, the President had come to the conclusion that perhaps this
community did need an Ombudsman. This proposal may not have been what
he had in mind and, as the Chairman had reminded Council, the President,
if he wanted, could turn it down. Dr. McGucken thought that the
proposal should be sent on to him anyway and see what would happen.

Dean Griffin thought that he was perfectly willing to admit that
the President had had a bad idea.

Dean Wallace Williams had serious reservations about the component
of the proposal which allowed the Ombudsman to go to the Board of
Trustees. He thought that Council should recognize that the Board was
the policy setting component of the University and did not deal with the
day-to-day operations of the institution. It charged the President to
deal with those, and there would be a serious conflict if the proposal
were passed as it now stood.

Associate Provost Bonniwell liked the safety valve aspects of the
proposal and the manner in which those aspects might function, but his
main concern was that the Ombudsman as envisioned here was not a
University Ombudsman and that therefore there were groups on Council and
in the University family which would not be represented. He wanted to
see a proposal for an Ombudsman who served the entire University.

As there was no further discussion, the Chairman called for a vote
and reminded Council that it had approved an earlier stipulation that
this would be by secret ballot. The results of this ballot were 34 no,
25 yes. Therefore, the proposal for a Faculty Ombudsman was defeated.
(For a copy of the final version, see Appendix C.)

Council then moved on to the next item of business, which was to
amend Council Bylaws by deleting section 3359-10-03 (D), with the
appropriate renumbering of sections E through H as D through G (see
Appendix D).

Dr. Oller read a statement from Dr. Gerlach, the proposer of the
amendment, who could not be in Council:

The amendment designed to delete section D of University Council
Bylaws 3359-10-03 was offered because during the 1988-80 academic
year the student representatives almost totally neglected their

duty to attend. Council met 10 times (9 regular and 1 special
meetings).

Two students missed all 10 meetings.
One student missed 9.
One student missed 8.
One student missed 7.
One student missed 6.
Two students missed 4,
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In addition, at one special meeting which could not be held for
lack of a quorum, all eight students failed to appear, when the
attendance of only one of them would have established the quorum so
that business could proceed. This record of poor attendance and
neglect of responsibility suggests that the students do not deserve
representation in University Council and that its ability to carry
on its business should not be thwarted by such a sizable bloc of
its membership.

Dean Long wanted to speak against the motion. He did not think
that what one group of students failed to do in one year should penalize
other students in other years.

Dr. Buchthal moved to table the motion, and this was seconded.
Council voted and the motion was defeated.

Dean Nicholas Sylvester did not see how Council could call itself a
University Council and exclude the students. If students were now on
the Board of Trustees, surely they should be members of University
Council.

Dr. Fleming commented that in reading there was a saying that those
who don't read are just as bad off as those who can't. By being
represented on Council by students who did not show up, as Dr. Gerlach's
research had shown, the student body had been 4§11 or very poorly
represented on this body, and that seemed to bespeak a lack of interest.

Dean Dubick wanted to emphasize that there were many problems
related to membership on a body such as this for students. For example,
student members in the non-traditional area usually had to give up time
at work in order to attend the meetings. He emphasized that his office
and others which were associated with students who were in elected
positions would try to inform students of their responsibilities with
regard to this obligation in order to help increase attendance and
participation. He asked that Council not withhold from this group their
representation because of the behavior of a past group.

Dean Sylvester thought that it was clear that the students had
gotten the message since they had been present for the past two
meetings, and he reiterated his belief that they ought to have an
opportunity to participate.

Dr. Fleming asked how many students were in attendance and from
what constituencies. The Chairman requested that student
representatives identify themselves and their constituencies. They then
did so, and these 1included Betty Rogge (Non-Traditional Student
Government), who indicated that she had taken time off from work to
attend; Dave Weil (Student Bar Association); Kate LeJeune (Graduate
Student Government); James Neilson (President of Associated Student
Government), who noted that he had not taken a class this semester in
order to have Thursday hours free to attend Council meetings; Joe
Pallotta (Associated Student Government); and Edward Hopson (Associated
Student Government). This gave a total of six, with two more to be
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appointed. Mr. Neilson pointed out that one of his appointments was in
the room, but her appointment had not yet been approved by the
Associated Student Government Senate.

Dr. Fleming stated that he doubted that there were many people in
Council, either faculty or administrators, who were opposed to student
participation in the body, as long as it did not adversely affect the
operations of Council through absence or non-attendance. He thought
that there had been a definite grievance against students who had not
been fulfilling their obligation.

Mr. Joseph Pallotta responded that the student representatives this
year were not the same ones who had held the offices last year. The
problem had been realized, and there had been a search for students who
would be more conscientious and more responsibie to their obligations.
He believed that the new student representatives were making the
commitment to be at meetings and to do their jobs.

Ms. Ann Bolek supported the students' role in Council and thought
that their representation was needed.

The Chairman then called for a vote, and the motion to delete the
item in the Bylaws was defeated.

Item No. 9 - Adjournment. A motion was made to adjourn. This was
seconded, and Council voted its approval. The meeting ended at
4:56 p.m,
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APPENDIX A
COURSE ADDITION - CHANGE IN DEGREE REQUIREMENTS
THE UNIVERSITY OF AKRON
COMMUNITY AND TECHNICAL COLLEGE
ASSOCIATE OF APPLIED SCIENCE IN MANUFACTURING TECHNOLOGY (CAM OPTION)
DELETE: 2920:247 Technology of Machine Tools, 3 credit hours
ADD: 2880-221 Survey of Machine Tools & CNC Machinery, 3 credit hours {2-1)

PREREQUISITE: None

RATIONALE: The new course will concentrate on the selection of the proper
machine to accomplish a desired process rather than developing machine skills.
The concept of CNC will be added.

COURSE DESCRIPTION: Introductory study of the machining process. Basic
concepts start with the engine lathe and mill and proceed through beginning NC
programming.

COURSE RATIONALE: CNC is an integral part of so many manufacturing operations
that the student needs to understand both the CNC programming function and the
basic machine tools and operations that the CNC instructions perform.

COURSE OBJECTIVE: The student is expected to understand the basic operation
of the lathe and mill and the relationships of critical parameters, such as
feed, speed, etc., to productivity and product quality. The student will also
gain an understanding of the benefits and requirements of CNC through actual
introductory programming exercises.

COURSE OUTLINE:

I. Cutting Tools

A. Theory of Cutting
B. Tool Bit Materials

C Terminology, Clearance, Rakes and Chip Breakers
D Milling Cutters

E Machine Time

F Horsepower Requirements

L, The Lathe

A. Types and Components

B. Turning a Cylinder

C. Chuck and Faceplate Operations
I1I. The Milling Machines

A. Types and Components
B. Milling Machine Operations
Iv. Production Machines

V. Quality and Dimensional Control

VI. CNC Basic Terminology and Concepts
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APPENDIX B

FACULTY ADVISORY COMMITTEE
TD THE CHANCELLOR OF THE
OHIO ROARD OF REGENTS

Minutes of the Meeting of September 7., 198%9.

Chair Miller called the meeting to order with the following members
present: R. Anderson, R. Bayer. M. Ghodoecshim, S. Givens, R. Hehman,
M. Henning, P. Macklin, H. McSwiney, R. Miller. M. Mumper, J.
Robertson, R. Rolwing, N. Rudd, R. Smith, f. Stoner, and M. Weinberg.

MORNING SESSION

Minutes Minutes af the May meeting were not available and will be
mailed later.

Nominations & After thanking the members of the committee, Reed
Elections Anderson and Barbara Ga-wood, Chair Givens submitted

the slate: Chair - Nancy Rudd (0SU) and Vice-Chair -
Barbara Garwood (Lakeland CC). The nominee for Secretary Hugh Munro
had notified the committee on Sept. 5 that he was resigning from FAC
and hence would not be available. The committee had contacted several
individuals, all of whom had declined nomination. The FAC members
present were solicited, but none volunteered. The Nominating
Committee was then charged to continue the search, and the election of
the Chair and Vice-Chair occurred. It was agreed that the Chair would
send a letter to Hugh Munro expressing the appreciation of FAC for his
faithful and excellent service as both a member and secretary for five
years. At this point Chair Miller turnmed the meeting over to the
newly elected Chair, Nancy Rudd.

Roscoe Village The Chair announced that RV 11 would be held from
Planning Noon on Nov. 9 through lunch on Nov. 10. Each

school will have its room and board covered for one
person. A second person may come but will not be covered by the meet-
ing grant. The main thrust of the meeting will be on the implementa-
tion of the Access & Success Document. FAC indicated interest in
having some consultants to work with the group on the means of imple-
mentation. There was agreement that FAC was no longer concerned with
the need to act, but rather how best to act.

Selectian of Boyer informed FAC that i1t had through its Chair made
Chancellor contact i1n the past with the Chair of the Selection

Committee for a new Chancellor. He urged that FAC do
it again since FAC is the only faculty voice that might be heard.
Anderson moved and Henning seconded that the Chair contact Mrs. Anita
Ward, Chair of the Selection Committee, to exmress the ideas of FAC
and express a willingness to be of any service possible. The FAC
agreed that the Chair shpuld express a concern that a new Chancellor
have either academic experience or a close awareness of things
academic, and not be a person whose primary credentials are political.
The motion passed and Chair Rudd indicated she would proceed.
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Plans for FAC spent time working on both specific and general

Future tapics tor future meetings. The fallowing were

Meetings developed: October 2 meeting - Ask Ann Moore to discuss
Access & Success plans and activities. December 5

meeting - host a luncheon honoring Chancellor Coulter. January

meeting - Ask Duane Rpgers to discuss 0OBUOR propozals on capaital budget
recommendations.

General topics - 1) Faculty involvement in lobbying. Desir-
ability? Coordination?: 2) lssue of growth of enrollments in the
90's accompanied by increased faculty retirements and the need for
replacements; 3I) Discussion of 0BOR/Chancellor’'s staff tracking more
accurately the growth/number of administrative staff at each campusg
4) lssues related to the hiring and use of part—-time faculty; and
5) How drugs and the drug issue might be handled at both the state and
the local level.

AFTERNDON SESSION

Chancellor Chancellor Coulter indicated he knew hothing about the
Replacement progress of the search for his successor except that it
Process was actively underway. He felt that its being an

exclusively OBOR search with a smal}l three person
committee improves the chances for a less lengthy search. He said
that he had talked to Chair Ward and expressed these ideas among
others.

1. The new Chancellor should be a professional and not a
political choice.

2. The new person will have to play an important role as a bridge
for higher education between the current governor and the next
Qovernor,

3. OBOR should be looking not necescsarily for an DOhican to serve,
even though all Chancellors to date have been pulled from
within the state.

He also said that he telt OBOR wanted to emplovy someone who would
cantinue and expand on their recently developed directions and
programs of excellence. He said he hoped that OBOR would urge the new
Chancellor to continue the advocacy role for higher education that he
had initiated. In response to the question of the role of FAC with
the new Chancellor, he asserted that he hoped it would be similar to
his, since FAC was the only untiltered faculty imput that a Chancellor
has.

Capital Chancellor Coulter stated that during the early Summer
Budgeting the variocus campuses submitted their capital improvement

budgets for the nexf two years. As usual, the requests
exceeded substantially the amount OBOR feeles isc fiscally desirable.
The Chancellor indicated some of the areas whereg tunding would be
recommended . These 1ncluded:
1. Renovation of existing fTacilities; 2. Support for facilities
that would meet the growing demand for research. .This has been given
further focus by a report 1rom the Research.and Economic Development
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Council which argues that increased emphasis on scientific training
demands not only increased operating funds, but also some capital
investment; 3. The need to aid two-year institutions in expanding
facilities to meet the economic demands and expectations of their
communities; 4. Support for two types of library development. One
for the creation of regional library storage facilities. These would
most likely be in the Northeast and possibly the Southwest areas of
Ohioc. These buildings would follow generally the floor plan of the
Ohio State edifice. The other area of support will be to begin
financing the instituting of the electronic Ohio Library Information
System (OLIS) which would tie all academic units into a common data
base, and in time ctould connect with a national data base.

The Chancellar said that 0OBOR might well begin to reverse itself
on the danger of increased bonded indebtedness. He pointed out that
by the early 1990s a substantial decline will begin on bond payments
as many of the bonds reach maturity. This would permit new bonding
without increasing further the debt payment load for higher education.

The Chancellor was asked why there were often long delays between
the approval of capital expenditures and the actual work being done.
He stated that there were, in general, several reasors among which
were the time for planning and the actual architectural drawing and
delays at the state level. In addition, at times there are cost
matters which make moving ahead on construction difficult or even
impossible.

Chancellor’'s When the Chancellor was asked for his views about
View of the future developments in higher education, he laid
Future out the following: :

¢ 1. There will be a growing need for closer connec-
tions between higher ed and public expectations, needs, and desires.
Among these are the issues of access and success, concern for care of
the aging, drug useage and control, etc.; 2. There will be a
continuing need for higher ed to better educate the public faor the
work place. This will place the greatest burden on the two-year
schools in that much of the demand will be technical in nature. He
added, that it is the responsibi]ity of the humanities to constantly
articulate the broader values of a liberal education; 3I. There will
be increasing inter—-related ties between institutions, higher
education and the public,and bhigher ed and other business/government
bodies; 4. There will be an ever growing need for higher education to
produce doctoral graduates to mget the changing demands for education
and to fill the wvacancies created by retirements in the 19%90s.

Future The next meeting of FAC will be at 10:30 a.m. on Monday,
Meetings Oct. 2. The November meeting will be the Roscoe Village

Retreat on Thursday—Friday Nov. 9@ & 10. The December
meeting will be at 10:30 a.m. on Tuesday, Dec. 5.

Respectfully submitted,
=,

Stuart R. Givens

Secretary Pro Tem
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APPENDIX C

Proposal for a Faculty Ombudsman
(As defeated by Council 10/5/89)

1. The University of Akron shall have a Faculty Ombudsman* with
principal concern for faculty affairs. The office shall be
occupied by a tenured professor, respected for impartiality and
independence, for a set term of three years. It shall be
adequately staffed and funded in a manner consistent with its
function, and the Ombudsman shall be assured of at Tleast the
average salary increments awarded to the colleagues of the
department or discipline from which the Ombudsman originates.

2. The Functions of the Ombudsman shall be:

a. to collect and provide information about University
policies, practices, and procedures, and seek to obtain
clarification of the University's modus operandi; to
honor all reasonable requests for information pertinent
to the functions and purposes of the office, and to
seek actively for answers to all such inquiries,
providing them to the inquiring parties and, where it
seems desirable, to the University community at large

b. to advise faculty and others of whom to consult and
what procedures to follow in order to pursue whatever
business or complaint they may have;

C. to hear, investigate, and attempt to resolve justly and
equitably those complaints and grievances that may
arise against the University or against any of its
constituent parts or members;

d. without superseding any existing grievance procedures
or channels of appeal, to mediate disputes and assist
in protecting the proper rights and interests of those
who remain dissatisfied with the results of pursuing
existing procedures and channels, and to propose to the
pertinent parties remedies for arbitrary or capricious
actions or for lack of action or for unreasonable or
untimely delays in action;

e. to report independent findings and recommendations to
the appropriate authorities within the University by
the most expeditious means possible, and to the
University community to the extent that this seems
objectively to be most beneficial;

*In deference to its etymology, the word ombudsman is used in its
traditional form, to refer to a man or to a woman doing the job.
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to inform the appropriate administrative officers,
legislative bodies, and faculties within the University
community what procedures and policies seem to be
defective or inadequate to the protection of
substantive rights, and to recommend remedies; to
propose interim relief pending the use or adoption of
procedures necessary to assure due process; and to
notify appropriate officers and faculty when there is a
failure to implement the due process already
established;

to recommend to the appropriate authorities adjustments
in cases of complaint and findings of inequitable
faculty salaries.

3. Access to public records and information as the Ombudsman believes
required to fulfill the functions of the job shall be provided by
all members of the University community, subject to the exceptions
from such disclosure provided by Ohio Statutory Law or Ohio Common

Law rights
information

of privacy. Any requests from the Ombudsman for
must receive the highest priority from every member of

the community. The Ombudsman shall also be given efficient means
for communicating with the University community whenever necessary.

4. Operations of the Office:

d.

The office shall keep suitable records of complaints,
findings and recommendations. In order to protect the
anonymity of the complaints and the confidentiality of
the complainant, these records, to the extent permitted
by law, shall be accessible only to members of the
staff of the office of the Ombudsman which shall under
no circumstances employ student personnel. At the end
of a particular Ombudsman's term, that Ombudsman, after
consulting with the University archivist, shall decide
which records shall remain for the successor, which
shall be committed to the University Archives, and
which shall be destroyed. In addition, that Ombudsman
shall describe the conditions under which persons shall
have access to the various records of that office
stored in the Archives;

Although  the  Ombudsman  may, after  careful
consideration, make exceptions with respect to matters
of major importance, normal function of the
investigations will be on the bases of first come,
first served;

the Ombudsman shall make an annual report to the
University community and also issue special reports as
are deemed useful from time to time;
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the Office of Faculty Ombudsman may be evaluated and
reviewed by University Council at any time after one
full year of operation;

the Office of Faculty Ombudsman may be abolished at any
time by the majority vote of the University faculty
upon recommendation of university Council.

the Ombudsman shall make recommendations to the
president, faculty and administrative offices but will
not exercise powers which are beyond the Tlegal
authority of the university and which are specifically
vested in particular individuals or offices by law, or
Rules and Regulations of the Board of Trustees;

should those recommendations in the opinion of the
Ombudsman not receive due consideration and/or
implementation, the Ombudsman has the right and
obligation, upon two weeks' written notice, to submit
the case, in writing, to The Board of Trustees for
action at their next meeting;

the Ombudsman shall not make University policy or
replace established legislative or judicial procedures,
although investigating any and all of these, raising
questions about them, and making recommendations for
their improvement and efficient functioning are to be
considered proper activities of the office;

information from individual personal and personnel
records shall be secured only pursuant to Chio law
governing such personnel records, but access to all
other records and files bearing on a complaint is
guaranteed to the Ombudsman, to the extent authorized
pursuant to Ohio's public records law, but subject to
the exceptions provided therein;

the Ombudsman shall publish timely reports to the
faculty and administrative outlining the ongoing
activities of the office and especially focusing on
those recommendations which have not yet met with
compliance;

however, while the Ombudsman has wide latitude in
promulgating findings and recommendations, the requests
of complainants that their anonymity be preserved must
be respected, to the extent authorized by law.

committee shall be formed early in the fall semester of

the year preceding the start of the Ombudsman's term of office.
The committee shall consist of one member elected from each
college (Arts & Sciences, Business, Community & Technical,
Education, Engineering, Fine & Applied Arts, Law, Nursing, Polymer
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Science and Polymer Engineering and Wayne College) and the Library.
The committee shall solicit nominations from the entire faculty and
shall select at least two but not more than three candidates to
stand for election by a written ballot of the faculty. The
election is to be completed by the end of classes in the spring
semester. The candidate receiving a simple majority of the ballots
cast shall be declared elected.
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APPENDIX D

Amendment to Council Bylaws:
3359-10-03 Composition of Council

(61 EigHE frddédt répréséntdtidés ¢omgriding fodr stddénts fiom £Ré
ndér'drddddte didy EArdivent sélédtéd 1A 2deR vidinér Af déférninéd
By Kesolidied BLadént Goférrdént! fvd didning stddénts séldétéd in
SUCH WAl df détéidined By fHé Eddhing Stidént Cdinéil/ déng
Sradént sélgctdd fidh tHe Grddddté 3iddént Coinédl Ih d wdiner
Adredabld 1 gdel CodAEil] dAfd dn¢ Srddént félddidd frdv Ihé
SLddent BAY Kigedldtidh In 4 ddingr ddréddblé L0 Sueh REddéddLivn/

Appropriate renumbering of sections E through H as D through G.
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