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MINUTES OF THE FACULTY SENATE MEETING OF MARCH 1, 2001

The regular meeting of the Faculty Senate was called to order by Chair Dan Sheffer at
3:05 p.m. on Thursday, February 1, 2001, in Room 201 of the Buckingham Center for

Continuing Education.

Fifty of the sixty-four members of the Faculty Senate were in attendance. Senators
Ebie, Edgerton, Gelfand, Hanlon, Kinion, Lavelli, Li, Lyons, Reed, and Schmith were absent
with notice. Senators Hajjafar, Saliga, and Turning were absent without notice.

SENATE ACTIONS

* AMENDED FACULTY SENATE BYLAWS REGARDING
REPLACEMENT OF SENATORS ON LEAVE FOR ONE SEMESTER,
TO HOLD OVER UNTIL APRIL 5 MEETING.

APPROVED THREE CRC PROPOSALS FOR NEW CURRICULUM,
NEW PROGRAMS, AND CURRICULUM CHANGES.

APPROVED CFPC RECOMMENDATION FOR SPACE
REALLOCATION OF 30 ROOMS ON SECOND FLOOR OF AYER

HALL.

REFERRED DOMESTIC PARTNER ISSUE TO WELL-BEING
COMMITTEE FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION.

REFERRED ASG PROPOSAL REGARDING INDEPENDENT STUDENT
EVALUATIONS OF FACULTY TO STUDENT AFFAIRS COMMITTEE
AND STUDENT OUTCOME ASSESSMENT TASK FORCE.

1. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA - Chair Sheffer called for a motion to approve the
agenda. He then suggested one change to the agenda, which was to include the report for the
Planning & Budgeting Committee as part of the remarks of Provost Hickey. The Provost was
to give that report today, and, as he had to leave at 4:00 p.m., he wanted to give his
comments early during his remarks. Senator Midha moved to approve the agenda. The
motion was seconded by Senator Sterns. The Chair then called for discussion. Senator
Steiner made a motion to amend the agenda. His amendment asked that the discussion of the
RTP procedures be moved to new business after committee reports, because it was likely that
a lengthy discussion might ensue. Senator McCollum seconded this amendment, and the body
voted its approval. The Chair then called for a motion to approve the amended agenda. This
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was so moved by Senator Midha and seconded by Senator Sakezles. The Senate then
approved the amended agenda.

II. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF FEBRUARY 1 - The Chair asked for
consideration of the minutes of the meeting of February 1. Secretary Kennedy stated that she
had no corrections, and none came from the floor. A motion to approve the minutes was
made by Senator Lillie and seconded by Senator Filer-Tubaugh. The Senate then voted its
approval.

M. CHAIRPERSON’S REMARKS - Because the agenda was very full, the Chair stated
that he wanted to move right on to the special announcements.

IV. SPECIAL ANNOUNCEMENTS - There were none.

V. REPORTS

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE - Secretary Kennedy began her report by stating that the
Executive Committee had met three times in February, twice with only committee members,
and once with the President and Provost. The committee first addressed the issue of a
Senator who was on leave for one semester. There was no rule in the Faculty Senate Bylaws
regarding placement of a Senator who was on leave for one semester. There was a provision
for leave greater than one semester, but not for one semester only. The question the
committee had centered on representation. The committee felt that those represented by that
Senator should be able to decide whether the Senator on leave should be replaced with an
election, or should be allowed to retain his or her seat. Again, full representation of faculty
was the goal. Therefore, the Executive Committee proposed to amend the Faculty Senate
Bylaws under (H)(5)(f) by adding to the sentence: "Senators who are on professional, medical,
or administrative leave for one semester or less will retain their seats IF APPROVED BY
THEIR CONSTITUENCY. IF NOT APPROVED, THE SEAT SHALL BE CONSIDERED
VACANT." At that point then an election for a new Faculty Senate representative would be

held. Secretary Kennedy made a motion that the body adopt this amendment to the Faculty
Senate Bylaws.

Chair Sheffer stated that since the motion came from a committee, it didn’t need to be
seconded. However, since it was a change to the bylaws it would have to lay over for one
month. This would be brought back at next month’s Senate meeting.

Secretary Kennedy continued. Relatedly, another issue the committee discussed was
Faculty Senate meeting attendance. Attendancé to the meetings of late had been rather poor,
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and in the next two months the Senate would be dealing with some very important issues.
She knew this was preaching to the choir but wanted to reiterate just how important
attendance was.

The Executive Committee also discussed the Conflict of Interest Committee, and per
President Proenza’s request, chose four individuals from Senate to sit on the Conflict of
Interest Committee and begin work with Dr. Newkome. The four individuals who would be
representing Faculty Senate included three from the original Conflict of Interest Committee -
Secretary Kennedy, Senator Lillie, Senator Lee, and a new member, Senator Calvo. These
four would be meeting in the near future with Dr. Newkome.

Another issue was a proposal brought to the Executive Committee by Associated
Student Government. Mr. Elliott Anderson presented ASG’s request that ASG be allowed to
conduct independent student evaluations of faculty. Results of those evaluations would be
made available to students via a published biue book. While the Executive Committee
supported the idea of student evaluations and making that information available to students,
we did have several questions, concerns, and comments regarding their proposal. Therefore,
the committee forwarded this proposal to the Student Affairs Committee to examine in greater
detail. The Senate would be hearing from this committee regarding the ASG proposal in the
near future.

The committee discussed several issues with the President and Provost. For example,
the committee discussed at great length the RTP guidelines, but details on that would be
presented later during today’s meeting. We also talked about the budget, and we asked the
President to address some of the rumors surrounding merit pool salary increases. We thea
discussed the time line for the budget and asked for details about what PBC was doing in
regard to that process. We also asked that faculty be provided with a sheet of salary
information - comparison of salaries at various ranks in the University. Faculty had been
receiving those in the past but not within the last two years. We were told that those would
be provided to faculty.

The Executive Committee had extended an invitation to Vice President Roney to
attend a Faculty Senate meeting in the near future to present information about the enroliment
strategy and management plan to update Senate on what had been done and what the future
held.

Finaily, we had a discussion about involving the PBC in a strategic planning process
that the Provost had talked to Senate about at the last meeting. We discussed the need to
include PBC in this process and were assured that the PBC would be involved.

REMARKS OF THE PRESIDENT - The Chair invited President Proenza to address the body.

"Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am sorely tempted to Keep my remarks to myself, but I
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think T would like to join with you a little bit this afternoon. First, I would ask that all of
you join me in signing Happy Birthday to our Provost...

This last couple of weeks have brought exceptionally good news to the University, and
I’d like to share a couple of those items with you. As some of you are aware, two weeks ago
today in fact, several of us were in Washington, D.C. at the National Press Club for what was
truly an unprecedented announcement. A landmark grant, both for the foundation making the
award and for The University of Akron - The Robert Wood Johnson Foundation announced a
$13.7 million grant to The University of Akron for the Institute of Health and Social Policy -
Zili Sloboda, as principal investigator, Dick Stephens as co-principal investigator. This is a
complete revision of the curriculum related to drug and alcohol abuse prevention for our
nation, shifting the focus from primary school to the transition between middle and secondary
school, and shifting the approach from largely a lecture-driven approach information delivery
to an interactive approach in which the students in effect become their own teachers. The
grant is in collaboration with D.A.R.E. American as the network to provide that curriculum.
It will reach about 50,000 young people and without question, it was a very proud moment
for The University of Akron. It is the largest grant for the University, and we’re checking the
way that the official from the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation spoke. It seemed as though
she meant also the largest grant for the Foundation; certainly, the landmark nature and scope
of this was very much evident. This is indeed a very happy occasion, and congratulations
again, Dean Creel, to your colleagues.

Secondly, we received the second of technology action funding awards from the
Technology Action Board. Last year we received a grant for $465,000; this year’s award was
$1.5 million to continue our efforts to develop Ohio Polymer Enterprise Development
Corporation to assist and develop our skills and enhance our ability to commercialize
polymer-related technologies. So again, a very important award continues those efforts in that
regard.

Yesterday the Board of Trustees approved all of the Mercer appeals, so the Mercer
process is now complete and those appeals that were so recommended were approved and
notification letters are going out today. In keeping with the fact that for our University
students, our job 1, enrollment is the most important priority that we have to work on.
Several of us have been assisting Vice President Roney and her staff in welcoming students
who are considering the University, and we’re very pleased to welcome a very strong group
of 3.0 and above students in a welcome reception two nights ago - a very, very exceptional
group of students.

A short student testimonial received, (I always get all the complaints, but occasionally
get a letter that actually says something very nice), so let me share a couple of words from a
student who’s participating in the laptop pilot rollout. I quote: ‘I want you to know how
much the laptop program has meant to me in my studies. [’ve watched this school undergo
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many changes, but this laptop initiative is the icing on the cake for me. The University of
Akron has exceeded all of my expectations. There is no place I'd rather be.” She also sent
the letter evidently to The Buchtelite independently, and that was published by The Buchtelite.

There have been several faculty accomplishments that I wish I could dwell on, but
Dan Deckler in Wayne College presented a paper at the IEEE International Conference, a
very important paper. Harri Ramcharran has co-authored six articles which will appear this
year in several important journals. Dean Richard Aynes of our School of Law entitled a book
chapter, “Unintended Conseguences of Constitutional Amendment,” which is being published
by the University of Georgia Press in conjunction with Professor David Kyvig. Walter
Hixson, Chair of our Department of History, has just published a book entitled, ‘Murder
Culture and Injustice,” published by our University Press.

Two final comments - as Senator Kennedy indicated, we chatted with your Executive
Committee about the budget, and I’d just like to make a few remarks to be sure that all of us
are on the same page. We are working with the Provost, Vice President Nettling, and with
the Planning & Budgeting Committee to develop appropriate scenarios that will allow us to
respond rapidly as soon as budget information is made available from the state legislature.
Those scenarios are putting as their first priority the creation of an appropriate size salary
pool for merit increases. We are targeting hopefully a 3 percent salary pool. If situations
change to make it better, we’d love to do that, but as you know, the Governor has
recommended a fairly conservative budget and unless we are able to move the legislature a
little bit on that point, we may be limited to a 3 percent salary pool. We’ll do our very best;
in fact, members of the Board of Trustees have joined Vice President Laguardia and others in
the staff in working with me personally in visiting the legislators and making important
arguments on this matter. The presence of members of the Board of Trustees, as you can
imagine, has carried considerable weight with those legislators. Also, we’ll be welcoming
Senator Tim Ryan to the campus soon to tell him about some of the important things that we
are doing.

Finally, I would like to very briefly address the RTP process that you will be
discussing in 2 moment. First, to dispel some rumors - I don’t expect to leave here in two
years. In fact, the Board of Trustees has put in place some very attractive incentives for me
to stay seven and maybe more years. Vice President Mallo can inform you about that if you
care. So it’s certainly not my intention to drop out of here and let you wait that long.

Secondly, I would like to ask that you certainly assist all of the discussion that is
going on and provide your suggestions. We’re always open to how to better do something
that someone else has previously iterated. We never want to stop short of a better idea. How
you get to these two points is in many respects your business, but there are two things that are
non-negotiable, ladies and gentlemen. One, the University must have a uniform process
across the University. And notice that that doesn’t mean uniform criteria, because obviously
those have to be discipline-based. But I will not have the Department of English doing the



March 1, 2001 Page 6

process of review and so forth differently from the Engineering College or some other school
or department. We have to have uniformity of process to address equity issues, to address
issues of due process, and that is simply a non-negotiable item.

The second item that is non-negotiable is that you must assure me in an acceptable and
objective fashion that we are aspiring across the University to uniformly high standards. In
other words, I will not accept one department wanting to be the best among the worst, and
another one wanting to be the best among the best. How we get to that - again, I'm open to
your suggestions. But those two are non-negotiable.

Finally, I would like to recommend, Mr. Chairman, that we try to move the process
along to consider my possibly having some recommendations to make to our Board of
Trustees perhaps as early as April but no later than the May Board meeting. Please note there
are some issues that are surfacing in the document which I urge you in the same spirit with
which we worked with the conflict of interest policy, to engage with the Provost and General
Counsel to ensure that there are no conflicts with existing Board of Trustees Bylaws. I do not
envision that the Board is going to be willing to change its bylaws. With that, I will keep all
other comments to myself, and as I've often said to many of you, I can’t find my hidden
agenda so I won’t share it."

REMARKS OF THE PROVOST - The Chair then introduced the Provost.

"Unlike your Senate Chair and our President, it’s actually never occurred to me to
keep my remarks to myself. Before I talk about the Planning & Budgeting Committee report,
which is what I'll concentrate on today because you have a full agenda, I do want to call your
attention to Scholarship Saturday which was held a couple of weeks ago. It was an incredibly
successful day, and I thank all of you who participated and all of those who participated but
may not be here.

We interviewed approximately 300 top-flight students, some of the cream of the
cream. All students who came were guaranteed at least a $1,000 scholarship, and many of
them as a result of the process will be receiving offers of much more. In addition, 400 of
their parents came, so we saw 700 people that day. We had some incredibly positive
responses from both the students and the parents, including some parents who told me they
have been to four other institutions and this was by far the best event they had been to, and it
changed their minds. They and their child were now giving very serious consideration to The
University of Akron.

Special thanks go to Dale Mugler and Karyn Bobkoff Katz, because I had asked the
Honors Program to take the lead in this and they did and did a great job. I should tell you
that Honors Program applicants are at an all-time high, I think a total of 310 applicants to the
Honors Program this year. Even if you back out the B.8./M.D. student¥ who typically don’t

end up in the Honors Program because of their schedules, weire still 50 students greater in
; -
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terms of applicants than the Honors Program has ever experienced before. You all know the
quality of the Honors students, so days like Scholarship Saturday make a big difference, and I
do appreciate all of you who spent a portion or all of the day there. I know that Dr. Roney
and 1 opened the doors in the morning and came close to closing them in the evenings, but it
was one of those days when you actually go home invigorated because of the students that
you’ve seen.”

PLANNING AND BUDGETING COMMITTEE - The Provost continued with a report from
the PBC.

"Charlene Reed couldn’t be here today so she asked me whether I would present this
report. Copies of the report were left on the table, and I'll just touch on some points
(Appendix A). One is that we did have a 1% increase in credit hr. production as of spring
semester, which helps enormously, give or take a few dollars. A 1% increase in credit hr.
production represents about a million dollars in revenue, so you can see it’s much beiter to be
1% up than 1% down.

I also shared with the PBC and you will see outlined in your report, the new plan for
the way summer instructional allocations will be made and you can read for yourself at your
leisure. But with the new plan that’s in place, the best example is doing nothing different. If
the College of Arts & Sciences does exactly what it did last summer, it will get a check for
$100,000 at the end of the summer that it can then put into its budgets and spend as it sees
fit. If it did that over the next 3-year period, exactly the same thing, it would receive a check
of well over $200,000 in summer of 2002, and over $350,000 in summer of 2003. So you
can see that the impact of scheduling courses appropriately in the summer can be quite
dramatic on the fiscal health of the college.

The other points I wanted to touch on here - the President has already touched on the
budget. Just to give you a number to remember, as the Governor’s budget stands right now
with everything considered, we would have a .7% increase in our state appropriation for next
year. So as you can see, with our major emphasis being put on creating a salary pool, we all
have our work cut out for us. But as you’ve heard the President say and you’ve heard me say
in the past, that is our primary task right now.

I should point out that at the last PBC meeting an action was taken, and I’ll just read
this. ‘It was moved by Dean Creel and seconded by Helen Qammar that the PBC support a
6% tuition increase, which is the maximum permitted, due to limited growth in state support.
Further, the PBC recommends that a minimum raise pool of 3% and up to 4% of funding can
be identified to support it, be established. The motion passed unanimously.’

I also mentioned to the PBC that we needed to start thinking about the ‘P’ in their
name, the planning portion of it. As you’ve heard, Vice President Roney and I are hoping to

combine efforts on a programmatic planning process that would involve both academic and
L 3
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student affairs, because we feel that those two work hand in hand and the planning should go
hand in hand as well, and we fully intend to involve the PBC in that process. After this year
it may be difficult to get PBC members because we are working them to death, but so far
they seem to be smiling, so maybe they enjoy it.

I should also point out to you that the PBC made recommendations to me regarding
the allocation of House Bill 640 equipment monies, about $1.6 million in equipment money.
A volunteer subcommittee of the PBC reviewed all of the requests that came forward, and
they made their recommendations to me and I accepted their recommendations as submitted.
The deans have now received letters telling them what their allocations are, and those
allocations are those recommended by the PBC. That’s the end of the report of the PBC, Mr.
Chairman."”

UNIVERSITY WELL-BEING COMMITTEE - A copy of the University Well-Being
Committee report was made available to Senators (Appendix B). Senator Erickson began her
report by stating that at the recent meeting of WBC, the committee had met with Asst. Vice
President for Auxiliary Services, Mrs. Laurie Madden, Mr. Elvis Bond, Director of Dining
Services, and Mr. Dean Goumas, Director of Auxiliary Business Operations. The committee
discussed issues relating to food services on campus. Senators should have received from
their Well-Being representative a request for feedback. The committee had passed the
feedback on to these individuals, and there was a discussion of food services, especially as
they related to the new student center, Most of that information was in the report, and
Senator Erickson urged all to have a look at it.

The second matter that was discussed by the committee was related to health
insurance. Subgroups of the committee had met with Human Resources and a consultant on
health contracts and had started the process of working this out for new health contracts that
would start in 2002. She asked Senators to please note that the committee was working on a
website that would be available for soliciting employee feedback on health insurance carriers.
Again, many had sent comments last fall. The website would allow all to do this at any time.
The committee expected the website would be up in April; Senators were to please look in the
UA Digest for that information.

Lastly, the committee was working on putting together and starting work on the
pregnancy and sick leave subcommittee. She asked for any input Senators might have.
Senator Erickson concluded her report by stating that the next meeting of the Well-Being
Committee would be on March 16 at 9:00 a.m. at the Faculty Senate office.

CURRICULUM REVIEW COMMITTEE - Two items of business were presented from the
Curriculum Review Committee. The first was the proposals that were approved by the
Provost and brought to Faculty Senate for a vote of new curriculum to be initiated in Fall of
2001; the second was another handout of the new programs (Appendix C). Professor
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Stokes asked whether the body could address the curriculum proposals first. It was a motion
coming from committee to approve.

Chair Sheffer asked for discussion of the motion. Senator Lillie stated that he had just
a very minor point - under the College of Education, there was listed a department called
"Counseling." It was actually "Counseling and Special Education.” That was just minor.

The Senate then passed the motion.

Professor Stokes said that also coming from the committee was a motion to approve
the new programs. These were listed on the other handout. Senate voted its approval of this
motion.

Professor Stokes stated that the third item of business was a draft of curricular changes
which had come from Curriculum Review Committee as a motion to approve and replace
3359-20-052, which now existed in the Faculty Manual, with the curricular changes Senators
had in front of them (Appendix D). The Senate then passed the motion.

CAMPUS FACILITIES PLANNING COMMITTEE - Senator Sterns stated that there was
only one piece of business he wanted to conduct on behalf of the committee. That was a
space reassignment of 30 rcoms on the second floor of Ayer to be reallocated from math
science to physics, following the math move to the new Arts & Sciences building. That was
all the business for today. The Senate approved the motion.

FACULTY RESEARCH COMMITTEE - 2001 Spring Grants (Appendix E).

OHIO FACULTY COUNCIL - Senator Huff stated that he and the Senate Chair had attended
the meeting on the 9th of February. Two handouts were available and he hoped all you
would get a chance to pick these up (Appendix F). These materials had been prepared
earlier, as the letter from the Ohio Faculty Council was dated in December. The "Get the
Facts" information had been prepared primarily for the OBR’s attempt to take an assertive
role in influencing the development of the budget in Columbus. This had been done prior to
the Governor’s announcement of his budget, and it seemed a little dated now because of that.
But the OBR had the opinion that this was still very much an issue that needed consideration.

The legislature had many new members, and term limits had resulted in a lot of new
faces in Columbus. It had been reported to the OFC that there were a number of people very
interested and concerned about the state of higher education in Ohio. The reason for the
information that had been prepared was to try to enlist all of the faculty throughout all
universities not to be advocates necessarily themselves, but to reach out to members of their
community who might need this kind of information to understand what was at stake.
Hopefully, a third party could be more influential than we could be in trying to influence our
legislators. He urged Senators to pick up a copy of the report on their way out.
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V1. UNFINISHED BUSINESS

WELL-BEING COMMITTEE - The Chair called for a motion to approve the resolution
concerning the domestic partners benefit recommendation brought from the University Well-
Being Committee (Appendix G). Senator Erickson so moved, and Senator Yoder seconded
the motion.

Discussion of the motion began with Senator Erickson. She stated that the committee
had brought this recommendation to the Senate last month. There were a lot of materials
associated with it, and the committee had asked that all read that material, look at it, evaluate
it, and vote on this motion this month. The whole discussion had come from a discussion
from Senator Huff and the Ohio Faculty Council asking us to look at these issues, and they
had indeed been addressed and considered. The committee felt that it should ask of the
administration that The University of Akron provide domestic partner benefits.

She continued by stating that she was not going to give the exact definition of
domestic partner - all could read this and had read that. The first recommendation was that
the University establish a definition of domestic partnership and a specific kind of registration
procedure. This was not new; there was a whole lot of material available on the web that
showed many forms of many universities who had done this procedure. Secondly, the
committee recommended that domestic partnerships be included in the University’s policies
that addressed employment of members of the same family, including health coverage. The
committee wanted domestic partners to be included as well as spouses and families for health
coverage, including the point that domestic partner benefits be put into documents given to
prospective employees during recruitment. Thirdly, the committee felt that domestic partners
should be included in the University’s definition of immediate family in the sick leave policy.
That was what the committee was recommending.

Senators had the information here on what the committee had considered were the
benefits versus the costs. The committee had first summarized it as an issue of fairness, that
all employees could have the same access to the same kind of benefits. It was also to be
consistent with the University’s stated policy of not discriminating on the basis of sexual
preference when hiring. Where equal benefits were not available, this policy did not really
matter. It would be modeling the diversity and respect for the University all hoped to instill
in our students. Finally and very importantly, it was assisting the University in recruiting and
retaining capable faculty and staff because major universities in our area - Case Western
Reserve and a number of the Michigan universities all had these benefits. What about the
cost, she asked? The sick leave policy was not one the committee saw as having a serious
cost to it. What the committee was saying was that a domestic partner would, for example,
have the ability to get sick leave for bereavement. MenYbers of our committee had had it
reported to them that constituents had been denied sick leave for that kind of situation.
Finally, as far as the cost of the health care - the committee felt it was something very small.
From all of the institutions that had done this, it was less than 2% being added to costs,
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because this was only a very small subset of potential domestic partners who were going to
need this extra benefit. It was not a great cost, but the committee saw it as a measure
considered as one of fairness and one that put our University in the company of a great many
other universities, ones to aspire to be as good as.

Senator Lillie then stated that he was not going to stand in the way of this particular
policy. He thought it was a good idea to provide benefits for people, especially for all people
who were working together; that was just good sense. But just because somebody else had
done it, it did not mean it was a good reason for us to do it, which was one thing he had
heard. Secondly, this was not fair, in that there might be other constellations that might
include people who were more closely related to each other who also would have needed the
same thing. So at this point what he encouraged asking to do, on the assumption that this
passed, was whether there would be also the possibility of expanding that to other kind of
family types. If we were really going to talk about modeling the University by looking at a
lot of different types of family situations, perhaps this was the time to look at that. There
might be someone who had an elderly parent they needed to take care of. There might be
someone who had a brother they needed to take care of, such as our former Senator Oller. So
he would like that to also be part of things.

Senator Redle then stated that he was a little confused as to what Senate was being
asked. Were we being asked to pass this document? Chair Sheffer replied that yes, Senate
was being asked to recommend that The University of Akron follow these points. It was only
a recommendation. Senator Redle then asked whether Senate was being asked to determine
the definitions, etc., today. Senator Erickson stated that no, Senate was just being asked to
approve the recommendation.

Senator Clark then indicated that she was seeking clarification. She knew that the
committee chair was not to provide a specific definition, but instead had given some examples
of typical definitions that included others who had been in a relationship for at least six
months. In looking at the introduction, there was an indication that it be provided to
individuals who were in long-term relationships. To clarify for her, she asked whether the
committee presumed that the administration would then define long-term relationships, or did
the committee hope that at least six months was standard?

Senator Erickson replied that the committee had seen its position at this stage as
recommending a process rather than the details of the process. First of all, the University had
to accept it; all Senate could do was recommend. It was hoped that the committee itself
would have a chance of providing input into how this occurred. Certainly, what was available
were a lot of other universities’ examples to go on in terms of developing the policy. This
was the stage where Senate now was.

Senator Qammar then stated that she did not understand. She had the same questions
that were beginning to come clear, but she wished Senator Erickgon would answer this point.

-
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If Senate recommended all five of these points, would the first one then allow the committee
to establish a definition? Senator Erickson replied that the University would establish a
definition. Senator Qammar asked who in the University would be responsible for doing that,
and would that person bring it back to the Senate? Senator Erickson said that at this stage the
committee considered that Senate would be willing to accept an amendment that said that the
process be followed in that way. At this stage Senate would have to recommend that the
University actually set it up, and the second part would follow. So if an amendment was to
be made, that would be no problem.

Senator Qammar said she understood that. The other question she had then was that
she found it troublesome to allow The University of Akron to establish a definition, and this
body would agree that points 2 and 3 would be incorporated within University policies and
benefits without Senate having known completely the definition. She would find it difficult
to know how to represent her college faculty on those points.

President Proenza then interjected one point and two questions for the body’s
consideration. The point was that these types of questions were really defined by searching
legal context, and that obviously needed to be taken into account. Secondly, he asked
whether the committee consulted with staff benefits to advise of the cost implications, the
budgetary implications? Since he had to leave the meeting, the second question was more
general - had the committee also consulted with General Counsel to see which of these
recommendations were in line with current Ohio law?

Senator Erickson replied that as far as the cost was concerned, the committee had
calculated it and presented it. As far as Legal Counsel was concerned, the committee had not
done that. This was something the committee wanted to do.

President Proenza said he asked because he did not want Senate to make a proposal
and then find it was legally unenforceable or unimplementable. He suggested that before
Senate voted on it, a discussion be held so to recognize what was or was not possible within
current Ohio law. Otherwise, the strategy would have to be quite different.

Senator Louscher stated that he had thought Senate had done this several times. He
did not understand why Senate kept dealing with this issue and did not define what a
domestic partner was. Was that so difficult to do? And how could costs be calculated
without knowing what a domestic partner was? Senator Erickson had said that the committee
had consulted Benefits about cost - it could be a whole range of costs. Why was it that
Senate could not define what a domestic partner was, and why should Senate cornmit to

something that might be very expensive without the committee telling Senate what a domestic
partner was?

To which Senator Erickson replied that the definition of domestic partner appeared on
the first page. Senator Louscher then said that there were many definitions in the



March 1, 2001 Page 13

recommendation. Senator Erickson then said that, no, she had said that on the first page the
committee had a definition; it said 18 yrs. of age or older and not related. The committee had
not done the absolute specifics of a contract, but by having defined it in those terms, and
these were what appeared on the first page. It was those terms, assumed on the basis of the
percentage of people involved and from past experience from contracts of this same type
elsewhere, that was where the committee had made its estimate. The committee had checked
to see what the costs were for its estimate based on these statistics from elsewhere where they
used definitions that looked very like the one that was here. The committee had not gone
through and come up with the exact contract definition, but that was the type of definition the
committee had had in mind.

Senator Hebert then said that while he was quite sympathetic to the health care issue
and things like that, he could tell ail that while he had reviewed the information that was
provided, he was in no way ready to make a move on this today. He wanted to know
whether there was a way to make a motion to send this back to the committee while Senate
was talking about it. Chair Sheffer replied that he could make a motion at any time.

Senator Hebert then moved that Senate send the recommendation back for clarification
from the committee. Chair Sheffer asked whether he would at least specify the items that he
would like to have clarified, as that would help. One specified item was definitions. Senator
Hebert replied that, yes, definitions were the key issue.

Senator Qammar then asked to make a quasi-friendly amendment to this amendment.
She wanted to move that the Well-Being Committee be charged with establishing a firm
definition to bring back to the Faculty Senate. She thought it to be in the best interest of the
faculty at this point to determine what faculty wanted in terms of benefits for our colleagues,
as most of the issues here dealt with personnel issues. Although there was staff representation
here, there was primarily faculty representation. It was personnel issues, and she thought it
should come from the Faculty Senate first and foremost. She also wanted to recommend that
input be generated from Legal before it came back to this body.

Chair Sheffer then asked for a second to the motion. Senator Steiner so moved. The
Chair asked the Senate whether it accepted the friendly amendment. The Senate agreed. The
Chair stated that the friendly amendment now included definitions and the Legal Counsel
advice of the examination of whether or not the recommendation was within Ohio law. Was
there any discussion on the amendments? Senator Clark stated that perhaps Senate needed a
friendly amendment to the friendly amendment because she would like also included as part
of the charge to the Well-Being Committee a recalculation of the estimated costs.

Senator Sterns then said the point he wished to make was that Senate had been offered
by the President to include the HR input and the legal input as far as the development process
to the committee. In this case he believed that would be positive and would hope Senate
would take advantage of that offer.
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The Chair then called for a vote on the amendment to send the recommendation back
to the Well-Being Committee to answer the questions of definitions, recalculations and legal
input. The Senate then voted its approval of the amendment.

VII. NEW BUSINESS

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE - Chair Sheffer stated that the first item of new business was
brought to the Executive Committee by Mr. Elliott Anderson and his associates, the students
who came to talk to the Executive Committee concerning the student evaluations for faculty.
Mr. Anderson had a few points he wanted to make to the Senate. The body would then move
to recommend this to the Student Affairs Committee and the Student Outcome Assessment
Task Force.

Mr. Anderson began by stating that as this proposal was really going to be forwarded
to other committees, he did not think it was appropriate to discuss. It was fairly long. So
what he would like to do was address four major issues that brought about why ASG wanted
to conduct this survey themselves. The first one was that the students were not always sure
what to expect from classes prior to enrolling. Before he went on, he should say that all of
this relates to being able to make an educated decision about which courses to select when
they enrolled. Students currently had difficulty determining which combination of classes
would provide a comfortable course load for a semester. Students often had to make
decisions about which sections of a course they would prefer to enroll in or must decide
between two different elective courses that fit into their schedules. Currently, they had to
make decisions based on trivialities such as class location.

The ASG proposal was basically to get more information out to students, by first of
all, identifying professors who would be of most assistance to them, and two, just general
information about courses and classes. Right now the University Bulletin provided some of
that information, but it did not really do an adequate job of determining how much time a
student would have to put into a class, and it did not necessarily give a good idea the kind of
assignments a student would have to take; for instance, how many papers and the size of the
papers, size and scope of the projects. Those were all things ASG would like to address with
this proposal. What he wanted to ask is that ASG would make our proposal available to
everyone here to get some feedback on addressing these four issues. Other than that, that was
really all he had to say, and he thanked the Senate.

Chair Sheffer then stated that the Executive Committee had met with Mr. Anderson
and looked at their concerns and was recommending that the Senate direct these proposals to
two committees, Student Affairs Committee and Student Outcome Assessment Task Force.

Senator Midha stated that since he was on the Executive Committee, he had taken that
report to the Student Assessment Task Force last week, and on this Task Force there was at
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least one faculty member from a college and also representation from Student Affairs, Dr.
Marlesa Roney. This was discussed. Some issues Mr. Anderson raised today were more to
the advising part from Student Affairs, but the Task Force had also looked at some other
concerns ASG raised relating to evaluations of faculty and printing those outcomes in the so-
called blue book. The Student Outcome Assessment Task Force had reviewed the task and
had come up with several questions that should be used by everyone on this campus for
faculty evaluation. Those were related to outcome assessment. So the Task Force would love
to have ASG’s input and would like to work together and see whether we could come to a
compromise of what could be listed and what could come from advising, and so on. Senator
Midha concluded by stating that he just wanted Mr. Anderson to know that the process has

begun.

Senator Braun then had a question, because this proposal from what he had heard here
by the original speaker disturbed him greatly. What even disturbed him more was what was
being discussed in terms of faculty evaluation. Faculty were being evaluated from the top of
their heads to the bottom of their heels all the time. Faculty needed more evaluation?

Senator Midha replied that, no, a compromise was wanted. Perhaps every college had
evaluations. We wanted to have questions to be used in the evaluation process. If those were
already in use, this would not supersede that. This would demand it in the framework we can
work with.

Senator Braun then said that it seemed here that there was more and more evaluation
of faculty implied in this, like the faculty was not doing its job. He strongly disagreed with
that. To which Senator Midha replied that he did not think that was the intent at all. Senator
Braun then asked whether the Senate was going to have an opportunity to look at the
proposal. Senator Midha replied that, yes, once the Task Force had those questions, they
would present it to the Senate.

Senator Braun then stated that one more comment that disturbed him by what Mr.
Anderson had said was his request about having more information about which class or
section the students should take. This could not be in the University Bulletin because it
changed from semester to semester. This indeed should reside with either the undergraduate
adviser of that class or the individual professor, or the students should take it on themselves
and knock on the faculty’s door, which at least in Engineering was always open, about what
was going to happen in this class. It seemed to him it would be prohibitive to have a Bulletin
without the information required, especially because it was a very fluid type of information.
If faculty were changed, while the syllabus may have stayed the same, the methods may be
different. So he thought ASG should take these things into consideration and maybe rephrase
or reformulate this request in order to make it more realistic.

Senator Zap than wanted to address some of Senator Braun’s concerns. She thought
the main thing was when students were scheduling their classes; like Elliott had said, right
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now they were just going on, "This class was in Polsky and this class was in Olin so I did not
want to make that jump from there to there, so I was not going to take this class at that time.”
That should not be our main concern; our main concern should be what the class was all
about. When students were choosing classes, she knew that for herself, she did not want to
be bogged down by taking this class, this class and this class which all required three papers
of considerable length and so forth. She wanted to balance her classes out, and without
knowing what she was going to be required to do, she could not do this accurately. So she
thought that was the main thing ASG was asking for first, and then the other valuable thing
with the questions was to find out what other people were thinking. Our goal was not to
increase the number of questions that were going to affect faculty raises or anything like that;
that was not ASG’s intent at all. It was just to help the students.

Secretary Kennedy interjected that she thought it might be a little presumptuous of
Senators to try to talk about this document given they had not seen it. The document was not
brought to Senate because some very similar questions, concerns and comments that were
being raised here were talked about in Executive Committee. That was why the Executive
Committee was referring the proposal to these other two committees so that they could take a
better look at it in conjunction with ASG. When the committees had had a look at it and had
come up with some kind of recommendation or resolution, then Senate would look at it and
talk about it.

Senator Wyszynski stated that he just needed a little clarification. Since Senate had
not seen the document, was the Senate going to be bound by what the Associated Student
Government did or did not do? And would the Student Government just proceed with this
anyway?

Chair Sheffer replied that there were several issues Senator Wyszynski was raising.
One thing was that in order to get the proposal from ASG to the appropriate committees to
look at and work with them to formulate a resolution or a motion to bring back to the Senate,
it first had to be brought to the Executive Committee. Then the Senate would vote it up or
down. Now the students he imagined, if they wanted to, could do anything they wanted.

Mr. Anderson commented that this was something that ASG recognized as a very
sensitive issue and that was another reason why ASG brought it to Faculty Senate, not just
because ASG needed Senate support, although it was very much needed. But ASG wanted to
make sure it was done right and done responsibly. ASG had seen many cases where similar
things had been done like this by student governments alone and had caused all kinds of
problems. ASG did not want any problems, and he was sure members of the faculty did not
want any problems either. So this was not to put a strain on faculty members. If he could
make a comparison to what this blue book project was supposed to be, it was just supposed to
be a little bit better for students to refer to this book than to go to one particular friend, for
instance, and ask about this course. Because naturally, if he had had a bad experience with a
professor and the person he was giving information about, the friend getting the information
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was going to have a bad idea about that professor. He thought that it was totally unfair to the
faculty members more so than a more general synopsis of what a class or session was about.

Senator Midha stated that that should not be of great concern. The whole idea was
that the students wanted to have their own questionnaire and come to their classes and have
their evaluation. ASG had been told we would Iike to work together. ASG’s other concern
was publication of some information and to discuss that for the benefit of the students and
faculty. The committee was acceptable to that, and that was all that was being said at this
point.

Senator Sterns then added as a point of additional clarification, that historically, at
least for the 30 years he had been here, there had been a time when such had been published.

Chair Sheffer stated that the Executive Committee was referring this to the committees
previously mentioned. Senator Midha wanted to make sure. He was aware of the Student
Outcome Assessment Task Force, but he was not sure which Student Affairs Committee.
Senator Marino said that she was a member of the Student Affairs Committee and they had
met once with ASG and were in discussion and had no recommendation at this point.

The Senate then voted its approval of the motion.

RTP REVISION TASK FORCE - A motion to approve the revisions to the Faculty Manual
Section 3359-20-037 was made by Senator Midha and seconded by Senator Gunn. The floor
was then open for discussion of the motion.

Senator Weaver began the discussion by stating the he wanted to speak on behalf of
Senator Huey-Li Li. Her suggestion had been emailed to all Senators through the Senate
email list serve. Senator Huey-Li Li was recommending that Senate strike from this new
RTP document any reference to professional conduct in terms of when it was in regard to
retention, tenure and promotion, if Senators noticed in the document and locked at the three
points she’s raised against professional conduct as a criteria.

Chair Sheffer asked whether Senator Weaver was making a motion to amend the
document to strike all wording referring to professional conduct sections. This was seconded
by Senator Steiner.

Senator Foos stated that she had not received that email and was wondering whether
Senator Weaver could summarize Senator Huey-Li Li’s justification as to why Senate would
strike that from the document.

Senator Weaver began by reviewing three points. First, Senator Huey-Li Li had
stated, "I believe research/scholarship, teaching, and service are adequate criteria for
evaluating faculty’s overall performance. It is not necessary to add professional conduct as
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the fourth criterion." Then she went on, "Second, the proposed RTP document appears to
subsume codes of ethics under professional conduct. However, I am not sure that professional
conduct could circumscribe codes of professional ethics. Nor am I certain that we should use
codes of conduct and codes of ethics interchangeably. I might be splitting hairs, but it is
problematic to assume that there is no distinction between codes of ethics and codes of
conduct." Then she said, "Third, I am deeply concerned about the proposed policy’s allowing
the inclusion of standards that are not currently included in the draft of the new document.
The statement starts with professional conduct as defined in written standards including but
not limited to the following... I am not sure that this policy will facilitate a fair evaluation of
faculty when faculty may not have prior knowledge of the standards by which they will be
evaluated."

The Chair asked Senator Weaver for clarification, if he were referring in the document
to section F(d), pg. 7 and 8. Senator Weaver replied that he was speaking on behalf of
Professor Li and was not sure exactly what she had meant.

Senator Sterns then stated that while he did not want to belabor this, he did think it
was important that all thought about the professional training roles that we had, especially at
the graduate level. For instance, consider the numbers of programs like the American
Psychological Association which had definitive standards in terms of professional conduct as
well as the National Council of Social Work, American Nurses Association, and we could add
in a number of other professional organizations. The list was fairly extensive, and so it was
really impossible not to make an evaluation of an individual in his/her particular professional
area. He thought he understood the intention of the motion, but he thought it would be
impossible for him as a member of the faculty of the Department of Psychology not to
consider the professional standards of that particular association, although there were multiple
psychological associations, and again, not everyone was licensed. But at the same time, if
licensure was a part of this, there were certain obligations under that as well. The same
would be true of social work, counseling, and a number of others.

Senator Clark then added a question she had about whether the APA Codes of Ethics
and so forth were synonymous with codes of conduct. She thought that was one of the
concerns that Dr. Li had in her letter; perhaps they did mean different things. And perhaps
collegiality could fall under a code of conduct notion rather than professional ethics, which
she did not think Dr. Li, nor did she, would have any problems with.

Senator Qammar then stated that she thought it needed to be very clear that the
committee had decided that the term collegiality was not appropriate in the RTP document.
The committee had felt that things stated in other sections of the Faculty Manual that dealt
with aspects of what we would perhaps define as collegiality, were not something needed to
use as benchmarks for RTP processes. There were other aspects of administrative policies
which could look into those aspects, but that professiogal conduct was in fact an important
thing for faculty to begin to maintain some control over. Becawse right now if one looked at



March 1, 2001 Page 19

section D at some of the policies the committee labeled, there had to be a written policy.
Policies right now were University policies, and when faculty members within our academic
units violated these policies, faculty themselves had absolutely very little say about what
happened to their colleagues regarding the circumstances in which they violated these policies.
It would become completely an administrative affair. There were committees that spoke
toward making recommendations to the Provost, but in the end, the Provost and the
administrators determined exactly what types of things would happen to a faculty member
who had been found to violate these codes of conduct. The committee felt that in keeping
with having an RTP process that was faculty-driven, professional conduct and the
consequences of that did fall into an RTP area.

Senator Erickson said that she wanted to speak against the amendment also. She
agreed with Senator Qammar and not only in theory but in practice, because of course in
those places we were talking about illegal conduct. But within a whole experience her
department had had over the last few years, they had had an RTP committee to try and speak
to issues of professional conduct. And her department’s RTP committee had not been on
strong ground, because it was not in the RTP document. Maybe they should not have had to
do that, but it was unfortunately true. In one sense it was an unfortunate situation in her
department as it makes it possible for one to think that there were ethical violations when they
had been great legal violations. She felt that faculty really did need to have that as part of the
document.

Senator Louscher stated that he was deeply troubled by this amendment. He asked for
help with the amendment in the sense that if he had a junior faculty member up for tenure or
promotion who had minimally met the publishing teaching requirements but had refused to
participate in faculty meetings and had been less than cooperative with faculty and who
frequently missed faculty meetings, under this amendment would that mean that the RTP
committee in my department would not be able to consider these kinds of activities?

Senator Lillie then said that he hoped he could answer two questions with one
response. Dr. Li was his colleague in the College of Education, so he felt bound to explain
what he thought she meant. What he believed she meant was not that professional conduct
should not be considered, but that it did not have to be a separate criteria. Professional
conduct was built into teaching, research and service. That was the statement that the AAUP
itself had made. She was set on that. He thought he was explaining clearly what she meant
just so all were aware of that and there was no misunderstanding. So her answer then would
be yes, you would consider that because it was all part of the process anyhow. However,
from the sense of the front ground Senator Erickson was talking about, it might be a different
story.

Senator Sakezles wanted to speak against the amendment as well. It had just come in
last night so she had not read it until right now. One thing that concerned her was Dr. Li

saying, "It is unthinkable that faculty violation of sexual Harasgment policies, affirmative
~
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action policies, alcohol policies, drug-free work place policies won’t negatively affect
performance in teaching, research, and services." Senator Sakezles thought the assumption
that someone who was sexually harassing a student would not have a negative impact on their
research was just absolutely false. Could one judge that person by his/her research, service
and teaching? She did not think that necessarily was the case.

Senator Steiner then added that his problem with the way this document stands now
was the fact that there could be policies, as Dr. Li had said, that one would be evaluated on
and not even know about. He did not think that any had problems with things that were
spelled out here as long as everyone knew what the rules were. That that should be
considered as part of the RTP process? That people would be held to standards that they
were not informed of or were not spelled out in the document, he did not think was right.

Professor Stokes then addressed Senator Steiner. The reason it said, "including but not
limited to" was that there might be policies created in the future. So one could not possibly
include every possible policy. She suggested that it was the intent of the RTP Task Force
that as policies were developed, they would be added to the document or added to individual
departmental or college guidelines. It had been the intent of the Task Force that this was as
open a process for the candidate as possible. It had been the RTP Task Force’s intent from
the very beginning that the candidate had as much information so they knew exactly what
standards they were being judged under. But one could not write down everything, because
other things might have come up. New things certainly could be added either to the
document itself or to departmental guidelines so that they could address specific issues.

Senator Steiner replied that he would agree that changes needed to be made or that the
document needed to be amended, but he did not think the way the document stood the
changes could be made without amending the document. He thought that should be up front,
that there were changes to be made in the policies that were to be used and those were the
policies we would follow. Hopefully, that would happen.

Senator Louscher reiterated that it seemed to him that the harm created by this
amendment was greater than the potential harm that might emerge from too vague a definition
of the issue. To pass this amendment was a serious infringement on the power of the faculty
of each department to make professional judgments about what kind of department they
wanted and what kinds of standards they wanted for that department. He could see the
argument that there was some concern about the definition, but the solution was inappropriate
for the problem.

Chair Sheffer then called for a vote on the amendment to strike section F,D 1 through
10. The Senate rejected the amendment.

Senator Erickson then proposed an amendment which she apologized for not getting to
Senators before today. It was a proposal to amend section F(12) that related to college-wide
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RTP committees (Appendix H). The motion to accept the amendment was made by Senator
Erickson and seconded by Senator Hebert.

Senator Erickson started the discussion. The amendment asked to replace section
F(12) with a different section. That was, to have removed college-wide RTP commiftees, and
to have replaced college-wide RTP committees with college-wide guideline committees. The
amendment was saying that each college should include in its tenure and promotion guidelines
just the guideline committee. The part that was significant was the part on the back of the
page which was the one that related to the functions of that college-wide guidelines committee
under D. The most important part of that was no. 1.

What it suggested was that the college-wide guideline committee should establish
criteria for evaluating departmental tenure and promotion guidelines. These criteria should
relate to quality of work performance, professional activity and service. The requirements
should have reflected the goals of the college and university, been consistent with the
standards of the discipline and the highest degree awarded by the department or unit. This
was not a guidelines committee that was trying to set a specific criteria that goes in terms of a
number of articles or something like that, that would have gone across all of the units in a
college. But to set them with respect to the standards of the discipline and the highest degree
awarded by the department or unit. The criteria that would have to be included would be
meeting the procedures, because indeed nothing in this amendment was against what the
President had said was really important, that the procedures across the University should be
the same. So that was one of the roles of the college-wide guidelines committee, to make
sure that the guidelines were in fact the same in each of the departments.

Then of course after those criteria were set up, to review all departmental tenure,
promotion guidelines to ensure that these guidelines met or exceeded these criteria. Naturally,
the departments would have to provide the committee with their guidelines including the
rationale for the standards they had set, based on college guidelines and on the standards
within their discipline and with their requirements given their particular final degree. Then of
course make recommendations to the dean regarding whether those requirements had been
met. Finally, the committee was to review the guidelines and record of the college, not only
the guidelines but also the record with respect to having used those guidelines of the college
or departments every five years, and to recommend their acceptability or change to the dean.
That was the proposed amendment.

Senator Erickson continued by stating that the President had said that the University
wanted uniformly high standards. In fact, he had said today the University did not want a
department to say it wanted to be the best of the worst. The University wanted to be talking
about the best of the best. She thought that the idea here was that within a college one could
look at the standards of the departments within one’s college and have said, "Right, we
thought that these levels were great, these levels should have been improved." Those would
have been the kinds of goals that the committee would have worked on developing. And then
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the committees would have asked the departments to evaluate themselves in terms of that.
How did an Economics Department compare itself to economics departments of the same
type? With a masters degree, did a department have the same tenure and promotion criteria
that another department had? What could a department have done about improving itself?

That was the idea behind the proposal. And as far as speaking to this motion, Senator
Erickson was an economist and as the President said today, it was not the method that was
important but that indeed uniformly high standards be met. As an economist, she wanted it
done efficiently. She wanted it done at the lowest possible cost, and one problem with
college-wide committees was the cost. The cost was a whole redundant set of very large
quantities of time spent each year in a very concentrated fashion to look at these kinds of
things. There was a real opportunity cost in that because of all the other things one could put
one’s time and effort into. Now it depends on what the extra benefits of that were, and this
was where authors of the amendment could not see that the RTP committee was relevant.
Senators could see in the outline here one set of the arguments that was involved. All could
see that we were relating here to particular cases of whether or not people had met the
guidelines, whether or not they had met the goals of the department.

She continued by stating that, as Senator Qammar who was on the RTP committee,
had pointed out to us at our college meeting, we were dealing here with the gray-area cases.
Not the ones that were quite obviously going to be denied or obviously accepted, but the ones
that were iffy. Senator Erickson stated that she had had experience recently of having to
work on an RTP committee of somebody outside her discipline. She could tell whether their
work was good or bad, but if they had come up for tenure, it was her role to review. If
somebody had said, "Well, I did not know; it was out there in the middle," what would she
needed to have had? She could not have made that kind of judgment. She would not have
had any real ability to do this; that was not where her expertise was. She would have to have
gone to outside review. One of the requirements within the RTP document with which the
authors of the amendment did not disagree was outside review. In fact, the authors felt that
outside review could be amended to be made even more clear and tighter. But it was the
outside evaluators chosen in an objective fashion that could provide that kind of input. So the
benefits were not there.

Finally, she said, there was the accountability. In economics we talked about incentive
capability. That the people who worked to do this also pained something at the same time.
In an ordinary RTP situation, that was easy. On was talking about the people one was going
to live with for the rest of one’s life and for the whole future of one’s department. The deans
made evaluations on RTP committee recommendations to the department. Therefore, his
performance was in fact evaluated on how good his college was, so that made sense. But a
college-wide committee was not going to have that kind of accountability. They could just
walk away, go back home, and what did it mean to them? Given that there were no great
benefits and there was a great cost, surely there was arother way to come up with the same
thing - uniformly high standards. It was done by doing this kiid of guideline committee.
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Then the college as a group looked at the goals of each department and asked the
department to see where one was now and where did one want to go? Now that was a
reasonable thing for people to evaluate at a college level. One thing that had come up that
the Provost mentioned was the sense of collegiality. That was where a sense of collegiality
was gotten. When trying all together to improve the college, and the members of the
departments were asked to come up with guidelines that do that and put RTP in that kind of a
framework.

Finally, again, once that had been done there was a system that could be used with the
present system. Of course, cases were not always easily decided, but with outside review the
dean could then have made those kinds of decisions. Senator Erickson thought that was very
reasonable, rather than a committee that otherwise was going to have to go to that same
outside review anyway. Here was a much more accountable committee, because a committee
that worked on that set of guidelines was working on the improvement of its college directly.
And clearly, if in fact that improvement occurred, it was going to get resources. She thought
there was some real incentive, not to mention the fact that it did not have to be done in a
hurry over a month-long period.

Senator Qammar then spoke against the amendment. She stated that since Senator
Erickson had mentioned her name, there were many things both would continue to disagree
about as inappropriate within this body. Actually, Senator Erickson’s amendment requested
this body to have done two things, in fact. It first requested that the body completely remove
the college-wide review committee, the commitiee whose function as the Task Force saw it
was one which allowed a significant portion of additional faculty input within the RTP
process. So she wanted Senators to be clear that approving this amendment would be
removing that additional level of faculty input into the process, because that was what would
happen. Right now there was the department level which made a recommendation, then a
department chair, then a dean, then a Provost, with no additional faculty input to have
balanced any of those additional letters of administrative recommendations that went forward.
The RTP Task Force had considered that to be unbalanced and would not fulfill its mission of
an RTP process being significantly faculty-driven.

Senator Qammar continued by saying that Senators, in addition, were asked to replace
it, to not only remove a faculty-driven college-wide review committee, but to replace it with
guidelines. She completely agreed that those colleges who wanted to have a process in place
in which they had guidelines was very appropriate. She stated that those colleges should do
such a thing. She thought it went completely in line with what the President had said
regarding uniformly high standards. However, the committee dealt with something that
happened to an academic unit or program, and not what happened to a candidate up for tenure
and promotion. There was a process right now by which academic units could change their
criteria. If a college would like to also incorporate a college-wide guidelines commiitee, there
was that review to get to the present mission of everyone-who aspired to higher guidelines.
She thought that was the appropriate place to do it. 3.
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Senator Lillie then stated that he wanted to make sure everybody understood that the
college-wide review committee only applied to tenure and promotion, not for reappointment.

Senator Yoder then spoke to the amendment. Her first point had to do with the
college review committee, and whether it really was going to meet this standard of having
uniformly high standards. Because at this point it was hamstrung by the guidelines that were
established, so she did not see it as leading to that goal. Her second point had to do with the
supposed removal of the layer of faculty input. She would question the relevance of that
input. She thought the important input came at the department level where there were people
in the field making those judgments and using the judgments from external reviewers. She
did not see it as appropriate to have an external faculty committee added to that list.
Actually, having experienced this process in both her tenure and two promotions to associate
and full at another university, she had seen this process work terribly. It put candidates in a
position where they had people who were unfamiliar with your discipline making serious
decisions about what happens in your department.

Senator Pope then said that he thought the amendment was good simply on the basis
of greater economy of action, and he appreciated it for that.

Senator Huff asked whether this amendment came from the Well-Being Committee.
To which Senator Erickson replied that it had come from her. If Senator Huff wanted to
speak to that, it had come out of the discussion that took place with Buchtel College Council.
No, it was not a motion from Buchtel College Council either; it was several of us at Buchtel
College Council getting together and deciding that we were concerned about the college-wide
RTP committee and it had not sat well in terms of the lack of economy and effort, to answer
the President’s challenge - what he wanted was uniformly high standards. Was this the best
way to get them? What we all felt was that (via unanimous motion) there was real concern
with college-wide committees. That was stated by the commitiee. Their statement did not go
further than that, but they had said there was real concern. It was out of that statement that
we developed it. Now some departments within her college voted against it unanimously, but
that was not her department. She just took any concerns and she spoke for herself, certainly,
but also for numerous people within her college.

Professor Stokes joined the discussion by asking Senator Erickson a question and for a
point of information. Under (d} in her amendment, she referred to acceptability or change to
the dean. The document itself as was currently practiced, had guidelines that had to be
approved by the Provost. Would her amendment continue to be approved by the Provost?

Senator Erickson replied yes. There was no way that all of the pieces of this
amendment had undergone all the changes necessary given the time they had had to work
with it. She was sorry it had not been possible within the time to do that. Yes, she did not
mind that as a friendly amendment to include that it goes to the Provost.
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Professor Stokes continued with a question on (b) at the bottom of the first page, that
the committee in colleges with departments should have no fewer than five members. She
assumed that Senator Erickson meant to have a member from each department if it were a
college-wide committee - would she not? In a college that had more than five departments,
would one want a representative from each department on one’s committee?

Senator Erickson then said that it said no fewer; one could.

Senator Lillie then stated that he would like to join those people who would
courageously go on record as being for higher standards; he thought we all were. One of the
things the Task Force had done in this almost 10-month process was to spend a whole lot of
time listening to individual faculty members. Those people who were on the committee could
attest to the number of questions that we got and we tried to deal with from individuals as
well as from the college. It sounded to me like there was continuing concern here, at least
from some of the faculty members, and he was not sure where to go with this. The Task
Force had in the past said we would listen to what faculty had to say and would try to take it
into account. It did sound to him, however, that from what the body had been presented with,
there was a ot of processing that needed to be done before all knew that it was clear, what it
meant, and how it fit into the rest of the 46-page document. So he would reluctantly but still
speak out against this particular amendment at this time. He did think that it might then be
possible to go forward and to discuss this again at some future time. Perhaps some language
that would be acceptable could be found.

Senator Erickson then stated that she thought there was a problem as she understood
Senator Lillie’s comment. She would have liked to have had more time so that we could
have done all of that. We only had a final version of what the document was yesterday, but
here we were not talking about, let’s get this through the way it was and then change it. We
were asking for something and that was recognized clearly by Senator Qammar. And Senator
Erickson agreed. She and Senator Qammar disagreed on this but had a lot of agreement on
other things, but it was a replacement and that was what Senator Erickson had said. Clearly,
what was being said was to remove a central portion of the document and replace it with
something else. She thought one could not say that that sounded like it might be an idea but
that the body needed, to look at it further unless Senator Lillie was prepared to say the body
needed to look at the whole document further. Senate could not pass the document in its
present form and then have said, let’s try at a later stage to change the process. She thought
it could not be done that way. She was afraid that Senator Lillie’s option was not a viable
one.

Senator Foos then asked whether there would be any way to divide this amendment
into two parts, because one was the issue of removing the college-wide committee and the
other one in which there were some problems with the way the committee had drafted the
criteria that there might be some questions there. She was wondering whether the body could
separate it into two separate amendments that could then be voted on to speed up the process.
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Senator Erickson stated that she thought that as a procedural matter, the drafters of this
had a problem. They did deliberately not say that they just wanted to vote against college-
wide committees and not have had what they considered a legitimate goal and to think
through what the alternative would be, and that’s why we felt they went together. But if you
wanted to separate them on procedural grounds, and if there is concern with other people that
it should be done that way, I don’t think that we mind.

Senator Foos stated that she had heard some people say they had some issues just on
the way the amendment had been written up, and she would hate to have the one issue fail
because of some minor problems with the way the second issue had been written,

Senator Sterns then commented that he was in great sympathy with this suggestion, but
he thought that there was an issue here for all. Senators were not here representing only their
own personal opinions; we were here representing our colleagues. So he thought the
introduction of this amendment was something that he’d like to have the opportunity to
discuss with his colleagues in terms of the college-wide committee as well as this amendment.
He has had very strong messages from his colleagues, and he was trying to listen to the best
of the arguments and to act judiciously. He did not think and did not know how the rest of
the Senators felt, but this was a very dramatic change in the direction.

Senator Qammar then indicated she wanted to speak a little bit to the issue of college-
wide committees generating guidelines and criteria for other academic units, or at least
providing input into that. Within her coliege they had a fairly homogenous mission - all
Ph.D. granting departments, all undergraduate granting departments - they were actually the
only coilege on campus that did all of that. What happened was they actually had a college-
wide guidelines committee, because within each of their academic units they had exactly the
same criteria and exactly the same procedures except where they did split up by departments
when they implemented the RTP process. They found that it was very difficult, even within a
college that was as homogenous as they were, for people on the outside of an academic unit
to be able to appropriately decide criteria for other academic units. They in fact had
unfortunately gotten the most general of criteria for RTP that had come out of that mix.

They had found it very difficult to understand how research dollars that were received
by faculty members - how easy they were to get, how difficult they were to get, as well as
how difficult it was to publish within certain peer review journals. They had found it very
difficult to understand the rigor at which it took to teach a variety of different classes, lab
classes, design classes, freshman classes. Those things were most appropriately decided
within the academic units. She thought the issue of generating officially within the document
a college-wide guidelines committee for every college and saying that that committee would
generate better criteria than an academic unit could do or that it needed to be officially
processed within this RTP document in replacement of a review process was misguided. It
could in fact just by defining criteria for people have pitted one department against the other.
She knew that she had heard the argument that a college-wide review committee also could
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pit one department against the other because they were reviewing people on the outside. But
then that would be a case of people who were absolutely not doing their jobs properly, that
they were in fact not following criteria, they were not looking into recommendations. Of all
the times we had heard the stories of people where college-wide review committees had not
worked well, it had been a problem in the implementation. She absolutely refused to say that
the faculty on this campus could not appropriately implement a review process.

Senator Hebert said that while he appreciated a lot of the different points that were
being made, he would like to address his comments from a business point of view, being in
the College of Business. When they did business process re-engineering, they looked at a
process and tried to simplify it, make it easier and more streamlined. Himself and a number
of colleagues in the business department did not see this as that kind of effort. It seemed to
them that it was making the process more complicated. Some of the arguments that had been
used, such as there was a department chair who was an administrator; he did not typically
look at department chairs as administrators. He looked at it as sort of a quasi-position, so
there was a faculty position, a quasi-position and the dean making the recommendation here.
His opinion about the matter was that a college-wide review committee just made it easier for
administrators who were not doing their jobs or did not want to take certain responsibilities to
do things. He thought that they were looking for another place to put the blame or something
like that, because he did not necessarily think there needed to be another level of
administration or review. The College of Business had a fairly uniform department, much
like engineering. If he were in Arts & Sciences, he would hate to be on a college-wide
review committee because of the diversity. He actually thought it might work reasonably well
in his department, but he thought that the overall issue was that the body was setting in place
something here as we went back and redesigned this thing that was more complicated than
what we had gotten. We ought to have been making it more efficient, more streamlined. He
thought the motivations were not necessarily what they might have seemed on the surface.

Professor Stokes wanted to address the point that if indeed the Senate would vote to
replace this section, it would be very problematic in the fact that there was reference to
college-wide review committee throughout the document. The entire document would need to
be addressed; replacement alone would not be enough.

Chair Sheffer then offered a suggestion. Would the body enfertain a motion to recess
for one week to consider these changes, to tighten up the changes? Would the body entertain
a motion to do so and to come back next Thursday?

Professor Stokes then asked for two weeks, please. The Task Force could not do it in
one week, she said. Chair Sheffer called for someone to make that motion. Senator
McCollum so moved; Senator Midha so seconded.

Senator Gibson then had a question. If the body did take this recess and then chose to

come back two weeks from now, if one had concerns other than the ones that had been
»
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addressed thus far, could one bring up those concerns at that time?

Professor Stokes replied that the body had sent them to the committee, so we could
address them.

Chair Sheffer pointed out that this was a recess, so the Senate was not just debating
this one amendment. It was to continue the whole thing.

Senator Qammar then stated that she needed some clarification. She knew that the
recess was that Senate would come back and convene in two weeks, but who was actually
going to clean up the details in the docurnent?

Senator Erickson stated that the authors of the document could go through it, but, she
was not quite sure whether the committee wanted to do that, because it was not their motion.

Senator Midha pointed out that the amendment had not been approved yet. Senate
would have to work on the amendment first and then proceed to do that.

Senator Erickson said that what was being asked was to amend the amendment by
changing all the other parts of the document that would relate to that issue.

Senator Sterns then wanted to point out that the advantage of the 2-week recess was to
allow for a chance to discuss with colleagues and fulfill roles as Senators representing a
variety of constituencies.

Senator Redle then followed up with a point about being able to discuss this with
colleagues, about whether Senator Erickson or some of her people could through Marilyn,
email a copy of this so it could be distributed electronically to the Senators. To which
Senator Erickson replied, “Sure.”

The Senate then voted its approval of the motion to recess.

VIII. GOOD OF THE ORDER

The Senate gave Dean Creel permission to speak. He began by stating he was going
to say something that was likely to make him very unpopular, at least temporarily. There was
one aspect of this issue, and he had met with department chairs at the college and told them
that certainly this in some form or other would pass through the Senate and that would
require all the departments to review their guidelines in order to bring them into consistency
with University policy. When they did that, he would like for them to consider revising
departmental criteria to specifically include the scholarship of teaching and to consider more
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flexible work loads, in the sense that the department could try to find a way to have the best
researchers do more research, the best teachers do more teaching, and have each of them
respect each other for doing that and somehow the criteria for reappointment, tenure,
promotion and raises would all reflect those criteria.

Now if we did that, the way this policy was currently written, those new guidelines
would only apply to people hired after we had gotten new guidelines. He would like for the
Senate to consider taking out the grandfathering clause in the criteria and have the new
criteria apply to all the present employees of The University of Akron. He had heard Provost
Hickey say that the Board of Trustees was adamant that the guidelines that applied when a
person was hired would hold when they were to be considered for tenure, promotion, and so
on. But that was a much firmer stand than even the AAUP took. The AAUP statement
which he could not quote here, said that criteria could be changed after a person was hired
and had to be done in a reasonable way. It had to take into account when the person was
hired relative to when the new criteria was put in, and the committees, department chair and
dean had to respect the person as the criteria had been changed in the middle of the tenure
probationary period, if it were tenure under discussion. He would somehow like to have
criteria that applied to everybody and not have one set of criteria for this and always having
to figure out which criteria it was that dealt with that person, and instead have a set of criteria
that applied to everybody.

The Provost had told him that in spite of the Board of Trustees’ stance, if the Faculty
Senate by some strong, positive vote would come forth with a statement that would handle
things without grandfathering, the Provost would consider taking that to the Board to try to
get them to consider it. So Dean Creel requested that the Senate consider taking out the
grandfathering and putting in something that would work.

Senator Gibson then spoke in response to Dean Creel’s comment. The concerns that
her colleagues at the Law School had, particularly in Nancy Stokes’ document - the one that
said the document was retroactive - implied it appeared it would start in 2002. Senator
Gibson had articulated this to Nancy Stokes and to her other faculty members who supported
this idea, which was giving rise to certain procedural process concerns. Then the law had to
be considered, especially as it applied to the Law School, to external reviews. The process
here that the external review was clearly procedural in nature may have had certain
substantive implications. Nancy had told her that they were going to take it back to Ted
Mallo for inspiration. She asked whether Mr. Mallo had responded to that. He replied that
he had not as yet.

Senator Gibson then stated that that was the current concern for her and for several of
her faculty members. In connection with that, there was this idea that because being a
member of the Law School they were also governed by the American Association of Law
Schools, which in connection with the EPA provided their accreditation. This was different
from accreditation in the colleges, generally speaking. Their standards said that one could not
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change standards for a faculty member one she/he had been hired. She/he was subject to the
standards that were in existence at the time of hiring. The only time alterations or changes
could be made was if it were a minor revision and sufficient notice had been given. The Law
School did have questions as to whether these were minor revisions and whether or not a year
of a grandfather clause was sufficient in terms of substantial notice. She would feel very
uncomfortable, and she thought this went back to something President Proenza had said with
respect to the domestic partners document, that the body needed to make sure that the
document we were acting on was in fact a legal document.

Senator Gerlach obtained permission to ask a question. On this point he wondered
whether it would be legal, moral, just, and so on in order to avoid the grandfather clause,
whether it could be allowed or have the opportunity for faculty members to choose at this
transition period whether they insisted upon being judged by the criteria by which they had
been hired or whether they would now accept the new criteria of the University. He did not
know whether that was possible.

Senator Louscher then called for the question, but Chair Sheffer stated that we were in
recess, and that this was the good of the order.

Senator Gibson stated that she thought the problem they had in the Law School is that
this was not considered criteria. While it’s procedural, one would not be able to make that
choice. They’d be bound by that procedure, but it would be viewed as predetermined.

Chair Sheffer then stated he believed these were issues the Senate would have to raise
in two weeks when it came back from recess. Marilyn would identify where Senate would
meet in case this room was not available two weeks from now.

Dean Creel then asked to speak once more. He asked whether it would be possible for
the Senate to invite Mr. Mallo to address the Senate of the legalities of the grandfathering
clause. Senator Erickson added that, obviously, external review was involved also. Chair
Sheffer stated that Senate would take any advice we could get. He then asked Mr. Mallo
whether he would be willing to do that, to which Mr. Mallo replied that he would.

Senator Gibson commented that in light of that question, one had to wonder whether
or not there were other procedures within the document that while viewed on its basis for
procedural might have had substantive implications to procedural causes or issues and whether
or not that should be looked at.

Senator Yoder then had a question about the process. If Senators had other concerns
about the document, how were they to go about raising those in the next two weeks? Chair
Sheffer said to send those to the Task Force if a Senator wanted to raise questions. But if
Senate wanted to discuss them and debate them, the body had to do that two weeks from
now. Senator Erickson asked whether potential amendments cotild be distributed to Senators,
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and Chair Sheffer asked that they be sent to Marilyn to make sure they got to all of the
Senators.

IX. ADJOURNMENT

Parliamentarian Gerlach pointed out that the Senate had to move to recess and not to
adjourn. Chair Sheffer called for that motion. The Senate recessed at 5:08 p.m.

Transcript propared by Marti: Quilin
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APPENDIX A

PLANNING & BUDGETING COMMITTEE
March 1, 2001 Report to Faculty Senate

The Planning and Budgeting Committee (PBC) met twice since the last meeting of
Faculty Senate: February 6, 2001 and February 20, 2001.

February 6, 2001

Several topics were discussed: (1) final Spring 2001 enrollment figures presented in the
University’s new basic data series, (2) updated expense figures for the academic budget
incentive model, (3) the Provost’s adoption of a tuition revenue sharing model for
Summer 2001, (4) the 2001-02 budget development calendar, and (5) early estimates for
2001-02 state appropriations.

It was reported that final Spring 2001 enrollment showed growth in student credit
hours (up 1 percent) and a slight drop in headcount from 22,135 to 22,087 (just 48
fewer students). The new basic data series provides detailed information in
numerical and graph form including student demographic highlights, college/
school specific highlights, and comparisons of enrollments and class sizes by
college and student rank. The report may be accessed through the institutional
research web page (www.uakron.edu/ir/).

Consistent with the PBC’s ongoing development of an academic incentive model,
Provost Hickey presented a three-year plan for summer school revenue sharing
that will be phased in beginning Summer 2001. It was noted that summer courses
must generate tuition revenues sufficient to cover direct instructional costs
(faculty salaries and fringe benefits) as well as a portion of funding used in
building academic year budgets. Over the period, colleges generating a return on
investment (ROI) of 1.5 will receive a share of higher-than-targeted tuition
dollars, beginning with one-third of these earnings in 2001 and rising to 100
percent of higher-than-target tuition income in 2003. Colleges that do not achieve
the required ROI (beginning at 1.2 in 2001 and rising to 1.5 in 2003) will incur
academic year budget reductions. The plan, which was endorsed by the Council
of Deans, will allow units to plan ahead in scheduling and in setting enrollment
expectations in order to reap additional tuition revenue and avoid reductions in
academic year budget. Using the Buchtel College of Arts and Sciences as an
example, the college in Summer 2000 generated tuition revenue of $3,890,087
and incurred faculty instructional expenses of $2,361,321. Thus, tuition revenues
were 165% of compensation expenses (ROI of 1.65). Under the Provost’s plan,
the College would have retained more than $100,000 for year one.

Final adjustments were made in allocating academic expenses within the proposed
academic budget incentive model. There was extensive discussion of the model
and related policy issues including general agreement that a final model should
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include both dimensions of returning more dollars to units with high ROI and
providing support/hope for units with improving performance. Further, the model
as now defined does not reflect additional factors in resource allocation such as
institutional priorities or the "magnetic effect” of professional schools that attract
students to the University but do not immediately see their enrollment.

= At that time, the Ohio Board of Regents had not yet provided projections of state
appropriations by institution based on the Governor’s Executive Budget
recommendations. Given that this is the first year of the biennium and ongoing
concerns about K-12 and Medicare funding, it is likely that state budget
deliberations will continue until late spring or early summer. The University
Board of Trustees will approve tuition and fee increases at its April meeting (in
order to implement changes for summer school) but may have to delay action on
the full budget until the state budget is resolved. PBC will present its budget
recommendations to the extent possible at the Senate’s April meeting.

February 20, 2001

The PBC agenda focused primarily on two topics: planning assumptions for the 2001-02
University budget and development of an academic planning process.

Attached is a summary of total FY 2001-2003 Executive Budget recommendations by
campus including projected state operating support and challenge fund eamings. Modest
increases of 1.3 percent and 2.6 percent, respectively, are estimated for the Akron campus
during the next two years with most of the growth in challenge finds rather than base
operating dollars. Wayne College, which is barred from raising tuition under the Access
Challenge, would receive a 7.1-percent increase in the first year and 5.3-percent increase
in the second year. It was reported that several campuses including Akron are seeking
restoration of the “guarantee” provision of recent years that provided every campus,
regardless of operating dollars eamned by the formula, with at least a modest increase (2-3

percent). Without the “guarantee,” Akron campus state based support would rise by a
mere .74 percent.

Dr. Hickey reported that the administration is committed to creating a merit raise pool as
high as 4 percent, although our ability to reach that level will depend in large part upon
restoration of the guarantee. Number crunching continues to identify adequate funding

for the salary pool. Given current revenue scenarios, few if any dollars will be left for
budget increases other than raises.

Action; It was moved (Creel) and seconded (Qammar) that the PBC support a 6-
percent tuition increase (the maximum permitted) due to limited
anticipated growth in state support. Further, the PBC recommends that a
minimum raise pool of 3 percent (and up to 4 percent if funding can be
identified to support it) be established. The motion passed unanimously.

This action was for budget planning purposes only and does not require
Senate approval,
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Finally, Dr. Hickey asked the PBC to begin thinking about the “p” part of its charge—
planning—by assisting in the design of a productive, reality-based academic planning
process. While discussion of this topic will continue at subsequent meetings, members
generally agreed that the planning process should occur under the auspices of PBC given
the group’s formal charge as well as the need for integration of planning and budgeting
(in light of past NCA concerns). Dr. Hickey and Vice President Marlesa Roney are
discussing the possibility of conducting academic and student affairs planning together,
given their interrelatedness.

In other matters, Dr. Hickey reported that he has accepted the recommendations of the
PBC subcommittee that reviewed college proposals for allocation of the University's HB
640 equipment funds. There also was brief discussion of technology planning including a

request for information concerning use of the 65 percent of technology fees now retained
centrally.

At its March meetings, the PBC will continue development of 2001-02 budget
recommendations for presentation to Faculty Senate as well as advise the Provost
concerning the academic planning process, The PBC’s next meeting will be held
Tuesday, March 6, at 3 p.m. in the Camnation Room, GSC.

Respectfully submitted,

Charlene Reed, Vice Chair, Planning & Budgeting Committee
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TABLE 5
BTATE SBHARE OF INSTRUCTION
FY 2000 - FY 2001 ACTUAL ALLOCATIONS AND FY 2002 - FY 2003 PROJECTIONS
(FY 2002 - 2003 Projections are Based on Exccutive Recommendatlons)

Page 35

OHIO BOARD OF REGENTS

FY 2000 FY 2001 FY 2002 FY 2003
State Share of State Share of Percent State Share of Percent State Share of Percent
Instruction Instruction Change Instruction Change Instruction Change
{Actual) {Actual) FY 00-01 (Projected) FY 01-02 {Projected) FY 02-03
URIVERSITIES
UNIVERSITY OF AKRON $92,553,261 $93,194,394 | 0.69% 593,880,575 | 0.74% $95,872,774 | 2.12%
BOWLING GREEN $77.926,974 $80,825,495 | 3.72% $84,010,642 | 3.94% §86,524,869 | 2.99%,
CENTRAL STATE $6,735,836 56,224,735 | -7.59% $6,735,836| 8.21% $6,735,836 | 0.00%
UNIV. CINCINNATI $159,377,323 $160,943,808 | 0.98% $160,940,741 | 0.00% $160,940,741 | 0.00%
CLEVELAND ST. $67,110,754 $69,113,147 | 2.98% $69,113,147 | 0.00% §71,157,429 | 2.96%
KENT STATE $88,172,955 §91,302,246 | 3.55% $91,298,209 | 0.00% $93,096,690| 1.97%
MCOT $25,847,996 526,587,646 | 2.86% 826,587,646 0.00% $26,587,646 | 0.00%
MIAMI UNIVERSITY $64,223,268 566,337,036 3.29% $67,905,453 | 2.36% $68,959,529 } 1.55%
NEOQUCOM $12,163,032 $12,354,663 | 1.58% $12,519,078 | 1.33% $12,757,056 | 1.90%
OHIO STATE $312,838,970 $324,048,471 | 3.58% $330,490,134 | 1.99% $334,580,068 | 1.24%
OHIO UNIVERSITY $110,599,725 $112,275,234 | 1.51% $115,391,180 | 2.78% $117,968,332 | 2.23%
SHAWNEE ST. $10,655,839 510,774,167 | 1.11% $10,865,758 | 0.85% 511,197,388 | 3.05%
UNIVERSITY OF TOLEDQ 587,705,988 $90,616,071 | 3.32% $90,616,071 | 0.00% $92,123,180 | 1.66%
WRIGHT STATE $73,856,798 $§75,634,721 | 2.41% $78,022,012 | 3.16% $79,594,047 | 2.01%
YOUNGSTOWN ST. $46,978,946 545,993,881 | -2.10% $46,978,946 | 2.14% $46,978,946 | 0.00%
SUBTOTAL $1,236,747,665 || $1,266,225,715 | 2.38% [ S1,285,355,428| 1.51% || 51,305,074,531 [ 1.53%
BRANCHES
AKRON-WAYNE 52,928,966 $3,202,48L | 9.34% 53,432,550 | 7.18% $3,509,604 | 2.24%
BGSU-FIRELANDS $3,535,961 $3,542,863 | 0.20% 53,542,863 | 0.00% $3,542,863 | 0.00%
KENT-ASHTABULA $2,808,651 $2,844,351] 1.27% 52,844,351 | 0.00% $2.844,351 | 0.00%\
KENT-EAST LIVERPOOL §2,133,870 2,178,285 2.08% $2,178,285| 0.00% 52,178,285 | 0.00%
KENT-GEAUGA $919,519 $1,063,075] 15.61% $1,302,988 | 22.57% $1,469,888 [ 12.81%
KENT-SALEM §2,149,835 $2,299,543 | 6.96% $2,338,053 | 1.67% $2,425,156 | 3.73%
KENT-STARK $5,664,922 $6,172,120 | B8.95% 56,690,852 | 8.40% $7,288,176 | 8.93%
KENT-TRUMBULL $4,573,791 $4,725,429 | 3.32% $5,630,169 | 19.15% $6,665,142 ) 18.38%
KENT-TUSCARAWAS $3,837,846 54,194,896 | 9.30% 54,194,896 0.00% $4,349,680 | 3.69%
MIAMI-HAMILTON $5,653,632 55,868,236 | 3.80% $6,313,252 | 7.58% $6,428,768 | 1.83%
MIAMI-MIDDLETOWN $6,217,427 $6,498,584 | 3.72% $7,373,275| 14.39% $7,470,282 | 1.32%
OSU-LIMA $3,861,184 $3,913,578 | 1.36% $4,262,179 | 8.91% $4,419,094 | 3.68%
[OSU-MANSFIELD 53,899,177 $4,141,023] 6.20% $4,530,299 | 9.40% $4,589,180 | 1.30%
OSU-MARION $3,555,276 $3,574,541 ] 0.54% $3,587,088 | 0.35% $3,587,088 | 0.00%
OSU-NEWARK 54,412,790 $4,934,364 | 11.82% $5,617,345 | 13.84% $5,803,489 | 3.31%
OU-CHILLICOTHE $3,994,341 $4,236,343 | 6.06% $4,236,343 | 0.00% 54,310,214 1 1.74%
OU-EASTERN $2,018,752 $3,250,417 | 11.36% $3,499,101 | 7.65% $3,794,155 | 8.43%
OU-LANCASTER 54,180,878 54,363,215 | 4.36% 54,363,215 | 0.00% $4,363,215 | 0.00%
OU-SOUTHERN $3,908,014 $4,305,851 | 10.18% $4,456,279 | 3.49% 54,627,335 3.84%
OU-ZANESVILLE 53,579,594 $3,661,2411 2.28% $4,181,936] 14.22% $4,832,104 ] 15.55%
UC-CLERMONT 54,086,270 54,068,229 | -0.44% $4,263,096 | 4.79% 54,443,833 | 4.294%
UC-WALTERS $7,039,674 57,501,590 | 6.56% 57,875,968 | 4.99% $8,092,339 | 2.75%
WRIGHT-LAKE $1,837,685 $1,991,423 | 8.37% $2,290,456 | 15.02% §2,327,679 | 1.63%
SUBTOTAL 587,698,055 $92,481,678 | 5.43% 599,004,859 | 7.05% §103,361,920 | 4.40%
. -
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APPENDIX B

REPORT OF UNIVERSITY WELLBEING COMMITTEE TO FACULTY SENATE
THURSDAY, MARCH 17, 2001

The University Wellbeing Committee met on February 22™, with the following items being discussed.
1.Food and Vending Services

Assistant Vice-President for Auxiliary Services, Ms Laurie Madden, Mr. Elvis Bond Director of Dining
Services and Mr. Dean Goumas, Director of Auxiliary Business Operations attended the meeting. They
made presentations in response to the comments collected from their constituents by the members of the
Wellbeing Committee. These comments related to the type, range and quality of food provided on campus
and to cost issues, especially related to vending machines. They also answered questions from Commitice
members. The main issues covered were:-

A New food services planned for the new Student Center

There will be two phases involved (for first & second phase of construction of the Center). In the first
phase there will be a food court and banquet facilities. Rick Danels, Director of Student Center is still
considering these contracts. They are likely to involve fast food of some kind.

The second phase will add a "marker place” with a range of foods- at this stage Asian, bakery, pizza and
home-style are planned. There will also be an upscale coffee house. Mr. Bond felt that there would be a
wide range of healthful and anractive foods provided in this phase.

B Food plans for other sites

A review of services across campus is in progress. Services are planned to reflect demand: from vending
machines at minimum, through provision of more items and finally to a "Cstore" {convenience store with
attendant, providing drinks, snacks and sandwiches. These were now in the Student Union, Galluci and
Robertson. Saturday hours had been added. There was a need for balance between rapid delivery and the
advantages of provision at the Student Union. Plans were being considered for a possible coffee area in the
library and changes in Polsky's services remained under discussion. There are issues of who makes
decisions there and who programs space. Committee members asked that plans be considered for several
other sites: Schrank South, CBA, asking that more space and services be provided.

C.  Present services underutilized by university community

It was pointed out that a wide range of healthful and atiractive foods were at present available in Robertson
Dining Hall. Mr Bond pointed out that the Hall served breakfast, lunch and dinner and was open from 7:00-
9:00am, 11:00am-2:00pm and 4:00-7:00pm. The cost was $5-6 and all members of the university
community were welcome.

D. Vending machine services & costs

The campus was one of the few sites still selling cans until recently> The supplier had asked for the
change. The cost per ounce was in fact slightly less. More botiles had been sold than the earlier cans-
students like 10 take them to class. Cans were available in the C stores. The university hoped to move the
vending operations in house, which would make their expansion easier.

2.Health Insurance

Members of the Committee met with Human Resources and representatives of Medical Mutual to discuss
service problems. They considered that the meeting had been valuable and a number of issues had been
solved.

A Sub-committee of Wellbeing is at present meeting with Human Resources and the Health Insurance
consultant in the first stages of planning for the next Health contract. Issues brought to the Committee fast
fall have been included in the planning discussions.

By April there will be a Web-site available for soliciting employee feedback on health insurance carriers.
The site is being developed by members of the Committee. Look for information on UA digest.

3. Pregnancy sick leave and child care

Subcommittees to work on these issues are in the process of formation. Please contact the Committee Chair
if you have issues for these subcommittees.

The next meeting of University Wellbeing is Friday, March 16th at 9am in the Senate Conference Room (
Caroll Hall 224). The main agenda item will be a report on health contract discussions. Membe:; of the
university community are welcome to ariend.

Respectfully submitted

vl 9&—% -5 . 6 “’é{’g\-—\_
Elizabeth Erickson

Chair, University Wellbeing Commitiee
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APPENDIX C
Proposals Approved By Provost
To Faculty Senate March 2001
Butchel College of Arts and Sciences
| Proposal No. | Department | Title
| AS-01-33 Biology Field Marine Psychology
AS-01-35 Biology Comparative Animal
_ Physiology
AS-01-44 | English 3300:567 Modern European
Fiction
AS-01-47 | Physics | Astronomy by Inquiry ,
AS-01-48 History | Graduate Reading Seminar- |
Comparative Studies in World
‘ _ 7 Civilizations
AS-01-49 History | Graduate Writing Seminar:
Comparative Studies in World
Civilizations
| AS-01-54 Geography Land Use Planning Methods
AS-01-55 Geography [ B.A. Geography - Planning
_ | Track
AS-01-36 Geography Proposal for course change |
AS-01-63 | Pan-African Studies | Pan-African Studies Program |
(reassignment of program to
] - Arts & Sciences)
College of Business Administration
Proposal No. | Department Title ’
BA-01-09 Management 6500:622 Prereq Change
BA-01-16 | Management MBA Quality Management
Concentration
BA-01-19 Marketing Sales Management Major -
‘ Program Change
BA-01-20 Marketing Marketing Management Major
] - Program Change
BA-01-21 Marketing International Business Major -
‘ Program Change
BA-01-24 | Management | 6500:221 QBA I course
iy | change
| BA-01-27 Management 6500:324 Data Mgmt for I.S.
BA-01-29 Management 6500:426 E-Business
| Technologies and
_ : Infrastructure
BA-01-40 Marketing MBA IB Concentration
Change
BA-01-43 Accounting | M.Tax Revision
BA-01-44 Accounting 6200:540 Auditing
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BA-01-45

Accounting

MBA Accounting
Concentration Revision

Community and Technical College

Proposal No. Department Title

College of Education

Proposal No. “Department Title

ED-01-01 Counseling and Special Advanced Counseling

Education Practicum
ED-01-21 Counseling Program Change, School
_ Counseling
ED-01-23 Counseling Course Change - Internship
___ 5600:685

ED-01-30B Physical Facilities School Nurse Program
{Option 2)

ED-01-30C Physical Facilities School Nurse Program
(Option 3)

College of Engineering

Proposal No. Department Title

College of Fine and Applied Arts

Proposal No. Department Title

School of Law

Proposal No. Department Title

College of Nursing

Proposal No. Department Title ]

NU-01-05 Nursing title change Master Public
Health Special Topics Course

NU-01-06 Nursing course changes to PhD

program
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NU-01-08 Nursing course additions to meet
accreditation requirements in
Anesthesia program

NU-01-09 Nursing course addition to Anesthesia
program

NU-01-10 Nursing changes to meet new
certificate guidelines from
ANNC

NU-01-11 Nursing Master of Science in Nursing
Program

NU-01-12 Nursing Post-MSN Behavioral Health
Nursing Certificate Program

College of Polymer Science and Polymer Engineering

Proposal No. Department Title

University College

[ Proposal No. Department Title
Wayne College

[ Proposal No. Department Title
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Proposals Approved By Provost

To Faculty Senate March 2001 (NewPrograms)

College of Business Administration

Page 41

Proposal No.

Department

Title

BA-01-18

Marketing

Minor in E-Marketing

BA-01-23

Management

Baccalaureate Degree in E-
Business Technologies
Baccalaureate Degree

Program

BA-01-42

Management

3 joint programs: legal and
administrative studies
(J.D/M.B.A.); legal and
taxation studies (J.D./M.Tax);
legal and human resource
studies (J.D./M.S.M. - HR).
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APPENDIX D
DRAFT 6: 19 February 2001
3359-20-052 Curricular Changes
A. Curricular change process for curriculum other than distributed learning
proposals
(1)  Each college shall have its own procedure for proposing curricular changes. For

@

3)

the purpose of this document, a “course” is defined as any university offered
curriculum regardiess of mode of delivery (e.g. web-based, synchronous distance
learning, etc.). The following curricular changes require university-wide approval.

(a)  addition of courses

(b)  deletion of courses

(c)  changes in course or program names

(d changes in course or program numbers

(e)  changes in course descriptions

® changes in course prerequisites

(g)  addition of new degrees, minors, or certificate programs

(h)  changes in degrees, minors, or certificate programs

) proposals that would change any university-wide requirements.
Curricular proposals shall originate within an academic unit (e.g. department,
college, or school). The academic unit shall review the proposal and either
approve or reject it. For the purposes of initiating interdisciplinary proposals,
which involve two or more academic units, one academic unit shall be identified
as the originating unit.
(@)  For the purposes of this document, an “academic unit” is defined as any

group having a separate identity that participates in the offering of

curricula.

Program changes may require Ohio Board of Regents approval. It is the

-
-

-
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responsibility of the originating unit to determine if approval is required.

Proposals can be submitted at any time into the Curricular Review System (CRS).

(a)

(b)

©

For changes to appear in the undergraduate or graduate university bulletin
of the following academic year, a proposal must be submitted by a college
for university review by the end of the twelfth week of the fall semester.

The review process shall be suspended for all periods when classes are not
in session, and reactivated with the resumption of classes.

Proposals shall not be reviewed during the summer sessions.

After a proposal is approved by the academic unit, the appropriate college review
committee shall review the proposal and either approve or reject it.

A college-approved proposal shall then be released by authorized personnel of the
college for institutional review and approval. The proposal shall be available on
the university web server for a period of two calendar weeks from the date of
release.

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

Various institutional reviews and approvals may be required and shall be
given before the proposal can be submitted for university-wide review.
The reviewing bodies may include but are not limited to library, graduate
school, institutional research, distributed learning review committee, and
the curriculum review committee (CRC). Details of these review
procedures are available in each academic unit.

If institutional review cannot be completed within the two calendar week
period, the originating unit and the office of the senior vice president and
provost shall be notified indicating reasons for the delay and the
approximate completion date.

When all approvals are obtained, the proposal shall be released for
university-wide review. The proposal shall be available on the university
web server for a period of two calendar weeks from the date of release.
Proposals released for university-wide review shall be posted in a weekly
curriculum digest.

Reviewing bodies or any faculty member wishing to make an objection or

4 o
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to comment on a proposal shall do so within the web environment. The
system will email the objection or comment to the office of the senior vice
president and provost, to the CRC, and to the initiating college for
response.

@) CRC shall determine the appropriateness of any objections.
Objections that are considered appropriate include but are not
limited to::

{a)  duplication of content
(b)  appropriateness of the initiating unit
(c)  questions of academic quality

(i) This is an appropriate objection only if initiated
within the originating academic unit

(ii)  Academic quality objections from outside of the
originating academic unit will be considered as
advisory only

(d) demonstration that the proposal adversely
affects another program

(7)  Following the two calendar week period for university-wide review, the following
options are available for the disposition of the proposal:

(a)

If no objections are received, the proposal shall be forwarded to the
executive committee of faculty senate for approval at the next scheduled
meeting.

(i) If the executive committee approves the proposal, it shall be
immediately forwarded to the senior vice president and provost.

(i)  If the executive committee rejects the proposal, it shall be brought
before the faculty senate at the next scheduled meeting. The
reasons for the rejection shall be conveyed to the originating unit,
to the CRC, and to the faculty senate.
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The executive committee shall inform the faculty senate of all approved

proposals at the next scheduled meeting.

If appropriate objections are received, the proposal is referred to the CRC
for review. The CRC will meet at the first practical opportunity to hold a
hearing on the objection. A two-thirds quorum of the CRC shall be
present to conduct business.

()

(if)

(iii)

(iv)

One or more representatives from the originating unit and the
person(s) filing the objection(s) shall be invited to present his/her
respective positions at the hearing and be subject to questions from
the CRC.

The chair of CRC or his/her designee shall inform the originating
unit and the person(s) filing the objection(s) of the time and place
of the hearing. CRC reserves the right to limit the number of
participants at the hearing.

Upon the close of the hearing, and in closed session, the CRC shall
reach a decision by consensus. CRC shall forward its findings and
recommendations to the faculty senate to be addressed at the next
scheduled meeting.

(a)  Possible recommendations to faculty senate include but are
not limited to:

@ recommend approval of the proposal
(i) recommend changes/modifications to the proposal
ifi) recommend rejection of the proposal
(iv) no recommendation
Faculty senate shall approve or reject the proposal.

(a)  Proposals rejected by the faculty senate shall be returned to
the originating unit.

(b)  Proposals approved by the faculty senate are forwarded to
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the senior vice president and provost.

(c)  The senior vice president and provost or his/her designee shall approve or
reject the proposals within one calendar week of receipt.

@) The senior vice president and provost shall forward approved
proposals requiring board of trustees approval to the board of
trustees for consideration at its next meeting.

(i)  If the proposal is not approved by the senior vice president and
provost, the reasons for the rejection shall be conveyed to the
originating unit and to the faculty senate.

(8)  When a proposal has been approved by the board of trustees or its designee, the
proposal becomes record and shall be implemented on its effective date.

B. Curricular change process for distributed learning proposals including changes in mode
of delivery.

(1)  All asynchronous courses shall utilize a standardized interface to facilitate
uniformity for the transfer of learning.

(8)  Course content is determined solely within the purview of the instructor of
record.

(b)  All courses that change the mode of delivery to either asynchronous or
distance shall be subject to an assessment of student outcomes for the first
two course offering sessions. Synchronous courses are also subject to
assessment of student outcomes.

(2)  Process for existing courses to be offered through distributed
learning

()  The departmental unit shall approve, in concept, the change
of delivery.

(b)  The dean of the college shall approve the change in
delivery.

(c)  For tracking purposes, the college designee shall enter the

~
e ]
,\,
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ST

course into the CPS as a mode of delivery change, only.
(d)  The instructor of record develops the course.

(e)  The course, with representative examples of all delivery
mechanisms and the front page, is sent to the distributed
learning review committee (DLRC) which will evaluate the
following,.

)] Does the university have the technology to support
the course?

(ii)  Does the university have the electronic resources
available to support the course?

(iii)  Is the interface standardized?

(iv) If approved by DLRC, the course is forwarded to
the senior vice president and provost for approval.

Process for new distributed learning courses

(@)  The course is treated as any new classroom course and is
entered into the curriculum review process described in
3359-20-052-A-2 through 8 above.

(b)  After university-wide approval is obtained, the instructor of
record develops the course.

(c)  The course, with representative examples of all delivery
mechanisms and the front page, is sent to the distributed
learning review committee (DLRC) which will evaluate the
following.

(i) Does the university have the technology to support
the course?

(ii)  Does the university have the electronic resources
available to support the course?

-
-
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(iii)  Is the interface standardized?

(iv) If approved by DLRC, the course is forwarded to
the senior vice president and provost for approval.
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APPENDIX E

2001 SPRING GRANTS
Awarded 3/13/2001

Internal Grants Awarded by
The University of Akron’s Faculty Research Committee

ACCT# FRG# NAME TITLE OF PROJECT AMOUNT

2-07488 1525 Dr. Elaine Fisher “Gut Dysoxia: Changes in Regional $3,495.00
Dr. Richard Steiner  Measures of Gut Oxgenation During
Nursing and Statistics Ischemic-Reperfusion.”

2-07489 1526 Dr. Lisa Park “QOstracodes as Paleoenvironmental 3,500.00
Geology Proxy Indicators: Characterizing
the Variability of Non-Marine
Ostracode Faunas on San Salvador
Island, Bahamas.”

TOTAL FUNDED: 6,995.00
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APPENDIX F

L e B BE BN BN B B RN

Ohio Faculty Council

December 11, 2000

Dear Colleagues:

The Ohio Board of Regents has submitted a budget request to Governor Taft that the Ohio Faculty
Council believes deserves your active support. The Council is composed of elected representatives
from each four-year state supported university in Ohio. The Council meets monthly in Columbus to
discuss higher education issues of statewide relevance. The Council recently met with Roderick Chu,
Chancellor of the Board of Regents, to discuss the Regents' proposed budget for 2001-2003.

This budget proposal comes at a crossroads in Ohio history. Despite the nation’s economic
prosperity, a variety of indicators such as educational achievement, job creation, population, personal
income, and investment in higher education show a trend in Ohio that is cause for deep concem. To
see dramatic evidence of this alarming trend, the Council urges you to read the Regents’ brochure
entitled “Get the Facts”. If a hard copy is not available to you, visit the Regents’ website at
www.regents.state.oh.us, click on “News and Information”, and then click on *Get the Facts”. The
Regents’ budget proposal has been crafted in the wake of this trend and embodies bold and creative
initiatives aimed at reversing it.

The Regent's budget is designed to enhance the opportunities of Ohio’s citizens to fully participate
in the knowledge-based technologies that we think will generate economic prosperity in the new
century. The Regents’ plan begins with a K-16 partnership, which will endorse the enhancement of
public school teacher training in our universities, This training will have as two of its goals the
improvement of mathematics and science skills in our school-age children and an increase in the
college readiness of our high school graduates. Much needs to be done in this area. Ohio is currently
in the bottom quarter of the nation's states in the percentage of our citizens who have completed a
bachelor's degree or higher. This lack of training is reflected in statistics, which show that average
personal income in Ohio has slumped from sixth in the nation in 1960 to twenty-second today.

The Regents’ budget will fund educational programs that will ensure that information technology
competency training will be available for any student, and for any member of Ohio’s current work
force, who desires 1o work in this area. Through CollegeNet, a program within the new budget, the
hardware and software for this training will be put in place. CollegeNet will provide funding for
Internet wired classrooms, for computer laboratories that witl make available new personal computers
for student use, and for the systematic upgrading of computer facilities for faculty and staff.

Also in the budget proposal is the Ohio Plan which will set aside $150,000,000 annually as sced
money to develop biomedical-biotechnology, nano-technology and information technology as joint
university-industry enterprises. Such enterprises in other states have brought vital economic growth
to education-rich locales. Kendall Park in Boston, the Research Triangle in North Carolins, and of
course Silicon Valley are all examples where university research, coupled with managesial talent,
have led to the exciting and innovative growth that we label the 21% Century economy. States such as
Texas, Georgia, Michigan, and Pennsylvania have already earmarked funding for such development —
Ohio cannot wait any longer to make a similar commitment. Ohio’s growth rate, averaged over
categories such as employment, income and population, now ranks only 43" in the nation. We are
lagging the rest of our country in the creation of high tech jobs, in the development of high growth



* March 1, 2001 Page 51

December 11, 2000

Page 2
companies, and in the availability of capital for new-age industry. The need now is for action at the
highest leveis of state government.

That action depends in large measure on the efforts of Ohio's faculty “to get the word out”. We
urge you to support the Ohio Board of Regents in their budget request. The education plan that the
Regents propose is a solid step towards restoring Ohio (o economic prominence. Your support, along
with that of your community and business leaders, will be very important in convincing the Governor
and legislative leaders that they now have an opportunity to inaugurate 2 new economy, and a new
era of knowledge based opportunity, for the citizens of Ohio.

Sincerely,

Ohio Faculty Council
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APPENDIX G

DOMESTIC PARTNER BENEFITS

Campus Well Being Committee Report to Faculty Senate
January 2001

Over the past decade, a growing number of public and private employers, including a
significant number of colleges and universities, have begun to offer unmarried employees
with domestic partners some or all of the benefits they give to married employees.
(Appendices A&B) The members of the Committee investigated issues surrounding the
extension of “spousal” benefits to unmarried facuity and staff who are in long-term,
caring relationships with adult partners. A summary of questions frequently asked and
their answers is found in Appendix C. On the basis of our review, we have developed the
benefits and costs to the University of Akron of extending such benefits and are making
recommendations to the Faculty Senate

Definition of Domestic Pariner

Definitions of domestic partnerships typically state that a domestic partnership is a
committed relationship between two adults, regardless of gender, that has the following
characteristics: the partners live together, have been in their relationship for at least six
months, are 18 years of age or older, are not related by blood closer than would bar
marriage in the State of Ohio, are mentally competent to consent to a contract, are each
other’s sole domestic pariner, and are responsible for one another’s common welfare.

At 2 number of institutions offering benefits, employees fill out an Affidavit of Domestic
Partnership to register their partnerships and an Affidavit of Termination of Domestic
Partner Status if the partnership is terminated. ( See Appendix B)

Potential Gains for The University of Akron

e With the extension of domestic partner benefits, the university would be helping
all employees provide their families with the same security and protecuon against
crises as it enables married employees to give their families. It is an issue of
fairness.

e The extension of domestic partner benefits would be consistent with The
University of Akron’s stated policy of not discriminating on the basis of sexual
preference when hiring. Where equal benefits are not available this policy is not
truly met.

e By adopting a domestic partner benefits policy, the university would be modeling
the respect for diversity it hopes to instill in its students.

o Such a policy would also assist the university in recruiting and retaining capable
faculty and staff, especially as major universities in our area (e.g. Case Western
Reserve, Eastern Michigan, University of Michigan and Michigan State) have
these benefits.
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Page 2
Domestic Partner Benefits

Costs

Domestic partner benefits for all full-time employees are as follows:

e No cost or low cost:
o Bereavement leave upon a partner’s or partner’s dependent’s death
o Sick Leave to care for a partner or partner’s dependent

s Some cost:

o The estimates from experienced institutions (see appendices) are that
approximately 2% or less would be added to health costs. The number
of potential employees eligible are not great and the number of
registrants even smaller.

Recommendations

We recommend that The University of Akron

o Establish a definition of domestic partnership and a registration procedure to file a
domestic partnership affidavit modeled after those used at similar universities.

¢ Include domestic partnerships in the university’s policies that address the
cmployment of members of the same family, including health coverage.

¢ Incorporate domestic partner benefits in the documents given to prospective
employees during recruitment.

_¢ Incorporate domestic partners in the m:vemty s definition of “immediate family” in

sick leave policy.

e - Continue to assure that all present and future benefits affecting domestic partners, not
identified in this report, be brought to equitable status.
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APPENDIX H

Proposed Amendment to Draft of RTP Revisions of Faculty Manual 3359-20-037
Overview: Replace college-wide review committees with college-wide guidelines
committees. The latter reviews tenure and promotion guidelines (i.e., standards and
criteria), not cases. Review of cases is left to departments/academic units and
administrators as currently practiced. Input relating to marginal cases is already provided
for by effective outside review information (Draft revisions p. 31)

Rationale: On page 10, section F-12 (e) of 3359-20-37 (Guidelines for initial
appointment, reappointment, tenure, and promotion of regular faculty), the functions of
proposed college-wide review committees are outlined as follows:

"College -wide review committees shall evaluate candidates’ files and all previous
recommendations to determine:

(i) that the candidate has satisfactorily met all approved tenure and/or promotion
criteria established by the university and the academic unit

(ii) that the departmental tenure and/or promotion committee and the department
chair have followed all approved procedures in their evaluation of the candidate

(iii) that the tenure and/or promotion committee and the department chair
recommendations of the candidate are consistent with the goals of the academic
unit."

(1) The function detailed in point ii above duplicates the function of the Appeals
Committee.

_ (2) The functions delineated in points i and iii above depend on the adequacy of
departmental/college RTP guidelines. If these guidelines meet the criteria for tenure
and/or promotion established by the university and the academic unit and are consistent
with the goals of the academic unit, then the department's application of these criteria will
fulfill functions i and iii. The key then is not secondary review of cases but rather a
strong foundation of appropriate guidelines.

Proposal: Replace Section F-12 (pages 10-12) with the following:

All colleges shall have college-wide guidelines committees. Each college shall include
in its tenure and promotion guidelines a description of the compaosition of the
college-wide guidelines committee.

(a) In colleges without departments that constitute tenure and promotion
committees as committees of the whole tenured faculty, the promotion
committee shall also operate as the college-wide guidelines committee.

(b) in colleges with departments and colleges without departments that
establish separate tenure and/or promotion committees, the college-wide
guidelines committee(s) shall be composed of no fewer than five members
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elected from the tenured faculty of the college. Each college shall develop
guidelines for the election process and the voting process, including
guidelines for replacing members unable to serve.

(c) Members of the college-wide guidelines committee shall meet the following
criteria:

(i) Members of the college-wide guidelines committee shall be tenured
faculty members holding the rank of associate professor or higher.

(ii) Members of any college-guidelines committee shall have completed at
least one year of service at the University of Akron.

(d) College-wide guidelines committees shall:

(i) establish criteria for evaluating departmental tenure and promotion
guidelines. These criteria should relate to quality of work
performance, professional activity and service necessary for tenure
and promotion within the college. The requirements should reflect the
goals of the college and university, consistent with the standards of the
discipline and the highest degree awarded by the department or unit.
The criteria should include meeting the procedures required by the
university for RTP.

(ii) in colleges with departments, review all departmental tenure and
promotion guidelines to ensure that these guidelines meet or exceed
the tenure and promotion criteria established by the college.
Departments will provide the committee with its guidelines including
a rationale for their standards.

(iii) recommend to the Dean, with copies to the department chair, whether
the guidelines meet the above requirements as well as suggestions for
changes. Departments using inadequate standards risk having cases
returned by the Dean.

(iv) review the guidelines and record of the college and/or departments
every five years and recommend acceptability or change to the Dean.

Outcomes: Departments and colleges are held accountable for their guidelines.
Guidelines will be relatively more uniform within colleges because they will meet college
goals for continued high level or improvement in performance. Outside review can help
determine whether specific candidates meet the standard at the departmental level in
practice. Greater faimess will exist for candidates for whom standards are more clearly
defined and deemed acceptable by faculty not just administrative reviewers. Departments
will retain control over decisions that they are best qualified to-make and that directly
affect their own members.
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