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MINUTES OF THE FACULTY SENATE MEETING c, 
OF APRD.. 3, 1997 1 

The regular meeting of the Faculty Senate was called to order by Chainnan H. Michael Cheung at , _ 
3:01 p.m. on Thursday, April 3, 1997, in Room 201 of the Buckingham Center for Continuing 
Education. 

Forty-eight of the sixty-nine members of the Faculty Senate were in attendance. Senators Batur, 
J.Buchanan, Clements, Drummond, Hoover, Isayev, McGucken, Patankar, Reed, and Ross-Alaolmolki 
were absent with notice. Senators Braun, C.Buchanan, DePaul, Hardy. Maringer, McLinden, Midha, 
Mothes, Redle and Scott were absent without notice. 

SENATE ACTIONS 

* APPROVED LIST OF CANDIDATES FOR SPRING COMMENCEMENT 

* ENDORSED CONCEPT OF A CENTER FOR TEACHING AND 
LEARNING AND APPROVED MOTION FOR ITS INCEPTION FOR 
A TRIAL PERIOD OF TWO YEARS 

* APPROVED AMENDMENTS AND RECOMMENDATION REGARDING POLICY 
ON STIPENDS AND OVERLOAD 

* APPROVED NAME CHANGE FROM THE SCHOOL OF COMMUNICATIVE 
DISORDERS TO THE SCHOOL OF SPEECH LANGUAGE PATHOLOGY AND 
AUDIOLOGY 

* RECOMMITTED PROPOSED NEPOTISM POLICY TO REFERENCE 
COMMITTEE TO EXTEND TO ALL UNIVERSITY EMPLOYEES 

* APPROVED AMENDMENTS TO FACULTY MANUAL REGARDING HEALTH 
INSURANCE 

* APPROVED RESOLUTION REGARDING DISSEMINATION OF FACULTY 
MANUAL 

* POSTPONED DISCUSSION OF CHANGES TO FACULTY SENATE 
BYLAWS INTRODUCED BY REFERENCE COMMITTEE UNTIL THE 
MAY MEETING 

* POSTPONED DISCUSSION OF RECOMMENDATIONS FROM STUDENT 
AFFAIRS COMMITTEE REGARDING REVISIONS OF STUDENT CODE 
OF CONDUCT UNTIL THE MAY MEETING 

* APPROVED CHANGES TO FACULTY MANUAL REGARDING APPEALS 
PROCESS AND FACULTY RIGHTS AND RESPONSIBILITIES COMMITTEE 

* POSTPONED DISCUSSION OF AD HOC COMMITTEE REPORT ON SALARY 
INEQUITY UNTIL THE MAY MEETING 
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I. APPROVAL OF AGENDA - The Chairman asked whether there were any additions, deletions or 
corrections to the agenda. Since there were none, he called for a motion to approve the agenda, and 
the motion was made by Senator Peggy Richards and seconded by Senator Carol Gigliotti. The body 
then voted its approval. 

IL CONSIDERATION OF THE MINUTES OF MARCH 6, 1997 - Secretary Gary H. Oller said 
that he had received no corrections to the minutes. Senator William Taggart h~ a correction to page 
10, second paragraph in the sentence which read, "However, we would have to guarantee at least three 
years and at an inflation rate of 10 percent to get that, and we could not do it on our own." He said 
that the following needed to be added: "The other state universities must join in the plan." Since there 
were no further corrections, the Senate approved the amended minutes. 

m. CHAIRMAN'S REMARKS - The Chairman reminded committee chairs to plan on reporting, at 
least in writing, to the body by the next meeting if they had not otherwise had occasion to regularly 
report to the Senate. Tue Executive Committee would very much like at least a status report from 
those committees that had not regularly reported. He also asked the members to reserve the 17th of 
this month at 3 :00 to begin consideration of the budget The meeting would be held in this room. 
The members of the Planning and Budget Committee were reasonably sure that they would have a 
budget available at that time. If the situation should change, he would see that members were 
notified. 

The Chainnan did have one item of business which he should have added to the agenda. He 
apologized for talcing it out of order, but it was important that it be talcen up at this time. He wanted 
to entertain a motion to approve the list of candidates for the spring commencement contingent upon 
successful completion of all degree requirements. This was moved by Senator John Bee and seconded 
by Senator Ruth Clinefelter. 

The Chairman noted that there were lists of the commenceiµent candidates available if anyone 
wished to look at them. Since there was no discussion, the Senate approved the list of candidates for 
spring commencement. 

IV. SPECIAL ANNOUNCEMENTS - There were none. 

V. REPORTS 

REMARKS OF TIIE PRESIDENT - President Marion Ruebel was not in attendance. 

REMARKS OF TIIE PROVOST - Provost Randy Moore was not in attendance. 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE - Secretary Oller reported that the Committee had met on the 11th of 
March and set the agenda for today's meeting. It had also met with President Ruebel on March 17 to 
discuss matters of mutual interest. One of the questions raised at that meeting regarded the role of the 
Campus Facilities Planning Committee in planning the use of the remaining two floors of the Polsky's 
Building as well as the proposed change in Bulger Hall. The Committee had also wondered whether 
the CFPC could talce an active role regarding utili7.ation of campus facilities in general as opposed to 
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controls others might have. Example areas of concern included athletic use of facilities like the weight 
room and recreational facilities (proposed swim team). The President's response had been that Senator 
Jerry Drummond, the current Chair of CFPC, should be included in any meetings involved in these 
areas. 

ACADEMIC POLICIES AND CALENDAR COMMITTEE - Senator Bee, the Chair, reported that the 
Committee had three items to present at today's meeting. The first item was a report with 
recommendations concerning a proposal to create a Center to Improve Teaching and Leaming 
(Appendix A), which contains the report and recommendations along with accompanying 
documentation). The original initiative for this had come from the Interim Provost and the Council of 
Deans, and their proposal had been forwarded to the APCC by the Executive Committee. After an 
initial review, the Committee had invited Interim Provost Moore to attend a meeting to give it a more 
complete idea of the underlying concept and to share his thoughts as to how the project might proceed. 
This meeting had taken place and led to the report which the body had before it. 

Senator Bee wanted to point out two or three highlights of this multi-faceted concept which 
Provost Moore had called to the Committee's attention and two or three things that the Committee had 
considered in arriving at its recommendation. The basic impetus had been to establish somewhere on 
campus an entity that would have the resources to do for faculty interested in improving their teaching 
something roughly comparable to what we had in the fonn of the Faculty Research Grants Committee. 
Provost Moore had noted that currently the resources allocated for the latter far exceeded those for the 
former. There had been in discussion with the Provost the further thought that what was proposed ('; 
here would be a more robust version of what was now known as the ER&D Center. The ~ 
understanding was that if it were implemented, what was proposed here would in fact replace that but 
in many ways mirror its spirit and activities. The motive for proposing the Center was to establish on 
campus the central resource to assist faculty in a wide range of interests and concerns related to their 
classroom teaching including but not limited to improving and developing new teaching methods, 
designing course materials, etc. The proposed center would deal with a variety of activities. Senator 
Bee also wanted to note that there was further anticipation that whoever was working in this capacity 
would also have interaction with the persons in the new Media Technology Center and that those two 
entities would in fact work closely together, but at the same time they would not be a duplication of 
function. The Center for Teaching and Learning would have the distinct focus. 

The Committee had been concerned about the resources that would be necessary to start up such an 
operation, especially given the infonnation on the communication that had been forwarded to it. 
However, it had learned upon further conversation with Provost Moore that new resources actually 
would be rather modest, perhaps even negligible. What had been referred to as staff in the 
memorandum would be drawn from the existing faculty. There would be an effort to find persons on 
campus interested in these activities who could be released from some part of their academic load to 
hold appointment to this duty or function. There would be two of them, as there were now, currently 
working at the ER&D Center. Therefore, there would be no new resources in terms of staff at least to 
start out. 

The Committee wanted to gain from the Senate the endorsement of the concept which the Provost 
would then work through with the President and the campus to try to start on some start-up basis on a 
test run. Another concern which the Committee had had was giving a stamp of approval to a proposal 
which was well-intentioned but in the end might not work or be needed. Therefore, the Committee 
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had proposed that this be tried for a trial period of two years. Both of these recommendations which 
Senator Bee now moved were included at the end of the Committee's report and read as follows: 
"The Committee recommends: 1. That the Faculty Senate endorse the concept of establishing a Center 
for the Improvement of Teaching and Leaming; 2. That the President allocate the funds and resources 
and have the consultations with the Interim Provost necessary to initiate this project by the start of 
classes in Fall '97 for a two year period, after which a further decision on its continuation will be 
made by the Faculty Senate." 

Since there was no discussion, the Chainnan called for a vote, and the Senate approved the 
recommendations with one dissenting vote. 

Senator Bee then presented the second item which was a report and recommendations regarding 
the policy on stipends and overload (Appendix B). It had been announced at the March meeting of 
the Senate that President Ruebel had made permanent the interim policy on stipends and overload that 
had been published in the June '96 Chronicle. The APCC had been given the charge to review that 
policy with the view to fonnulating a final document so it thought that it would have been remiss if it 
had not proceeded as charged by the Senate. With that in mind, it had examined the policy and again 
had had the benefit of the conversation with Interim Provost Moore who among other things had been 
able to enlighten the Committee somewhat as to the background and history of what had given rise to 
the policy as it had been stated and also some idea as to the goals he had hoped to attain in 
implementing it. 

Senator Bee called members attention to section g of the policy. This section gave the Senior 
Vice President and Provost latitude to deal with exceptional cases and circumstances. Since that 
seemed to provide amply for exceptional cases and special circumstances, the Committee thought that 
it was not a happy thing to have the word "ordinarily" appearing as regularly as it did in the context of 
the other provisions. In sections b, c, d, and f, it was the thought of the Committee that the regular 
appearance of "ordinarily" vitiated the policy and undercut it. The policy would have in effect no 
constraining or guiding influence on the decisions of the campus at large. 

The Committee had also asked for feedback from various deans' offices and many had been kind 
enough to provide it. One of the observations that had been made with regard to section d 
(compensation ranges established and published by the Senior VP and Provost) was that no such 
document seemed to exist. With that and the earlier observation in mind, the Committee wished to 
propose the following: "1. The word "ordinarily" be struck from sections "b". "c", "d", and "r" of the 
document; 2. The Provost's office be directed to initiate the process necessary to create and publish by 
September 1, 1997, the compensation ranges for stipends referred to in section •1d" of the document." 
Senator Bee then moved those recommendations. 

Senator Devinder Malhotra asked whether in section b people who bought their teaching time due 
to external grants were exempted. 

Senator Bee said that the phrase in (b) "teaching 12 credits of classroom or laboratory instruction" 
meant 12 credits of assigned teaching activity which would exclude administrative assigned time and, 
he assumed, external grants and the like. The Committee took the word "teaching" to make that 
sufficiently clear. 
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A brief discussion then occurred in which Senator Kris Gill, Senator Dan Sheffer, and Senator 
Paul John took part regarding possible confusion between student credit hours and faculty load hours 
in relation to the 12 credits mentioned in item (b). Senator John wanted to make a motion to amend 
(b} to read "12 load hours" instead of "credits." Senator Bee thought that this was fine and certainly 
gennane to the discussion, but it was not specifically related to the motion presently on the floor. 

The Chairman agreed with Senator Bee and apologized for letting the body get sidetracked. Until 
it had dispensed with recommendations I and 2, he asked the body to leave as~de the issue of credits 
versus load hours. The Senate could come back to it later. 

Senator John Hebert wanted to speak against recommendation 1. The policy stated that overload 
of more than 3 load hours per semester would not be approved. That was a firm actual statement, and 
he did not see why we should be making exception later on. The word "ordinarily" there added 
something to what was going on because it left some room for exceptions. If we took it out, then we 
would not be leaving room for the exceptions that would come along later. He liked the word there 
because it added something to the context. If we took it out, then people were going to say that the 
policy said it could not be done, and yet the Provost went ahead and did it anyway. 

Senator Barbara Heinzerling wanted to make a comment about the September 1, 1997, date in 
recommendation 2. With the new Provost just coming in and having plenty to do, we might be 
making his priority list for him by handing him not only the new learning center but this as well. By 
putting a date on this which was so specific, we were prioritizing it beyond what we might want to. 
She moved to amend the recommendation and change September 1, 1997 to January 1, 1998. This 
was seconded by Senator Tim Norfolk. There was no discussion, and the Senate voted its approval. 

Senator Hebert moved to amend the APCC's recommendations by striking recommendation 1. 
This motion died for lack of a second. 

The Chairman then called for a vote on adopting recommendation 1 and the amended 
recommendation 2, and the body gave its approval with one ~issenting vote. 

Senator John moved to amend section b of the policy by striking the word "credits" and replacing 
it with two words, "load hours." This was seconded by Senator Gill. Since there was no discussion, 
the Senate voted its approval. 

Senator John wanted to know when this policy officially took effect. The Chairman replied that 
the policy which the Senate had been amending was in fact already in place. Senator John stated that 
he then had a question because at the beginning of the fall semester the faculty in the C&T College 
had been told to address overload and to do it over a 2-year averaging, and now he had a direct 
conflict. He had some faculty who were at 23 now and would have to 25 next year. 

The Chairman responded that this was something Senator John would have to deal with through 
channels rather than on the floor of the Senate. President Ruebel had announced at our last meeting 
that this was the law. 
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Senator Bee had one final item from the APCC. Within the College of Fine and Applied Arts, 
what had been the School of Communicative Disorders was requesting University sanction for the 
change of name for their academic unit to the School of Speech Language Pathology and Audiology 
(Appendix C). This was a change of name only; it involved no change in the administrative structure 
of the unit. It was a change that had been agreed to within the unit and had been approved by the 
College of Fine and Applied Arts. The Committee had approved this change and now was presenting 
it to the Senate for its ratification. He moved that the Senate approve this name change. 

Since there was no discussion, the Senate approved the motion. 

REFERENCE COMMITTEE - Senator John Green, the Chair, said that there were a number of items 
that the Reference Committee wanted to bring before the body. The first was on page one of the 
handout (Appendix D p.32-33) and concerned nepotism policies. These policies had been developed 
by the Committee pursuant to the charge by the Senate. Up to this point the University had had no 
nepotism policy in its fonnal rules although we were covered under the nepotism policy of the state of 
Ohio. It had been the feeling of the Senate that we should have policies to this effect. The 
Committee wanted to thank Senator Bill Rich for his work on this policy. It was not able to adopt his 
language in its entirety, but nonetheless he had done fine work on the policies. 

There were two policies - the first one dealt with personnel decisions, the second dealt with 
academics. It had been the feeling of the Committee that these were two separate areas in which there 
should be rules alerting the faculty and other employees about nepotism, defining what it was, and that 
it would not be tolerated. These policies were very simple. The first one read: "No faculty member 
shall participate in making any personnel decision concerning a member of his or her immediate 
family." It then went on to define what some of those words meant. The second policy on academic 
decisions read very much the same way: "No faculty member shall participate in making any academic 
decision concerning a member of his or her immediate family." Then it had a similar set of 
definitions as to what those terms meant. The only significant point of controversy in the Committee's 
deliberations had to do with item ( 4) in both policies, that is defining family members. The 
Committee had started out with a very well crafted statement of what constituted a family member, 
and, as it bad worked on it, it bad become longer and longer. It had counted most of the fifth cousins 
and other relatives, but what members had before them now was a fairly comprehensive list of who 
counted as members of the immediate family. This was one of the questions where it was hard to 
know what to do. If the Committee made it too long it would go on for pages and pages; if it made it 
too short, it became Cl)'ptic. In any event, this was the compromise that the Committee had come up 
with. He moved the adoption of these policies. 

Senator Edward Lasher asked whether item (3) in the academic policy meant that a relative of a 
faculty member could not take a course from that faculty member. When Senator Green answered 
that this was what it meant, Senator Lasher thought this could be a real problem in the case of non­
multiple section courses. Senator Green replied that the alternative was a problem too. If faculty 
members taught members of their own family, there would inevitably be a conflict in terms of 
grading. That was a problem, but it seemed to him that this was something that would have to be 
worked out in some other way rather than allowing the faculty member to grade the work of family 
members. Senator Lasher wondered whether something could be put into the policy stating that 
another faculty member would grade the papers and give the final grade. He would hate to see the 
loss of possibility of being able to take certain courses. 
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Senator Virginia Gunn agreed with Senator Lasher's concern. It would be like not letting a 
basketball player play for his father who was the coach, if he were the only coach. She thought that 
there were examples on both sides. One course out of 140 credits probably was not going to make a 
difference with grade point average or anything else for that student if that teacher taught the only 
section of the course. 

The Chainnan wondered whether the language here essentially reflected what was already in the 
Ohio Revised Code on this matter. 

Senator Rich answered that with respect to personnel decisions it did. He would have to go back 
and look at it more carefully, but he was not at all sure that there was anything in ethics law that 
would prohibit what was prohibited under the academic decisions part of the policy. This should not 
taken as a definitive opinion, but it did not seem to him that it would apply to academic decisions, 
probably because it had not been written with that specifically in mind. The legislature had been 
concerned more about things that had a more pecuniary element. 

Senator Malhotra wondered why this policy had been limited to faculty members. Why had not 
all employees of the University been included, especially as it pertained to persoMel decisions? 

Senator Green replied that the way the Committee had interpreted its charge from the Senate had 
been to develop a policy pertaining to faculty. If it was the will of the body to extend this to other 
employees, the Committee would amend it, but it did not feel that had been within the charge given to 
it. 

Senator Jesse Marquette was in favor of keeping things clean. He was not troubled by the fact 
that somebody might not be able to take the course. If there was someone qualified to grade the 
student in the course, then they were qualified to give the course as independent study. So if you 
could find someone capable of grading the student in a manner that was appropriate, then they could 
give them the course as an independent study. 

Senator Norfolk moved to include all employees of the University in the policy, and this was 
seconded by Senator Malho~ 

Senator Rich asked whether this was a motion to amend or to recommit. If it was a motion to 
amend, then we needed to have language. 

Senator Norfolk modified his motion so as to recommit the policy to the Reference Committee in 
order to have it redrafted to apply to all employees of the University community. This was acceptable 
to his seconder, Senator Malhotra. 

Senator Dan Deckler asked whether it was the Faculty Senate's charge to take care of all 
employees. The Chairman responded that the Faculty Senate was the only legislative body of The 
University of Akron, so it could propose policies that wide. 

Senator Rich said it seemed to him that there probably did need to be separate policies for faculty 
and staff because these went into separate places in the Faculty Manual and the Staff Manual. What 
he would suggest would be more in order, if there was no fundamental disagreement about what 
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the rules should be as applied to faculty, to have the body approve this proposal and request that the 
Reference Committee draft a similar policy with respect to other personnel. 

The Chairman interpreted that to be a sentiment against the motion to recommit 

Senator Mark Tausig had a slightly different issue. He had noticed that there was an attempt to 
reconcile the definition of immediate family for purposes of sick leave consistent with the definition of 
family in the nepotism policy. He thought that this might be quite a different matter in terms of what 
we defined as immediate family. The issue might be more contentious as it applied to health benefits 
and the definition of immediate family. He thought that it might necessitate discussion of the 
definition of immediate family in part I, keeping in mind that that definition would also become 
consistent with sick leave provisions. Maybe the body would want to expand that definition of 
immediate family and nepotism and then debate on the sick leave issue. 

The Chairman asked that members confine themselves for the moment to debating the issues of 
whether or not to recommit this to the Committee. He interpreted Senator Tausig's statement to mean 
that since there were other things to be considered, he did not wish to recommit. Senator Tausig said 
that this was correct. 

Senator Lasher raised again his concerns regarding item (3) in the academic policy. The College 
of Education's policy was to discourage independent study for a number of reasons, but he would be 
open to the idea of again having another faculty member grade the projects, papers, or whatever was 
involved in the course. He would hate to see penalization given students just because a parent, 
grandparent, uncle, aunt, or another relative was teaching the course. 

Senator Rich disagreed slightly with Senator Lasher's interpretation of item 3. It seemed to him 
that this really focused on evaluation. He was not sure that there was anything in this policy that 
necessarily precluded a student from sitting in on a faculty member relative's lectures. What was 
critical was the faculty member not being in a position of evaluating the work - grading a paper, 
grading an exam, and so forth or deciding whether to award credit. It did seem to him that the policy 
as written would allow the kind of solution that had been advocated. 

Senator Frank Griffin said that this was a point on which he really wanted to be clear. For 
example, his wife had taken a course from him this past summer. He happened to be the expert in his 
department in working with teachers and training teachers on how to teach physics and learn physics 
better. Without getting this course from him, she would not have gotten this course. There were very 
few people in the state as qualified as he was to teach this kind of course, and there was certainly 
nobody else in his department scarcely even qualified to grade such a course. -He certainly would not 
want her forbidden from taking courses of these sorts from him. 

Senator Green thought that Senator Rich had made an excellent point. When he had responded to 
the initial question of teaching, he had made the assumption that teaching applied to being instructor 
of record and the giving of grades and evaluations. But, as Senator Rich had pointed out and it had 
become clearer to him as the day ensued, there was really nothing in this policy that would prevent 
someone from receiving instruction from another person that they were related to. This was simply a 
matter of dealing with evaluations. 
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Senator Steve Aby asked as a matter of clarification under item (4) whether someone was only an 
immediate family member if they resided in the same household. 

Senator Rich replied that this was not true. The last item on the list was other persons related by 
blood or marriage and residing in the same household as the faculty member. So if someone was a 
spouse, child, or a parent they were unqualifiedly an immediate family member. If someone did not 
fit within any of the previous terms but they were related by blood or marriage, they were an 
immediate family member only if they also resided in the same household. 

After a brief discussion on procedure, Senator Kenneth Siloac moved to amend the motion to 
recommit to broaden the scope of the recommittal so that the academic policy clearly stated that 
students, if they were immediate family members as defined by this document, might attend the 
lectures but would have to be evaluated by someone else. This was seconded. 

Senator Lasher asked whether this meant that the person could take the course but not get credit 
for it. Senator Elizabeth Erickson answered that if the body sent this back to the Committee, it would 
address these issues. 

Senator Hebert wanted to speak against the amendment. He did not see anything in the language 
that prohibited a student from sitting in. It strictly said that academic decision making should not be 
done, so he thought that it was opening up a can of worms here by specifying each different 
possibility in terms of clarification. It was perfectly clear that if you were teaching a class, you could o 
not award a grade to an immediate family member. It did not have to say anything about allowing 
them to sit in. It was not precluded by the statement, and therefore the amendment was superfluous. 

Senator Bee said that he was looking at item (1) of the academic policy which read, "Faculty 
member includes academic administrators acting either in their faculty or their administrative 
capacities." Did this mean that it would be impossible for a person to take the course in a department 
where a parent was the department head, because participation and decision included formal or 
informal use of his or her authority or influence which we all knew scarcely needed to be spoken to 
be exerted? The more that he thought about and examined the provisions, he began to conclude that 
the second policy regarding academics, while well-meant, was causing problems because we were 
trying to take language applicable for one context - personnel decisions - and apply it to an altogether 
different context. He was not saying that there was no reason for concern or that it was not legitimate 
to have a nepotism policy regarding academics. It just seemed to him that the further we tried to 
specify and micromanage the language here, the more difficulties we created for ourselves. If this was 
recommitted, he hoped that the charge of the Committee would be to consider the broader questions 
underlying the general desirability and possibilities for a good policy with regard to academic 
nepotism. He supported the amendment to broaden the scope of what was to be taken up in the 
Committee. 

Senator Carole Newman said that in her college there had been a number of people, including 
herself, who had completed their degrees by taking classes from relatives or conversely who had had 
children or wives in their classes. The President's wife was a graduate of their program. Both had 
graduate and masters degrees. It was quite possible that the implications of this policy could be much 
more far reaching than was ever intended. She thought that it did exclude family members from 
taking advantage of one of the benefits of being a member of this faculty and that was having tuition 
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rem1ss1on. As a mother with two sons on campus, this might at some point affect her. She thought 
that there were a lot of people like herself who could be in this situation. 

Senator Rich wanted to address what seemed to be a misunderstanding of what was prohibited 
here. It has been suggested that this would preclude a child of the President of the University taking a 
course from someone other than the President, because the President was in a position of authority in 
the chain of command over the faculty member. That was not a correct interpretation of this any 
more than it would be a correct interpretation of the personnel provision to say that the daughter or 
son of the President could not be hired by anyone in the University because the person ultimately 
reported to the President. What the policy was saying was that the person w~ not aJ.{o~ ed lltg. 
participate in the making of the decision - the President, for example, lot 'the ~iesid'enf s cliild. The 
person was not allowed to participate in making the decision and was not allowed to attempt to 
influence the decision. In this respect, where personnel decisions were concerned, this was reflective 
of state law. The real purpose of this was not to change the rules, because it did not change the rules 
with respect to personnel decisions. The real purpose of this was to inform faculty of what the rules 
were. If they violated them, they could get into trouble not just with the University but in the judicial 
system. Now he thought that it was probably true that we did not have to adopt the personnel policy 
or we did not have to adopt either policy, but he thought state laws probably did not apply to 
academic decisions, but they were paralleled. If it were a serious problem, if the academic decisions 
policy were interpreted to apply to someone in position of authority over a faculty member, it 
presumably would mean the same thing in the context of personnel and that further just could not be. 

Senator Bee appreciated the distinction here but thought that he had a fairly robust sense of how 
the world operated at least within the University. How many people in this room could say that if 
they were teaching a class in which the department head's child was enrolled, they would not 
automatically be affected by that? This would not be necessarily more or less than if it were the child 
of a colleague or a friend or anybody else. What he was simply pointing out was that just because a 
conversation had not taken place in which the administrator had said, "Now see here, I hope you do 
right by my child" would not mean that there was not some influence taking place by virtue of the fact 
of that person's position or their acquaintance or their relationship or any number of myriad 
interactions they might have with their colleagues. He did not think any language that we might adopt 
was in fact and in substance going to erase the effect which we were concerned about here. Perhaps 
insofar as any effects were erased, they might be among the more benign effects and certainly not the 
ones that if we knew about them we would be particularly troubled by. 

Senator Green stated that it might be the way the world worked that some colleagues in violation 
of their professional standards were indeed influenced by their superiors with regard to family 
members, but that was not right. We had laws prohibiting murder, but that did not mean that people's 
vengeful passions were not sometimes exercised, but nonetheless we had those laws. It seemed to the 
Committee that it was entirely appropriate to have these statements on the books to inform the 
members of the University community that such behaviors were not accepted. 

Senator Lasher said that in reaction to Senator Green, he was still interpreting the policy to say 
that it would not be allowed for the person to receive credit for the course. So if they needed the 
course, that would be too bad. This was what he was fighting. 
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The Chainnan reminded the body that the narrow point which it had in front of it at the moment 
was to broaden the motion to recommit to include language making it clear that the student might sit 
in on lectures by a relative. That was the particular motion to amend before the Senate, and he 
wanted the body to move past it at some point. 

Senator Bee said that he was prepared to believe that Senator Green and the Reference Committee 
were capable of untangling those concerns and crafting language that addressed the difficulty. If we 
recommitted this under the broadened scope of commitment, he hoped that they would keep in mind 
those concerns that had been identified. 

Senator John thought that the body could make a friendly amendment to the motion by adding two 
words, "and laboratory." 

The Chainnan responded that he thought that was implicit and was not needed unless Senator John 
had a specific objection. 

Senator Rich wanted to reiterate that this policy addressed only participation in making academic 
decisions. It did not address instructing someone, so that if it was possible to separate those functions, 
under those circumstances this policy would not speak to the question of instructing a family member. 
For that reason, he would oppose the motion to amend the motion to recommit. 

Senator Gunn thought that making academic decisions was part of the instruction process. It Q 
might be a part we would like to get rid of, but it was key to have someone in your course to make 
judgements. She thought that part of the problem here was taking personnel decisions that were really 
spelled out in state law and carrying them over to academic decisions. We might even want to split 
these two issues because one was pretty clear cut to support the law and the other questioned whether 
we were going to expand the law. There would be a lot of arguments over that. 

Senator Clinefelter called the question. Since there was no objection, the body then voted on 
Senator Siloac's amendment and it failed. This brought the body back to the original motion to 
recommit which would direct the Reference Committee to extend this policy logically to include all 
University employees. 

Senator Barbara Bucey asked in regard to academic nepotism policy whether it would mean that 
we would not have any basketball players that were sons of the coach playing or getting credit for 
varsity basketball. It was a part of their physical education credit; they got a grade for it she thought. 

The Chainnan said that the coach should not personally give the grade. Senator Bucey then asked 
who would sign the grade sheet. Would there have to be a separate grade sheet for the 
son/daughter/wife? 

The Chainnan observed that the specific mechanism for this would have to be an administrative 
decision. Since there was no further discussion on the motion to recommit, the Senate voted its 
approval. Senator Hebert asked for a division of the house, and this was taken. Toe motion carried 
by a vote of 32-10. 

Senator Green then presented the second item from the Committee which also had to do with the 
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definition of immediate family in relation to the sick leave policy for full-time faculty and contract 
professionals (Appendix D p.33). In the process of revising faculty and University policy which the 
Committee, Chairman Cheung and several others had been tiying to do during the past several months, 
this troublesome issue had come up, and for purposes of getting this to the Senate, the Committee had 
agreed to bring this definition to the floor. Senator Tausig had already anticipated a little bit of what 
the Committee was interested in. It had used the same definition of immediate family as in the 
nepotism policy for lack of an alternative, but it would certainly consider other alternatives. This 
request for clarification had come from people in the Human Resources Dept. so for purposes of 
parliamentary situation, the Committee would move the adoption of this motion. 

The Chairman said that this would amend a portion of the Faculty Manual that dealt with sick 
leave and create a definition where there had been none. 

Senator Dolli Markovich noted that the phrase "is not limited to" is found in the nepotism policy 
definition, but it was not included in the sick leave definition. Were members to assume that 11is not 
limited to" meant people who were involved but not married or related by blood and that that would 
not be included for the sick leave policy? 

Senator Green answered that the Committee had removed the language "is not limited to" at the 
request of our colleagues in Human Resources. They had felt that that language had made it overly 
broad because then it would extend to all kinds of different relatives that perhaps were not appropriate 
for a sick leave policy, but they had felt that this particular list that the Committee had developed for 
the nepotism policy was appropriate. That was the reason for that language. In answer to Senator 
Markovich's question, it seemed to him that the policy meant exactly what it said - in other words, 
those particular people listed or people related by blood or marriage and residing in the same 
household. 

Senator Norfolk remembered that two years ago the Senate had passed a specific personal leave 
amendment. This in its present wording would overturn that. 

The Chairman stated that the amendment to which Senator Norfolk was referring had been 
returned to the body by the President as unapproved. The Executive Committee had infonned the 
body and returned it to Senator Georgia Peeples who had taken no further action. 

Senator Rich said that he had unfortunately been unable to attend the Reference Committee 
meeting at which these matters had been decided because of a schedule conflict of the PBC. He 
wanted a little more information and suspected that some colleagues might as well concerning the 
consequences of the change in this definition. He was not familiar with the sick leave policy in 
general, and so it was not clear to him what the implications of this change were. For that reason he 
would not be prepared to vote either in favor or against it without knowing a little bit more. He 
wondered whether the Chair of the Reference Committee or someone else could clarify that for the 
body. 

Senator Green regretted that he could not answer the question. As he understood it from 
examining the rules under which this malady had arisen, there was no definition in the current rules. 
In a sense, this was not a change from one definition to another but rather inserting a definition. 
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Senator Tausig wondered about the relevance of defining immediate family with respect to sick 
leave and then further how it extended to other kinds of benefits available at the University where he 
could see the definition of family being more relevant. His guess was that the definition of immediate 
family included aunts, uncles, nephew, siblings, and that would have very different implications when 
one was talking about applying for insurance benefits. 

Senator Clinefelter said that it might have some possibility for fee remission and other things if 
there were no exact definition. She thought that the whole thing should be studied thoroughly 
wherever it applied because the uniformity became very important. 

Senator Rich assumed from the fact that we were defining the tenn "immediate family" that the 
term was used in some other provision in the sick leave for full-time faculty and contract professionals 
policy, whatever it might be. All he had been asking was what that policy said about immediate 
family so that he knew what the consequences of making this definition were. It seemed to him that if 
the body did not have an answer to that question, it would be irresponsible for the body to vote to 
approve this change. 

The Chairman said that he would entertain a motion to defer consideration of this until the 
Senate's next scheduled meeting so that it might look at the rules and see what the implication of this 
definition of immediate family was. It was moved and seconded. The Chairman said that this could 
be taken up at the next regularly scheduled meeting on May 1 or at the special meeting on April 17 if 
there was time. It could be old business at that meeting. Since there was no discussion, the Senate Q 
approved the motion with one dissenting vote. 

The third item which Senator Green presented was two changes to the existing faculty University 
rules which the Committee thought needed to be brought before the body (Appendix D p.33). The 
first was a change to 3359-20-04 (C) which presently read as follows: "The university has established 
an insurance program for the regular full-time faculty, auxiliary faculty and full-time staff. This 
includes group life, accidental death and dismemberment, long-term disability, comprehensive medical 
and dental insurance plans. This coverage is provided on a noncontributory basis to eligible 
employees. The faculty member may select a health maintenance organization, at nominal charge, in 
lieu of the comprehensive medical plan. Complete information concerning the program may be 
obtained from the office of benefits administration. 11 This would be replaced with the following: 
"The University has established a group benefits program for the full-time faculty, auxiliary faculty, 
contract professionals, and full-time staff. UA Choice offers a variety of options to meet individual 
needs. Part-time faculty, contract professionals and staff are eligible for medical coverage within 
certain eligibility criteria. Complete information concerning the program is available from the Office 
of Benefits Administration. 11 

The second change was 3359-20-039 (H)(3) which presently read: "A faculty member released 
due to financial exigency will receive from the university, to commence at the time of release, a one-
year continuance of the university health insurance policy without charge. 11 This would be replaced 
with the following: 11A faculty member released due to financial exigency may receive health insurance 
via COBRA with the payment of the appropriate fee. Complete information concerning the program 
is available from the Office of Benefits Administration." 
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Senator Green said that the Committee was not asking the Senate to pass judgement on the 
policies that the language referred to but rather to the language itself. There had been some dramatic 
changes having to do with health insurance at the University which had been enforced for a number of 
years but which had never been changed in the manual. If people came to the University and read the 
written documents, they would have a misconception of what our health benefits were. The new 
language represented what the policies actually were now. When the Committee had worked through 
these various rules and made various changes, there were a number of very minor editorial changes 
that had been made and had not been brought to the attention of this body. The Committee would be 
happy to explain any of those minor changes, but these were two examples where the language 
changed dramatically from what was in the fonnal policy adopted by the Board of Trustees and filed 
with the appropriate authorities in Columbus. The new language came from the Human Resources 
Department. It was in their judgement an accurate description of our current matters pertaining to 
insurance. The Reference Committee thought that these were significant enough changes to be 
brought to the_ Senate for informational purposes and approval. The Committee recommended these 
changes. 

Senator Siloac asked whether the Committee had read and studied things carefully and whether it 
agreed with the opinion of the referring body. He had been bothered by the last several motions 
because it seemed to him that the Committee had been making definitions about things that it did not 
quite understand. Did the Committee understand fully that this was in accordance with what the 
referring body had suggested? 

Senator Green thought that it was. This was different from the other two things that had been 
proposed. Those had been actual changes in policy and he regretted that the Committee had been 
unable to answer all the questions. But one of the reasons that those matters had been brought before 
the body was to debate those issues and raise those kinds of questions. This was merely a change in 
description of the policies that were already in force at the University. As best as the Committee 
could tell, these did reflect an accurate description of what was currently in force. These policies, 
approved by the Board of Trustees, had already been in force for some time. 

Senator Markovich raised a question regarding the use of the tenn "full-time" in the first sentence 
of 3359-29-04 (C) as a modifier for staff while it was not used in the third sentence. This led to a 
brief discussion which included an explanation from Senator Bucey that while there were technically 
part-time contract professionals they were not designated as such. Senator Rich noted that in the first 
sentence "full-time" was a modifier for all three - faculty, contract professionals, and staff, and in the 
third sentence "part-time" served the same purpose. Therefore the second "full-time" preceding "staff'' 
was unnecessary, and he moved to strike it. This was seconded by Senator Norfolk. The Senate then 
voted its approval. 

After a further brief discussion on the problem of the designation part-time contract professional, 
the Senate approved the new language for the two rules. 

The fourth item from the Committee was a resolution dealing with the matter of the Faculty 
Manual. Senator Green had to mention that if he had a dollar for every time someone bad asked when 
the Faculty Manual would be available, he would be able to retire, no matter how one defined 
retirement. He had been on the Reference Committee since the inception of the Senate and the 
Committee had gone through these rules three different times, but be thought that they were now in 
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order. The problem was that technology had caught up with us, and in a metaphysical sense the 
Faculty Manual did not exist anymore. What we had called the Faculty Manual was a little binder in 
which we had put rules and then distributed to people. A decision had now been made to put all of 
the faculty and University rules on the computer on the World Wide Web. In that sense the little blue 
binder did not really exist anymore, and our colJeagues in the administration would just as soon see it 
pass in the way of the buggy whip. This did raise the question of how this information would be 
distributed to members of the University community, and the Committee tried to address that through 
the resolution now being presented to the Senate (Appendix D p.34). 

What the resolution basically said was that the University should cease to distribute officially and 
fonnally the Faculty Manual, but that it should make available to any person upon request those 
faculty and University policies either in the form of a computer diskette or in a paper copy. It seemed 
to him that this confronted the issue head-on and allowed us to have an official policy as to how this 
information would be disseminated. It cost a lot of money to print up the Faculty Manual, to 
disseminate it and to then update it occasionally, and these days funds were scarce. There were people 
who would want to have a paper copy, and there were people who would want to have this loaded up 
in their computers. Therefore an appropriate compromise would be to cease and desist to distribute 
the book and to have the official and faculty policies on the WWW but to make those available in 
other formats to any member of the University upon request. The Committee moved adoption of the 
resolution. 

Senator Clinefelter said that she now had in a large blue folder what was passing for the Faculty Q 
Manual which she had downloaded from the Web because she thought that there were occasions when 
one needed to have it in hand. She did agree that maybe it was not necessary to distribute it to 
everyone because of the cost, but there was one thing that was very important, and that was that new 
faculty members receive copies of it as a part of their orientation package. There had been complaints 
from new faculty members who did not know where to go for various decisions or what to consult. 
Surely the expense to do this would not be too terribly great. There were times when you needed to 
have something to take with you to which you could refer. If some statement about copies for new 
faculty would be included in the resolution, she would go along with it. 

After a brief discussion, Senator Clinefelter moved the following amendment which would become 
the new 3): "Copies of the new Faculty Manual in paper fonnat be distributed to each newly hired 
full-time faculty member as part of their orientation package." The old 3) would become 4). This 
was seconded by Senator Bee. 

While Senator Malhotra agreed with the sentiment of Senator Clinefelter's motion, he thought that 
it was also a sort of overkill. A new faculty member coming on campus would have the same 
prerogative as anyone on campus as stated in 2) to ask for a copy. Therefore the new hire could 
either download the information or ask for the copy; consequently, he was speaking against the 
motion. 

Senator Richards supported the insertion of the language because when people came to work at 
this University, they were not necessarily aware of the fact that even such an animal existed. If they 
did not know that the Faculty Manual existed, then they would not know where to look for it or where 
to ask for it. 
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Senator Bucey moved that the words "and contract professional" be inserted after "full-time faculty 
member," and this was accepted as a friendly amendment. 

Senator Rich assumed that we were now dealing with a compound amendment, one that changed 
the motion in two ways, and he wanted to address the fonner way. It seemed to him that it would be 
sufficient to have the University infonn the new faculty member and/or new contract professional of 
the Web address, of the existence of the Faculty Manual and its availability. For that reason, he 
opposed the motion. becal¼&e-there-was-a-compound advilhtage to opposelfflth parts:" 

Senator Griffin commented that, in his experience having been at the University a long time as 
well as President of the local AAUP chapter several times, he had dealt with people who did not have 
a clue about what was going on here until they got into trouble. He supported the motion. 

Senator Hebert agreed with Senator Rich. The material would be on the Web, and by the time a 
hard, paper copy was printed out, something would have changed in it and the copy would be out of 
date. Further he did not see the need for contract professionals to see the Faculty Manual at all. He 
could understand their need for University policies, but he did not see that they would have any need 
for the Faculty Manual. He opposed the motion. 

Senator Bucey pointed out that contract professionals were part of the Faculty Manual. The rules 
and regulations which affected them were housed in the Faculty Manual. Did we want to have a 
separate Contract Professional Manual and a Faculty Manual? She thought not. 

Senator Oller noted for the record that there were still many people on this campus who were 
computer illiterates and who did not even own computers or have access to them. He did not see why 
it was such a big deal to print something like this up and give it to new hires so that the 
administration was sure that new faculty were familiar with the guidelines and bylaws of the 
institution. To even be arguing about this was rather silly. 

uln 
Senator Rich responded that, at the risk of appearing silly, distributing this document in.paper did 

not ensure that the new facult): members would be apprised of its contents. In fact, the Manual had 
been distributed in the past nti >'i"per and we had been told that there were instances in which faculty 
members were unfamiliar with it. This was not b~u~e they had not received it but because they 
obviously had not read it. That problem woul~st~' 'Giving them a piece of paper would continue 
not to solve the problem of people not reading the Faculty Manual. It was certainly true that there 
were some faculty members who were computer illiterate; he assumed that it wat'decreasing-is: 
proportion of the population as each year passed, but it was still not an insignificant number. 
However, those people were presumably literate and if infonned in writing that the Faculty Manual 
existed and that one was available to them on paper, if they did not have the technological 
sophistication to read it on-line, it ought to solve the problem as well as anything could. 

Senator Malhotra called the question. Senator Hebert asked that the motion be read one more 
time. After Secretary Oller had read the motion, the body voted its approval. 

The Chairman said that Parliamentarian Don R. Gerlach asked to speak to the body, and it gave its 
approval. 
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Parliamentarian Gerlach thanked the body for considering this resolution because he wanted to get 
an updated copy of the Faculty Manual before he died to see the ultimate results. He had always had 
it on his desk and used it. His question was particularly related to item 2). If we could get a copy of 
the Manual, might we then also get copies of the updates as they occurred? This was not exactly 
specified, but he assumed that it was meant. 

Senator Green replied that it seemed to him that the intent of this resolution was that the 
University no longer automatically provided updates to these things. So if anyone requested a copy, 
they would have to update it themselves when they felt the need. 

Senator Bee then called the question which was seconded by Senator Griffin. The motion failed. 

Senator Dennis Kimmell assumed that what he was going to propose would take place anyway, 
but he wanted to make it a fonnal part of the process. He moved that item 1) have added to the end 
"and maintain the Manual on the University Web Page." This was seconded by Senator Norfolk. 
Since there was no discussion, the Senate voted its approval. 

The Senate now voted on the entire resolution and gave its approval. 

The fifth and final item from the Reference Committee was a series of amendments to the Faculty 
Senate Bylaws (see Appendix D,35). Senator Green introduced them and moved that they be 
considered at the May meeting following the one-month lay-over rule for Senate By-law changes. 

STUDENT AFFAIRS COMMITTEE - Senator Rebecca Gibson, Chair, introduced Mr. Frank Axell, 
Assistant to the Dean of Student Conduct. The body gave Mr. Axell permission to speak. 

Mr. Axell said that he wished to present to the body revisions to the Student Code of Conduct, 
and he wanted to begin with the campus civility statement (Appendix E, p.36). This was a statement 
authored by Dr. Irving Brandel, Director of the Counseling, Testing and Career Center. It was 
basically a statement of behavior expectations of students, an~ it had been endorsed by President 
Ruebel and would appear in the General Bulletin as well as on the Web page. The Office of Student 
Conduct wished to add it to the list of revisions it was making to the Student Code of Conduct. It 
was their belief that campus civility and student conduct went hand in hand. This was the first 
recommendation. 

The second recommendation related to revisions of the Student Code of Conduct that were 
grammatical and language corrections as well as the elimination of duplication of unnecessary text for 
improved readability. There were many errors that had been corrected here, but there were no 
procedural changes in these revisions. 

The third recommendation related to changes to the definitions of student misconduct (Appendix 
E, p.38-48). Some of those changes which should have been in caps were not for which he 
apologized. In letter B, the revised wording would be, "Furnishing false, misleading OR 
INCOMPLETE information .... " The addition was mainly in response to allegations of misconduct 
with which he 
dealt in the Office of Admissions and Transfers. An example of this sort of misrepresentation would 

Q 
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be a student who applied for admission to the University but failed to note on the application 
attendance at another institution. Later on the University would find out about it when the student, as 
a junior or a senior, tried to transfer course work from the unmentioned institution. That was why this 
had been added here. In letter D, the words "his own" should be stricken and replaced with 
BELONGING TO THE STUDENT. In letter I, the end would now read " .. explosives, FIREWORKS, 
or other weapons." Currently, the University did hold students responsible for fireworks violations, 
and therefore they wanted to get that language in there. In letter 0, the word "HAZING" was being 
added before "-doing any act. ... " Finally in the line "*Procedure for Assessment of Minor Penalties 
Relative to Minor Incidents of Academic Dishonesty," "Dishonesty" was being replaced with 
"Misconduct." One of the goals of the Office of Student Conduct was to eliminate the words 
"discipline" and "dishonesty." It was sticking with the tenn "conduct" because it responded not only 
to misconduct but also acknowledged positive conduct on campus. 

The final recommendation, which before it was explained could be a matter of contention, was the 
removal of the Review Board as it currently appeared (Appendix E, p.48-50). This removal had the 
support of the Office of General Counsel. The process as now described in the Code was both archaic 
and antiquated. It was a system that repeated another process. For example, if a student went through 
the University hearing process and was found in violation of a policy, the student could decide to 
appeal. At that point, any action the University had taken on behalf of the student would be put on 
hold which could be problematic down the line. He brought to the body's attention a case from 
Kansas State University, Nero vs. Davenport. A football player had sexually assaulted one student. 
While that matter was being dealt with, the student had been moved to another hall during spring 
intersession. While in that hall, the same student sexually assaulted another student That second 
student successfully sued Kansas State for not providing for her well-being. The recommendation was 
then to eliminate the Review Board but not eliminate the student's right to appeal. There would still 
be student appeal to the Office of the Dean of Students, but it would be in a more timely manner. 
Currently, if students wanted to appeal, they had a possible 40 days during which they would be 
allowed to roam free on our campus, and they could be a possible threat. The new appeal would 
allow for 10 days for the University to respond to that appeal. Descriptions of the current process and 
the proposed new process were on the last page of the handout (Appendix E, p.51). A lot of this was 
just being finalized last week and had to go through many offices for approval to make sure that the 
student's right to appeal in due process was being upheld. 

Senator Gibson said that these four separate recommendations were coming from the Committee 
for the Senate's approval. 

Senator Norfolk moved that consideration of the four recommendations be postponed until the next 
regular meeting on May l. This was seconded and then approved by the body without discussion. 

COMPUTING AND COMMUNICATIONS TECHNOLOGIES COMMITTEE - Senator Rich, Chair, 
reported that the Committee had been advised by Infonnation Services that it was technically feasible 
to establish a system of electronic balloting for the election of Faculty Senators within colleges and 
that such a system probably could be implemented by the beginning of Fall 1997 if given a high 
priority. The system would require modification of the University's network authentication process 
and implementation of a Web-based application. Faculty electors would log onto the network and use 
a Web-based application to cast their ballots. The CCTC recommended that before Information 
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Services was asked to give this project priority over other needed projects, the affected college 
faculties should give consideration to whether their members had adequate access to the University's 
computer network to make use of the system, whether a sufficient number of members would actually 
make use of the system and whether the system would ameliorate the current problems enough to 
warrant its development. 

Senator Rich wanted to add some information that he had received since the Committee had met. 
This was the estimate from Information Services that it would take 150 person hrs. of programming 
time to do this. Information Services was able and willing to do it; the concern of the Committee was 
that we be sure that this was really going to solve the problems before we asked that resources be 
allocated. It seemed to him that if it really would solve some significant problems, it was well worth 
doing. Doing it should not be a huge problem, but it would require some sacrifices to be made 
including sacrifices of things that were probably of value to faculty members and students in other 
respects. So some careful thought ought to be given as to whether it really would solve the problems. 

Senator Erickson asked what the Committee was recommending - action or no action. Did it want 
a motion from the floor? 

Senator Rich answered that if it were the will of the Senate that this project proceed now because 
for some reason the Senate had already concluded that this was an adequate solution to the actual 
problems (whatever exactly they might be), then such a motion would be necessary. However, the 
Committee was not proposing that. What the Committee was proposing was recommending that the a 
affected college faculties give consideration to these questions before it was decided to proceed with 
this project. 

As a point of clarification, Senator Malhotra wondered where college faculties that had considered 
this should bring their considered judgement. Did they report back to the Committee? Was the 
Committee going to look at all these implications and then come back with a more comprehensive 
report where some of the raised questions would be answered? 

Senator Rich thought that the appropriate thing would be for the matter to be brought back to the 
Faculty Senate. He did not '°1ow that the CCTC needed to study the matter any further. He took it 
that this was an issue mainly in the College of Arts and Sciences. If the Arts and Science faculty or 
its representatives in this body could provide reasonable assurance that this really would work for 
them, then that was all that was necessary and it would be appropriate for the body to ask lnfonnation 
Services to proceed with it. 

Senator Erickson pointed out that this had gone to the CCTC some 18 months ago. However, she 
would take this back to the College of Arts and Sciences for further discussion. 

Senator Rich wanted to make a few more comments that were intended to help guide the thinking 
that the college faculty might engage in. He assumed that right now nominating ballots were 
distributed by paper intramural mail, and the nominations were made through intramural mail, and 
then a ballot was distributed. Those ballots were returned through intramural mail, and any run-offs, 
etc. would also go through the intramural mail. In each instance a certain amount of delay was 
required by the fact that faculty members needed a little time to respond. In each balloting there was 
counting. It seemed to him that the establishment of an electronic balloting system would save some 
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of that time, but not a significant amount because most of it was probably giving people time to cast 
their ballots. What it would really save was the amount of time it took ballots to be returned through 
intramural mail and some time in counting the ballots, although he assumed that this was not the 
major element in the delay. Whatever time it would save in counting should be taken into account. 
Apart from that, it seemed to him all it would save, and he did not mean to suggest that this was not 
enough, was the amount of time it took for the ballot to be returned, not the amount of time you had 
to give the person to return it. 

Senator Gill c1Sked that debate please be closed. 

PLANNING AND BUDGETING COMMITTEE - Senator Marquette, Chair, noted that as so often 
happened in these matters, the length of his report would be in inverse relationship to the significance 
of the question. The Committee had a couple of hundred million dollars to distribute and had not 
figured how it was going to do it yet, but it would let the body know when it did. 

VI. UNFINISHED BUSINESS - The Chairman stated that the first item of unfinished business was 
proposed changes to the Faculty Manual regarding faculty grievances and appeals (see March 6 
Chronicle, Appendix B p. 20-21). It was now on the floor for discussion. 

Senator Tausig was confused regarding the inclusion of section (g) in 3359-20-037 because it 
seemed contradictory to section (f). In (g) it appeared that the Faculty Rights and Responsibilities 
Committee could reenter to review decisions at multiple levels, but it did not seem that there were 
multiple levels. 

Senator Bee responded that the point of section (g) was, as far as the activities of the FRRC were 
concerned, there were not multiple levels, but there was only one point of appeal. The faculty 
member might choose which point that was, but there would be only one point. 

Since there was no further discussion, the body approved the amendments. 

The other item of unfinished business was a report from the Ad Hoc Salary Inequity Committee 
(see March 6 Chronicle, Appendix G, p.37). This matter was now on the floor. 

Senator Barbara Heinzerling had a motion to amend the Committee's report but due to the lateness 
of the hour moved instead to postpone the discussion until the May 1 meeting. This was seconded by 
Senator Bee. The body then voted its approval. 

VII. NEW BUSINESS - There was none. 

VIII. GOOD OF THE ORDER - There were no comments. 
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IX. ADJOURNMENT - The Chainnan entertained a motion to adjourn until the 17th of April, at 
which time the body would consider the University budget. A motion was made and seconded; the 
body voted its approval, and the meeting ended at 5:05 p.m. 

a 
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APPENDIX A 

Report of Academic Policies & Calendar Committee 

Proposal to . Create a Center to Improve Teaching and Learning 

Report and recommendations 

At the initiative of Interim Provost Moore and the Council of Deans, a proposal to establish a 
Center to Improve Teaching and Leaming was drafted and foiwarded to the APCC through the 
Executive Committee of the Faculty Senate. After an initial review the committee invited Interim 
Provost Moore to attend a meeting to give us a more complete idea of the underlying concept and 
to share his thoughts on how the project might proceed. That discussion has taken place. 

( The motive for proposing this center is to establish on campus a central resource to assist faculty 
in a wide range of interests and concerns related to their classroom teaching. These include but 
are not limited to improving and developing new teaching methods, designing course materials, 
learning and practicing new presentational techniques, improving testing and grading, evaluating 
teaching through student feedback, peer review and portfolios, dealing with matters of ethics and 
providing the means for dealing with renewal, burnout and many other issues an instructor deals 
with over the course of a teaching career. The proposed center will replace the existing 
Educational Research and Development Center. 

At the start, this unit would consist of staff drawn from the present teaching faculty, perhaps on 
a joint appointment to the center. There would be some provision for clerical assistance and the 
unit would work in collaboration with the Media Center now established in the Bierce Library. 
It is understood that the concept is the more important aspect and that the specifics of personnel, 
budget, reporting lines, etc. will be worked through in later discussions and trial efforts. 

If this unit is established, it will put in place a counterpart to the support the university now 
provides faculty for research projects. While the initial resources are much less than what is 
provided for research, the Center will show the university's commitment to teaching and their 
good faith in supporting faculty in their efforts to develop and improve in this area. 
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Recommendations 

The Committee recommends: 

1. That the Faculty Senate endorse the concept of establishing a Center for the 
Improvement of Teaching and Learning. 

2. That the President allocate the funds and resources and have the consultations with 
the Interim Provost necessary to initiate this project by the start of classes in Fall 
'97 for a two year trial period, after which a further decision on its continuation 
will be made by the Faculty Senate. 

0 
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T~Jhe. ~'-41- versn:v . .. n .. Interoffice Correspondence 

. v. 

C 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

October 15, 1996 

President Ruebel 

Randy Moo 
Interim Senii...._ 'lrit".ll('P 

SUBJECT: Establishing a Center for the Improvement of Teaching and Learning 

Over the years. UA has funded a variety of university-wide offices and programs to help 
faculty with their research and scholarly work (e.g., Faculty Research Awards. a Research 
Office to process research proposals, staff for research-related work). Although teaching is 
our top priority, we have not made comparable university.wide commitments to enhance 
teaching and learning. Indeed, the ERDC h~ an annual budget of only about $6,000 and is 
staffed by volunteers. 

The COO and I are trying to emphasize and support teaching. For examp1e, weve abofished 
teaching-related chargebacks (e.g., charges for computer lab and classroom connections to 
the WNN'j, provided money to colleges to purchase technology that can be used in 
instruction, and are developing a Media Arcade to help faculty and staff USl;l the technology to 
improve their work. However, we want to do more. · 

In an effort to enhance teaching and teaming at UA. the COO and I are pleased to 
recommend that UAestabtish a Centerforthe Improvement of Teaching and Leaming. Our 
rationale and plan for developing and operating the Center are descnbed in the attached 
proposal. 

I have asked the Faculty Senate to review our proposal .In the meantime, I'm trying to locate 
funding to implement the proposal. If you will support this proposal, I ask that you provide 
money for the following expenses associated with the Center. · 

Two Educational SpeciaHsts @ $35,000 each 
Secretary 
Operating Budget 
Total Requested from You 

$70,000 
24,000 
40,000 

$124,000 
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A source of this funding could be the $168,216 that you transferred from the academic R 
budget to your office when you distnbuted the ERIP money held in your office. As you V 
know, money for the benefits-packages of staff positions are already available in the ERIP 
fund. My office will pay all other costs associated with the Center. 

I'm happy to discuss this with you at your convenience. 

xc: Mike Cheung 

Q 
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REPORT OF THE COMMITIEE ON TI-IE IMPROVEMENT OF TEACHING AND 
LEAR.'NING AT THE UNIVERSITY OF AKRON 

(COUNCll. OF DEANS) 

The improvement of t=chmg and learning at The University of Akron should be the 
highest priority on the institutional agenda. We are at an opportune time to publicly 
demonstrate our commitment to achieve gains in the improvement of teaching and 
learning. Comprehensive admioistntive reorganization. the significant loss of experienced 
fa.culcy and su£f due to ER.IP, the advent of increased use of electronic technology in the 
delivery of instruaion, and the prospeet of new faculty hires in the junior ranks, all 
combine to place us at a watershed point in The University's history. We ought now to 
declare ourselves serious about the pursuit of the improvemmt of teaching and learning 
and to back up our dcclaracion with human, physical, and financial resources. 

Our current commitment to support f.c:ulty efforu in research grantsmanship should be a 
mirror image of our effortS to improve teaching and learning. We need a front door 
:advocate for the improvement of instruetion. We need .in.ruuctional leaders and staff that 
are easily identifu.ble and who will serve to coordinate and provide instruction to our 
faculty to obtain improved teaching. Such educacional specialists will enhance our faculty's 
participation in the use of new i.nstruaional techniques, distance learning systems, the 
media arcade, mentoring pairings, securing monies for the revision of instruction, and 
reesw>lishing the instructional purposes in our Faculty Improvement leave program. 

Our present Educational Research and Development Center m.s, from the b~iuniag, been 
consistently underfunded and understaffed md, in spice of these restraints, has achieved 
wonderful and positive changes in the instructional lives of individual fu:ulty. The past 
and present leadership of the ER.DC is to be c:mnrnended for its mmy successes over the 
years in the quiet improvement of our faculty's teaching. But, such a modest effort needs 
to be phased out and replaced by the creation of a major academic support unit that will 
serve as The Universitys center for the improvement of.teaching and learning. The 
activities of the ERDC {delivery of workshops, awarding of small grants, dissemination of 
information, and videotaping and evaluation of inruuaion) should be incorporated int0 
this new center with the expectatioo. that these achievements will be further enhanced 
considerably. It is no longer appropriate for this University to be satisfied with mere quiet 
imp_rovement in te::acbing and lcaming. • 

We can no longer accept anything less than a full sale commitment of resources designed 
to produce dramatic improve.gients in teaching and learning. We all for no less than the 
establi.shmerit of a University center for the improveme~t of teaching and lea.ming which 
seeks parity with our current efforts of support for research and sponsored programs. Our 
university for the twentffirst century will thrive with such a commitment to the 
improvement of instruction and improved achievement of student learning outcomes. 
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We, therefore, propose the following - · 

10 ESTABUSH A CENTER FOR THE IMPROVEMENT OF TEACflNG AND 
LEARi'lING 

Human Resources: provide for the hiring of three Educational Specialists, one full. 
time secretary, three graduate assistana1 one srudent assistant 

Physical Resources: provide for office space and work arw for the Center'.s sa£f 

Financial Resources: provide salary/benefits package £or each of the full-time staff, 
stipend dollars for each 12-month graduate assistant, and 
opermng budget for student assiswit salary .t materws acquisition, 
purch~ of essential office equipment, funds for grant awards, 
monies for dissemination of information, photocopying, etc. 

The Center will adopt a phase-in calendar of operation that will p~rmit it to coopt all 
opcntions of the present EDRC within two calendar.years. 

The Center will establish an advisory committee of UA fac:ulty wt will provide 
recoinmendations for the Center's operations and services. 

The Center will be accountable to the Senior Vice President and Provost, and will regard the 
Council of Deans as a resource for its opera.tions and services. 

The Center will not interfere with initiatives for the improvement of tea.cbing and learning 
that already exist within the various departments, schools, colleges, and other units, and will 
seek to serve as a clearinghouse for information related to these activities. 

The Center will liaison with the newly established New Media Center. 

The Center will develop an ongoing seminar series throughout each academic year for UA 
fu:ulty, contnet professionals who have instructional assignmentS, and graduate assistants. 
Topics would include: 

Dealing with Burnout 
Integrating Diversity into 

Subjea: Approaches 
Faculty Renewal 
New Instruc:tional Techniques 
Student Relationships 
Instructio1121 Design 
Communication Skills 
Student Collabora.tion with 

Faculty Research 
Preparation of Faculty Portfolios 
T caching in Specific Subject Are2S 
Ethics in Instruction and 

Evaluation 

Leaming Styles . 
Tips from Master Teachers 
Curriailum Renew21 
Instructional Innovation 
Motivation 
Gr.ad.mg and Testing 
Mentor Pairings 
New Faculty Orieatati~n . 
Diverse Needs of Students 
Use of Collaborative ~d Active 

Methods of Teaching and Learning 
Issues in Faculty Life and Career 
Safety in Imtn1ction: Faculty Llability 
Evaluuion of Faculty Teaching 



( 
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The Center will provide funding for selected faculty proposals for instructional innovation 
throughout each aademic ye:a.r. 

The Center will provide for the dissemination of information related to the improvement of 
t=u:hing :a.ad learning through a monthly newsletter of itS own, the purcha.se of exterml 
material, :a.ad the establishment of a network of Center Associates at The University who will 
assist the Center on a volunteer basis. 

The Center will provide for the videotaping and evaluation of faculty instruction upon request 
:a.ad upon referral :a.ad will seek to encourage active, annual evaluations throughout all 
instructional units of The University. 

The Center will seek to enhance the value of a teaching-oriented culture at The University by 
encouraging mention to classroom design in all new ~uildings md in renovated buildings, by 
pkying an active role in the inscitutlon1s orientation of new fu:ulcy, by designing ~ 
distributing. manuals for part-time instructors, and by establishing a resource center for 
materials demonstrating programs for improved teaching and learning here and at other 
colleges and universities. 

The Center will provide for incentives to engage in continued professional development for 
improvement of instruction by fac:ulty through rewards for evidence of such improvement to 
the ·faculty and to the instructional unit. 

The Center will provide an annual report to the Senior Vice President and Provost and will 
participate in the plannmg and budgecing process. 
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APPENDIXB 

3359-11-x Interim Policy on Stipends and Overload 

Stipends are to be granted for primarily administrative functions requiring substantial increases 
in responsibility and for activities not included in the ordinary load of teaching, research and 
professional service for full-time faculty. Overloads are to be used to relieve temporary shortages 
in the availability of teaching faculty. Responsibility for approving and administering stipends 
and overload requests vests with the Senior Vice President and Provost. Budget responsibility 
vests with the unit making the request. 

a) Requests for stipends or overload must include a rationale for the stipend or overload. 
A stipend request must indicate the specific responsibilities or activities for which the 
stipend is compensation. An overload request must indicate how the request is responsive 
to the teaching mission needs of the unit. All requests for stipends or overload must 
identify the funding source. 

b) Overload will not ontie.arily be awarded unless the faculty member receiving the overload 
is already teaching 12 eredi-ts LOAD HOURS of classroom or laboratory instruction in 
the semester for which overload is requested. 

c) Overload of more than 3 load hours per semester will not eraifiarily be approved. 

d) Stipends will erdme.rily conform with compensation ranges established and published by 
the Senior Vice President and Provost. 

e) Differences between each college's approved work load and the requested load must 
receive prior approval from the Senior Vice President and Provost. 

f) No stipends or overload will erclmarily be granted for service activities. 

g) The above are intended to provide guidance for the regulation of stipends and overload 
in most circumstances; in critical or exceptional cases, units may appeal to the Senior 
Vice President and Provost for approval of stipends and overload not conforming to these 
guidelines. Such appeals must be made in writing and approved by the Senior Vice 
President and Provost prior to offering the stipend or overload compensation. 

Senate recommendation regarding d}: 

THE PROVOST'S OFFICE IS DIRECTED TO INITIATE THE PROCESS NECESSARY TO 
CREATE AND PUBLISH BY JANUARY 1, 1998, THE COMPENSATION RANGES FOR 
STIPENDS REFERRED TO IN SECTION d) OF THE DOCUMENT. 
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Interim Policy on Stipends and Overload 

Report and recommendations 

Although President Ruebel announced at the March Faculty Senate meeting that he had made 
permanent the Interim Policy on Stipends and Overload, the APCC felt they should complete 
their assignment given last year to review that document with a view to arriving at a final policy. 
The committee had the opportunity to learn from Interim Provost Moore the history of the policy 
and to discuss with him the goals in establishing such a policy. Having discussed the document 
with Interim Provost Moore and having conducted discussion within the committee, the 
committee proposes the following: 

Recommendations 

1. The word "ordinarily" be struck from sections "b", "c", "d" and "f' of the 
document; 

2. The Provost's office be directed to initiate the process necessary to create and 
publish by September 1, 1997, JANUARY 1, 1998, the compensation ranges for 
stipends referred to in section "d" of the document 
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APPENDIX C 

Name Change for the School of Communicative Disorders 

The School of Communicative Disorders in the College of Fine and Applied Arts has requested 
to change the name of their unit to "The School of Speech-Language Pathology and Audiology." 

This is a change in name only and has been approved by the faculty of the unit and of the 
College of Fine and Applied Arts. 

Recommendation 

The committee recommends that the Senate approve the name change from "The School of 
Communicative Disorders" to "The School of Speech-Language Pathology and Audiology." 



[ 
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APPENDIXD 

Report of Reference Committee 

I. NEPOTISM POLICIES 

NEPOTISM POLICY--PERSONNEL DECISIONS 

No faculty member shall participate in making any personnel decision concerning a member of 
his or her immediate family. For purposes of this paragraph, the following definitions apply: 

(1) faculty member includes academic administrators acting either in their faculty or their 
administrative capacities. 

(2) participation in a decision includes not only making personnel decisions, but also 
participating in deliberations or otherwise attempting, either formally or informally, to use his or 
her authority or influence as a faculty member to affect the outcome of the decision; 

(3) Personnel decision includes but is not limited to initial appointment, retention, tenure, and 
promotion. 

( 4) Immediate family members include but are not limited to spouses, parents, grandparents, 
children, grandchildren, siblings, aunts, uncles, nieces, nephews, cousins, and other persons 
related by blood or marriage and residing in the same household as the faculty member. 

NEPOTISM POLICY-ACADEMIC DECISIONS 

No faculty member shall participate in making any academic decision concerning a member of 
his or her immediate family. For purposes of this paragraph, the following definitions apply: 

(1) Faculty member includes academic administrators acting either in their faculty or their 
administrative capacities. 

(2) Participation in a decision includes not only making academic decisions, but also 
participating in deliberations or otherwise attempting, either formally or informally, to use his or 
her authority or influence as a faculty member to affect the outcome of the decision; 

(3) Academic decision includes but is not limited to awarding grades, evaluating examinations, 
papers, theses, and projects, granting or recommending the granting of degrees, and making 
determinations academic status. 
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, 
(4) Immediate family member includes but is not limited to spouses, parents, grandparents, 
children, grandchildren, siblings, aunts, uncles, nieces, nephews, cousins, and other persons 
related by blood or marriage and residing in the same household as the faculty member. 

II. Addition to Rule 3359-11-01 
Sick Leave for Full-time Faculty and Contract professionals 

Definition of immediate family 

Add Section A ( 4). 

"Immediate family" is defined as an employee's spouse, parents, grandparents, children, 
grandchildren, siblings, aunts, uncles, nieces, nephews, cousins, and other persons related by 
blood or marriage and residing in the same household as the faculty member. 

III. Addition to Rule 3359-20-04 
The Faculty: Personal Matters and Special Instructions 

Replace Section C Insurance with: 

The University has established a group benefits program for the full-time faculty, auxiliary 
faculty, contract professionals, and full-tine staff. UA Choice offers a variety of options to meet 
individual needs. Part-time faculty, contract professionals and staff are eligible for medical 
coverage within certain eligibility criteria Complete information concerning the program is 
available from the Office of Benefits Administration. 

Addition to Rule 3359-20-039 
Guidelines for Academic Retrenchment Due to Financial Exigency 

Replace Section H (3): 

A faculty member released due to financial exigency may receive health insurance via COBRA 
with the payment of the appropriate fee. Complete information concerning the program is 
available from the Office of Benefits Administration. 

0 

a 

a 
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IV. Resolution #1 
Distribution of Faculty and University Policies 

Given the recent revision of faculty and University policies, and the availability of these policies 
on-line, the Reference Committee recommends the following actions: 

1) The University of Akron should cease routine distribution of paper copies and paper updates 
of faculty and university policies to employees. 

2) The University should make available a copy of faculty and university policies to any 
employee upon request, either on a computer diskette or in paper. 

3) The Executive Director of Human Resources be charged with implementing this 
recommendation as expeditiously as possible. 

As amended by Faculty Senate: 

DISTRIBUTION OF FACUL TL Y AND UNIVERSITY POLICIES 

1. THE UNIVERSITY OF AKRON SHOULD CEASE ROUTINE DISTRIBUTION 
OF PAPER COPIES AND PAPER UPDATES OF FACULTY AND 
UNIVERSITY POLICIES TO EMPLOYEES AND MAINTAIN THE MANUAL 
ON THE UNIVERSITY WEB PAGES. 

2. THE UNIVERSITY SHOULD MAKE AVAILABLE A COPY OF FACULTY 
AND UNIVERSITY POLICIES TO ANY EMPLOYEE UPON REQUEST, 
EITHER ON A COMPUTER DISKETTE OR IN PAPER. 

3. COPIES OF THE NEW FACULTY MANUAL IN PAPER FORMAT SHALL BE 
DISTRIBUTED TO EACHNEWL Y HIRED FULL-TIME FACULTY ME~ER 
AND CONTRACT PROFESSIONAL AS PART OF THEIR ORIENTATION 
PACKAGE. 

4. THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF HUMAN RESOURCES BE CHARGED 
WITH IMPLEMENTING TIIlS RECOMMENDAITON AS EXPEDITIOUSLY 
AS POSSIBLE. 
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V. Amendment to Faculty Senate Bylaws 
Reference Committee 

Amend Section V (Permanent Committees) 

I. Add to Section C: 

Page 35 

"Reference Committee: representative from Human Resources, Office of General Counsel, Office 
of the Board of Trustees, and Office of Provost." 

II. Amend Section H (2) to read: 

"Reviews faculty and University policies on a regular basis and submits suggested revisions to 
the Faculty Senate." 

II. Add Section H (3) 

"Conducts a year-end review of changes in faculty and University policies in May and submits 
suggested editorial revisions to the Faculty Senate at the first meeting of the next academic year." 

0 

0 
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APPENDIX E 
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u 

INTEROFFICE CORRESPONDENCE 

Date: January 31, 1997 

To: Frank Axell 

From: ~ hv Brandel 

Subject: Campus Civility Statement 

I chaired a campus-wide committee which was designated the Committee to Study the 
Leaming crnnate. Faculty, contract professionals, staff, and students were involved on 
the Committee. We accepted the charge to develop a campus statement of expectations 
of behaviors necessary to protect our leamtng dimate and ensure an atmosphere of 
mutual respect and civflity. We utilized many avenues of infonnation collection and 
analysis, including focus groups of students, faculty, contract profeuionals and staff. We 
encountered a great deal of enthusiasm for this project. Many people on campus were 
talking about our efforts and this attempt to addas these mues of civility. Many faculty 
expressed to me the sincere hope that our efforts might genutnely hnpaa the learning 
dimate. 

The result of our efforts is u A Civil Oimate For Leaming: Statement of Expectations." 
Dr. Marion Reubel, in a letter to me, offldally endorled our statement and gave us 
pennission to pubfl.Sh this statement In the General Bulletin and the A-Book. This was 
accomplished this year. The statement ls designed to interface with other-campus 
statements of behavioral expectadons, Including the Student Code of Conduct. The last 
section of our document refers readers to other written expectations of behaviors, 
tnduding the Student Code. It Is the opinion of the Committee that our statement should 
actually be a pan of the Student Code of Conduct and that it should be published in all 
University major publtcadons, induding the schedule of classes. 

Those of us who worked on this project which resulted In the civility statement sincerely 
hope that the document WJ11 not be lost over the years or simply be published for face 
validity in University publlcadons. Our hope is that faculty, student, and administrative 
groups will point it out to new members of our community each year, will sound their 
endorsement of it, and will confonn their behaviors in hannony with the statement. 

n..u-n;,ya1-ismEqul--. ... i:....,_-
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A CIVIL CLIMATE FOR LltARNING: STATEMENT OF EXPECTATIONS 

THE UNIVERSITY OF AKRON IS .AN EDUCATIONAL COMMUNITY OF DIVERSE PEOPLES, PROCESSES,AND PROGRAMS. WlilLE 
ALL OF us HA VE OUR INDIVIDUAL BACKGROUNDS, ounooKS, VALUES, AND STYLES, WE ALL SHARE CERTAIN PRINCIPLES OF 
PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY, MUTUAL RESPECT, ~ COMMON DECENCY. OUR CAMPUS CULTURE REQUIRES THAT Wlf) 
MAINTAIN AND EXTEND TIIOSE PRINCIPLES, FOR WilliOUT 1HEM WE CANNOT THRIVE AS A HUMANE AND WOR~ 
UNIVERSITY. TO KEEP OURSELVES AWARE OF THESE SHARED PRINCIPLES, THIS STATEMENT ARTICULATES SOME OF THE 
EXPECTATION AND RESPONSIBlLlTJES OF A CIVIL CLIMATE FOR LEARNING ON OUR CAMPUS. 

PRINCIPLES OF OUR CAMPUS CULTURE 
OUR CAMPUS CULTURE ACKNOWLEDGES THE IMPORTANCE OF ALL IN OUR COMMUNITY FOR 1HEIR PARTICIPATION IN 

OUR COMMON ENTERPRISE AS A UNIVERSITY. WE VALUE THE CONTRIBUTIONS AND WE RESPECT Tim NEEDS OF STUDENTS, 
FACULTY, CONTRACT PROFESSIONALS, STAFF ADMINISTRATORS, MAINTENANCE AND SERVICE PERSONNEL, AND EVERYONE 
ELSE WHOSE WORK AND DEDICATION ENABLES US TO PURSUE OUR INDIVIDUAL AND COILECTIVEACADEMIC GOALS. 

TOGETHER, WE MAINTAIN AND INTELLECTUAL CULTURE 'IHAT IS ACCESSIBLE, DISCIPLINED, FREE, SAFE, AND 
COMMITIED TO EXCELLENCE. 

BY OUR BEHAVIOR wrra ONE ANOlHER, WE ENDORSE A CULTURE OF DIVERSITY, CELEBRATING THE UNIQUENESS OF 
THE INDIVIDUAL AND DEVELOPING OUR UNDERSTANDING AND TOLERANCE OF DIFFERENCES IN GENDER. E1HNICITY, AGE, 
SPIRITUAL BELIEF, SEXUAL ORIENTATION, AND PHYSICAL OR MENTAL POTENTIAL. 

WE TAKE RESPONSIBllJTY FOR SUSTAINING A CARING CULTURE, NURTURlNG GROWTII AND FULFILLMENT IN ONE 
ANOTIIER..AND IN THE LARGER COMMUNITIES OFWHICHWEAREAPART. 

WE INSIST ON A CULTURE OF CIVILITY, UNITED IN OUR REJECTION OF VIOLENCE, COERCION, DECEIT OR TERRORISM. WE 
WORK TO INCREASE COLLABORATION, COOPERATION, AND CONSENSUS WITHIN RATIONAL DIALOGUE CHARACTERlZED BY 
MUTUAL RESPECT AND CONSIDERATION. 

OURS IS A RESPONSIBLE CULTURE. WE EXPECT EACH MEMBER OF OUR COMMUNITY TO CARRY OUT RESPONSIBLY HIS OR 
HER DUTIES FOR PRESERVING THE INTEGRITY, QUALITY,AND DECENCY OF OUR ENVIRONMENT AND OUR DISCOURSE. 

EXPECI'A110NSAND RF.SPONSlBJUI1ES 
TO PRESERVE AND PROPAGATE THE CULTURE OF THE UNIVERSITY OF AKRON, EVERYONE MUST ENGAGE IN CERTAIN 

SPECIFIC BEHAVIORS. ANYONE NEW TO nm; CAMPUS MUST BE AWARE OF THE EXPECTATIONS WE HA VE OF EACH OTIIER.AND 
BE COMMITTED TO FULFIILING HIS/HERRESPONSIBIUTYINMAINTAINING OUR CULTURE. 

INSIDE TIIE CLASSROOM, FACULTY ARE EXPECTED TO RESPECT THE SANCTITY OF THE TEACHING/LEARNlNG PROCESS BY 
HONORING THEIR COMMITMENT TO STUDENTS IN TERMS OF TIME, FAIRNESS,AND EN1HUSIASM. IT IS THE RESPONSIBILlTY OF 
THE FACULTY TO SET AND ENFORCE THE CLASSROOM RULES OF CONDUCT. FACULTY MEMBERS ARE EXPECTED TO TREAD 
MEN AND WOMEN, PERSONS OF COWR AND ETHNICITIES, AND PERSONS WITH VARYING ABILITIES, SPIRITUAL PREFERENCE, 
OR SEXUAL ORIENTATION wrra EQUITABLE RESPECT AND CONSIDERATION. FACULTY SHOUID VALUE AND PURSUE 
EXCELLENCE IN TEACHING AS WELL AS RESEARCH. FACULTY SHAll NOT ENGAGE IN SEXUAL OR 01HER FORMS OF 
HARASSMENT OR ENGAGE IN INAPPROPRIATE DUAL RELATIONSHIPS wrra STUDENTS. FACULTY MUST NOT TOLERATE 
ACADEMIC DISHONESTY NOR DISCRIMINATION OR HARASSMENT FROM STUDENTS TO OTIIER STUDENTS. 

STUDENTS ARE EXPECTED TO RESPECT THE SANCTITY OF THE TEACHING/LEARNING PROCESS BY EXPRESSING RESPECT 
FOR THE FACULTY MEMBER.AS THE ORGANJZERAND GUIDE TIIROUGH nDS LEARNING EXPERIENCE,AS WEU AS FOR FELLOW 
STUDENTS. DISRUPTIVE, DISRESPECTFUL, DISCRIMINATORY, HARASSING, VIOLENT AND/OR THREATENING BEHAVIOR JS 
EXPLICrn.Y PROHIBITED. ACADEMIC DISHONESTY WILL NOT BE TOLERATED. STUDENTS ARE EXPECTED TO TAKE 
RESPONSmil.ITY FOR THEIR OWN LEARNING AND, IN RETURN, CAN EXPECT RESPONSIBLE TEACHING FROM THE FACULTY 
MEMBER. STUDENTS SHOUID REPORT UNPROFESSIONAL BEHAVIOR ON THE PART OF FACULTY MEMBERS. STUDENTS HA VE 
A RIGHT TO EXPECT THAT THEYWll.I, NOT BE SEXUALLY OlHERWISE HARASSED, INTIMIDATED, OR THREATENED. 

ON THE CAMPUS, EVERYONE IS EXPECTED TO RESPECT AND PROTECT THE DIGNITY AND FREEDOM OF EACH ornER. 
TIIERE MUST BE THE OPPORTIJNITY FOR EXPRESSION OF ALL POINTS OF VJF.W, FREE FROM NAME-CALLING OR RIDICULE. ALL 
MEMBERS OF THE UNIVERSITY COMMUNITY ARE EXPECTED TO BE CIVIL AND TOLERANT OF OTHERS. IT IS THE 
RESPONSIBILITY OF EACH MEMBER OF THE UNIVERSITY COMMUNITY TO EXPRESS DISSATISFACTION WITII ANYONE WHO 
FAil..S TO MEET THE RESPONSIBIUTY OF CIVILITY AND TO REQUEST THAT THEY DO SO. IN THE EVENT 1HAT COOPERATION 
CANNOT BE ATTAINED, PROPER AUTHORITIES MUST BE INVOLVED TO INSIST UPON THESE MINIMUM EXPECTATIONS. ONLY 
BY CAMPUS-WIDE COMPLIANCE TO THESE EXPECTATIONS CAN WE ACHIEVE A CLEAR SENSE OF OUR CAMPUS CULTURE AND, 
ACCORDINGLY, A SENSE OF MUTUAL PRIDE. 

STUDENTS CAN EXPECT THAT ALL REPRESENTATIVES OF ALL DEPARTMENTS AND ADMINISTRATIVE omCES Wll.I, TREAT 
THEM WITH RESPECT, A SENSE OF COOPERATION AND wrm CONCERN FOR THEIR WELFARE. STUDENTS CAN ALSO EXPECT 
APPROPRIATE COORDINATION OF SERVICES AMONG lHEIRDEPARTMENTS. 

EVERYONE IS EXPECTED TO RESPECT THE CAMPUS ENVIRONMENT BY BEHAVING IN WAYS THAT PROTECT !HE SAFETY, 
ORDER, AND APPEARANCE OF ALL CAMPUS FACILITIES. EACH PERSON MUST TAKE STEPS TO PRESERVE THE ECOLOGICAL AND 
AESTHETIC ASPECTS OF THE CAMPUS. 

ADDIDONAL BEHAVIORAL EXPECTATIONS 
ALL MEMBERS OF THE UNIVERSITY COMMUNITY ARE REQUIRED TO ABIDE BY ALL LAWS AND REGULATIONS OF ~ 

UNIVERSITY OF AKRON, THE CITY OF AKRON, THE STATE OF omo. AND THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT. STUDENTS ARE 
EXPECTED TO ABIDE BY THE STUDENT CODE OF CONDUCT AND THE UNIVERSITY DISCIPLINARY PROCEDURES. FACULTY, 
CONTRACT PROFESSIONALS, ADMINISTRATORS, AND STAFF ARE EXPECTED TO ABIDE BY ALL UNIVERSITY REGULATIONS AND 
PROCEDURES. 
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You, the students of The University of Akron, are an essential part of this academic community. You enjoy substantial freedom 
within the framework of the educational objectives of the institution. Accordingly, you should be familiar with the standards of 
conduct expected at The University of Akron. Securing the fu:edom neccaaiy for teaming in a community so rich in diversity and 
achieving success toward our educational objcc:tm:s require the implementation of these standards. It is vital to protect the integrity 
and safety of this academic community in which we live by guarding against any thn:atcning behavior. As a result, you are 
accountable for any conduct in violation of these regulations and would be subject to disciplinary sanctions provided within the code. 

The freedom to learn depends on your responsibility to maintain appropriate conditions in the classroom. on the campus, and in the 
larger community. By becoming familiar with the policies and regulations contained herein you can be fully aware of your rights and 
resporua'bilitics u a student at The University of Akron and have a succcssfiJl. rewuding experience. 

Statement on Rights and Responsibilities 
(Approved Nowmber28, 1973) 

Preamble 
The Univcniiy of Akron c:xisls for the discovery. prcscrvatioo. transmission and enlargement of knowledge; the pwsuit of truth; the 
development of the intcUect, character, and personality of students; and, the enhancement of the general well-being of society. 

Freedom to teach and freedom to lcam are insepmble facets of academic freedom. These iiccdoms depend upon appropriate 
opportunities and conditions in the classroom, on the campus and in the lmgcr community. All mcmbcn of the University community 
share the right and rcsponst'bility to secure and to respect general conditions conducive to enjoyment of these freedoms which are 
inalienable. 

As members of the academic community, students in c:xacising their freedom have the responsibility of preserving the freedom of 
others and working for the good of the entire community. The following statement of student rights and rcsporull"bilitics provides for 
standa!ds of academic freedom which arc essential to any community of scholan. 

1 Access to Education 
Within the limits of its facilities, The University of Akron shall be open to all applicants who meet its admission rcquucments. 
No applicant will be denied admission on the basis of age, race, creed, sex, national origin, sexual orienlation, or political beliefs. 
The University of Akron and its colleges shall publish and make available their admission enrollment, retention, transfer, and 
degree requirements. By enrolling at The University of Akron, the students signities signify-bis their willingness to adhere to 
University rules and regulations pertinent to his status u a student at the University. However, the students shall be free as 
possible from imposed limitations that have no direct relevance to their smdent's education. The University has an obligation to 
promote the welfare of each of its students and each student has an obligation to promote the wclf.are of the University. 

ll. Academic Matters 
At The University of Akron students have both the right and the rcspons11,ility to engage in free inquiry and expression when 
relevant to the subject under discussion. Students are responsible for learning the content of any course of study for which they 
arc cmolled and they shall comport themselves in a mature n:sponst"ble manner and shall be held resporual>le for maintaining 
established slandards of academic performance. Such standards include avoiding plagiarizing the words or ideas of another and 
avoiding aiding or abetting the commission of plagiarism by another student. 

Students have the right to expect effective instruction and to have their performance evaluated solely on an academic basis. 
Students should be informed by each instructor at the beginning of each COutSC of the procedures and standards including clus 
attendance requirements, etc., by which they will be graded. Any student who believes unfair tn::atmcnt has been received in the 
classroom has the right to seek and receive from the instructor the reason for the instructor's action. If the student still questions 
the fairness of the instructor's action, the student bu the right to appeal in tum to the Head of the Department or Division, the 
Dean of the College in which the counic is given, and the Senior VJCC President and Provost. 

The faculty have a rcsponsal,ility to students that transcends the classroom. Students have a right to e:xpcct reasonable access to 
members of the faculty. Faculty membcn shall maintain office hours and establish alternate means of communication which arc 
reasonable and convenient both for themselves and for the students whom they teach. Students shall be informed of these 
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arrangements at the beginning of each course of study. 

All students am entitled to sound acadmuc advisement and should be provided with competent academic counseling whenever 
the need arises. 

Academic advisement and counseling for the University College and Community and Technical College students shall be 
conducted. by bainccl cow..selo.s in the Of6ec ofAeadcmic Ad,ising Referrals will be made to a faculty member for advice in 
the 111Ca of the student's intended major when requested by the student or suggested by the advisor. 

Each student in 111 Upper & Dcgn:c-Granting College,-or the Graduate School, or a Profc:ssional School has the right to have an 
academic advisor who is a faculty member of the Department or School in which the student is enrolled. The Student may, upon 
request, be assigned another advisor by the Head of the Department or by the Dean of the College or School. 

The Student shall periodically confer with the advisor to review academic progress and to be informed of those cowsc:s which the 
student must complete in order to fulfill the collegiate or school degree requirements. The College or School shall publish and 
make available its specific reqwrcments. 

The advisor or department shall provide information about reqwrcmcnts for graduation and shall advise the student with regard 
to electives and number of credit hours carried per semester. With regard to free electives not stipulated in the dcgrcc pcqpam 
the student shall have freedom of choice. 

m:. StudentRecords 
The Registrar's Office maintains the official record of the student's academic pelfonnance. To minimize the risk of improper 
discl~ academic and disciplinary records should be separate, and the conditions of access to each should be set forth in 
explicit policy statements. Transcripts of academic records shall contain only information about courses, grades, and notations of 
academic status. These statements shall reflect only the student's acadctnic pelformance and academic action taken by the 
University. Only when required by law shall a notation of nonacademic disciplinary action appear on the academic record. 
These academic records may be examined by the student in the oflice of the RcgistJar in the presence of an authori7.cd official of 
thcUnivmity. 

Copies of the official and unofficial academic r.:cords may not be released to pctSODS or organa.ations outside the Univcisity o· 
except upon written request of the student Under exceptional circumstances where the permission of the student cannot be 
sccwed, the appropriate University authorities may c:xercisc their discretion in the release of this information. 

Counseling and medical records in the divisions of Student Affairs, in the oflices of the academic deans and beads of 
departments may contain applications for admission, records of interview, and counseling sessions, psychological test results and 
evaluations, medical and psychiatric evaluations, copies of correspondence and other data neeessmy for effective counseling. 
These records am the property of the Univmity and the information contained therein is held in confidence. No record of 
conviction in a court of law shall be noted in a student's file unless it is reasonably related to the purposes and necessities of the 
University. 

Except in the case of mcmbctship in Univmity•rccogniud student organi7.ations, no written records shall be kept which n:flect 
the political activities or beliefs, of the student Faculty mcmbcts and University officials should 1IQt as confidential the 
information about student views, beliefs, and political associations acquired in the course of their work. unless otherwise directed 
by the student Where there is clear and probable danger which might result in loss of life, personal injury, or property damage, 
the appropriate Univcrsify officers may release this infonnation without the consent of the student 

When faculty members or University officials are asked to evaluate students and alumni in connection with application for 
employment, admission to graduate and profc:ssional schools, and for other reasons, they am responsible to the recipient and to 
the student to be scrupulously honest and fair in their judgment The listing by a student or alumnus of an ofticc, officer or 
another member of the University community as a reference is regarded as authorization to furnish a full and &ank evaluation. 

N. Student Affairs 
Titis scc:tio11 of the St.ah:ma1t of Rights and Rcspon:sibilitics is ewMtli) wider review. The terms for recognition of a sbJdcnt 
organization is supplemented by the guidelines available in Student Dcwlopment, GSC 104. (Move this smlence to the aul of 
IVA) 

A Freedom of Association, Inquiry, and Expression 
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Students arc fiec to organize and join associations to promote their common interest. A student oqpinization which seeks 
University n:cognition shall petition the Student Affairs Committee of Faculty Senate, whose recommendation shall be 
voted upon by the appropriate subcommittee of the Faculty Senate by submitting a constitution, bylaws, a statement of 
purpose, and critmia for mcmbcrship. Recognition may be granted by the Faculty Senate; bowcvc:r, Univcmty recognition 
docs not ncccssarily constitute an endorsement of the organization or of the cx:prcssions of the organization by the 
University. It should be noted that all student organizations shall fint petition the Office of Student Dcvclopmcnt when 
wishing to form a new student organization. (Insert smtl!llce} 

The tmns for recognition of a student orgmmation shall include the following: 
1. The purpose, objectives, and activities of the proposed organization shall be coosistcnt with the objectives, rules, and 

rcsuJations of the Univfflity and with municipal. state, and federal law. 
2. The otganization shall not discriminate on the basis of race, creed. or national origin in the selection of its members or 

in i1s programs. Further, there shall not be any discrimination on the basis of sex or age unless some compelling 
reason related to the objective of the organization can be demonstrated. 

3. Each organiution shall manage its own finances but shall do so according to the rules and regulations of the 
University. 

4. The organm.tion shall file a current constitution and list of current officcni with the Office of Student Dcvclopmcnl 
Membership lists shall not be required. 

Upon receiving Univcmty n:eognition, the organization shall scc:k the consent of a full.time faculty member to sem: as its 
advisor and shall recommend the appointment by the President of the University. 

The Faculty Senate may suspend or tl:nninate i1s n:eognition of a student organization upon cvidcnc:c of violation of the 
tmns of its n:eognition or upon failure of the student organization to adhere to its constitution or bylaws. 

Students and student orpnmtions arc fiec to examine all questions ofintm'cst to them and to express opinion publicly and 
privately. They arc fiec to support causes of their choosing by lawful and orderly means, including pcacefu1 assembly and 
advocacy. In their public c:xprcssions and demonstrations, the students or student organimtions have a responsibility to 
make it known that they do not necessarily speak for or act on behalf of the University. The University has the inherent 
right and responsibility to protect individuals and property and to as.mre the continuity of the educational process. 

All student organiz.ations may invite and hear speakers of their choosing. Students arc cxpcctcd to follow procedures 
prescribed by the Unim-sity in requesting and using Univasity facilities for their programs. These procedures shall be 
designed to insure that there is ordcrly &ebcduling of facilities and adequate preparation for the event Univcmty authorities 
will not use their control of facilities as a device for CCllSOl'lllup. Tbc appearance of a speaker on campus in no way indicates 
agreement with the speaker's views or endorsement of the speaker's position by the Univcmty or the sponsoring student 
organization. The sponsoring group has the responsibility to make reasonable efforts to make this fact known to the 
academic and larger community. 

B. Student Participation in University Governance 
Students arc fiec individually and collectively to express in a pcaccful and orderly manner their views on matters of 
University policy and on ma1tcrl of gcnetal intcrc:st to the student body. Students shall be provided the opportunity to 
participate in the formulation and implementation ofUniversity policy, both academic and nonacademic, in accordance with 
the rules and ~ns of the Faculty Senate and the Board ofTrustees. 

C. StudcntPublications 
The University of Akron regards student publications, campus radio stations and other student news media as ncccssuy aids 
in establishing and maintaining an atmosphere of fiec and responsible discussion and intellcctua1 exploration on campus. 
They arc a valuable means of providing campus communication, of bringing student conccms to the attmtion of the 
University community, and of formulating student opinion on campus issues and on community and world affair.I. 

ff the Univcrsity provides the funds or facilities or lends its name to the various news media, it may have to bear legal and 
financial rcsponsi'bility for the content and opciation of the publications and of the programs of the l'8dio stations. Within the 
restriction imposed by this responsibility, the UIUVCBity is committed to freedom of expression in accordance with the following 
statements of professional ethic.,: Criteria of a Good Newspaper-Associate Press Mmasing Editors Association; Canons of 
Journalism-American Society of Newspaper Publishers; Statement of Ethical Rcsponsibilitics-Intcmational Conference of The 
Student Press, July 1963~ Radio, T.V. Code of Good Practices-National Association of Broadcasters; and by the rules and 
rcgu1ations of the Federal Communications Commission which proscribe h"bcl, slander, obscenity, undocumented allegations and 
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the techniques of harassment and innuendo. WRBA. wzn>-FM and the Radio/T:V. Workshop arc governed by regulations 
imposed by the Fedcnd Communications Commission. The Radio/T .V. Workshop is also governed by the policies ofWZIP-FM 
when broadcasting over the sbmon's facilities. 

To ensure the editorial fieedom of student publications and campus radio stations, the University to the c:xtent that its legal 
obligations pcnnit subscn"bcs to the following safeguards: 
1. The media should be free of censorship, advance approval of copy and/or programs to be published or aired. The media 

IDllll.lgets should be free to develop their editorial policy and news coverage. 
2. Editors and managers of student news media shall be protected fiom arbitrary suspension and removal because of student, 

faculty, administration or public disapproval of their editorial policies or content Only for proper and stated causes shall 
editors and managers be suiject to removal and then only by orderly and prescribed procedures. These procedures shall be 
carried out by the appointing authority and include the right of appeal. 

All student news media must explicitly state that the opinions expressed arc not ncccssarily those of the University or its student 
body. 

V. Off-Campus Rights and Responst"bilitics 
University :audmts arc both citizens and mcmbets of the Uniwisity community. As citizi:ns they enjoy the same rights such as 
freedom of cxprasion, peaceful assembly, right of petition. and the same obligations as other citizens; and as mcmbcn oftbe 
University community they arc entitled to the privileges and subject to the ~bilitics which accrue: to them by virtue of this 
membership. University authority sfiall not be employed to inhibit the exercise: of rights of citizenship, either on or off campus, 
but neither do students have special rights when in violation of the law. Students shall rccognizc that away from campus while 
attending a University-associated event, their conduct may reflect upon the Univmity as well as upon the individual. 

Students who violate the law may incur penalties prescribed by civil authorities but Univasity authority should never be used 
merely to duplicate the function of gencnd laws. Only where the University's interests as an academic community arc distinctly 
and clearly involved should its special authority be as.,crt.cd. When the authority of the University is so asserted, the student shall 
be provided with the procedural safeguards contained in the Student Disciplinmy Procedures. The student who incidentally 
violates University regulations in the comse of the student's off-ampus activity should be subject to no greater penalty then 
would nonnally be imposed. Univasity action must be independent of community pressure. 

VI. EnactmentandAmendments 
The statement of Student Rights and Responsibilities is the instrument of the Board of Trustees of the University and is enacted 
pursuant to the sole and exclusive authority of the Board of Trustees to cany on the operation of the University. Nothing 
contained therein shall be coostrucd to be a delegation of any authority vestc:d in the Board of Trustees to do all things neccssaiy 
for the continuous and successful operation of the University. The Board may be approached with proposed changes and 
amendments to this inscrumcnt through channels outlined in its Bylaws. 

Policies of 
The Unmrsiey or Akron 
During the early 1960's courts and legjslatlm:s throughout the country began ro-defining the legal relationship between students and 
public institutions of higher education. In 1968, the Ohio Legislature enacted into Jaw a mandate requiring Boards of trustees of 
State-supported or -assistc:d institutions in Ohio to enact intcmal legislation regulating the conduct of students, stan: faculty. and 
visiton to the campus. and to insure that the collcgc or uniVCtsity may pursue its educational objectives and programs in an orderly 
manner. The following resolutions enacicd by the Board oftrustccs of The Uniwnity of Akron rcOcct the spirit and substance of the 
legal relationship between students and institutions of higher education, all in accordance with the dim:tions of Ohio law and the 
educational mission of The University of Akron. 

Regulations Concerning Campus Conduct 
Resolution 1~9 
WHEREAS the Legislature of the State of Ohio has in Section 334521 of the Ohio Revised Code stated that the Board ofTrustecs of 
slate universities shall adopt regulations concerning the conduct of rtudc:nts, faculty, staff: and visitors; and 

WHEREAS the University bas from time to time adopted regulations and policies concerning conduc:1; and 

WHEREAS it is dccmcd admablc by the Board of Trustees of The Univasity of Akron to clarify and restate its regulations and 
policies-, and 
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WHEREAS this Board invites scholarly faculty members and rcspo11S1ble students to this institution to take full advantage of the 
learning process; and 

WHEREAS students, faculty, staJJ: and visitors assume an obligation to conduct themselves in a manner compatible with the 
University's function as an educational institution. Therefore be it 

RESOLVED by the Board of Tnsstccs of The University of Akron. That while it docs not intend in any way to restrict freedom of 
speech or the right of persons on the campus to assemble pc:accfully, it docs assert that no person shall engage in the following 
conduct on properties owned. leased. or opcnted by the Univmity or in housing occupied or used by rccognizcd University student 
groups: 

Active or passive. willful or deliberate obstruction, disruption, or occupation of building entrances, walks, stairways, passascways, 
approaches, cJassrooms, offices, parking areas. auxiliary rooms (pc,wer. telephone, etc.) or any other space that impedes 
implementation of authorized programs and functions of the Univcmty; 

Detaining, holding, intimidating, injuring, or tbn:atcning to injure or cocn:c by bodily harm any person lawfully upon property owned. 
leased, or opcnted by the University or in housing occupied or used by recogniud University student groups; 

Theft. malicious destruction, damage, or injwy to property not personally owned; 

Unauthorized entry into or use of University facilities; 

Violation of cummt, published University campus rcguJations; 

Violation of published rules governing residence in property owned, leased. or operated by the University; 

Offenses defined u felonies or misdemeanors under the Rmsed Code of the State of Ohio and ordinances of the City of Akron; 

IDegal or unauthorized possession or use of firearms, explosives. or other weapons; 

Failure to comply with directions of University officials and police or any other governmental law enforcement officer upholding 
University rcgu)ations and acting in performance of their dutics in implementing the provisions of this code; and be it 

RESOLVED, further, That violators of the above regulations may be cjectal from property owned. leased, or operated by the 
University and subject to criminal pro=ution and/or University discipline which may include. but is not limi1cd to, suspension or 
expulsion from the Univcmty; and be it 

RESOLVED, further, That the Administration of this University is empowered to take such action u is necessary and is authorized by 
Section 3345.21 of the Ohio Revised Code in order to prcscrvc good order on campus and to prevent the disruption of the educational 
functions of the University. 

This Resolution replaces Board Resolution 16-68 adopted June 19, 1968 in accordanc:e with requirements of Section 3345.21 of the 
Ohio Revised Code. 

Student Disciplinary Procedures 
Resolution 15-69 
L Disciplinary Power of the University 

The disciplinary~ of the University is inherent in its rcsponstbility to protect its educational putp09CS and proccsscs through 
the setting of standards of conduct and scholmhip for its students and through the regulation of the use of its facilities. The 
established standards of conduct apply to a students whenever hcis on properly owned. lcascd. or operated by the University. Ir. 
Students is arc also c:xpccted to abide by applicable fc:dcral, state, and local laws. The Univmity uscsscs penalties for violation 
of its own rcgu)ations; however, the students arc is subject to public laws which the University Police officers (among other law 
enforcement agencies) arc empowered to enforce on or affecting pcnrons or property owned, leased, or operated by the 
Univmily. Such public laws include the Revised Code of the State of Ohio, and ordinances of the City of Akron, which contain 
regulations ,dating ID hJCluding, but not limited to, disorderly conduct, theft. assault, anon, damaging property, sex offenses, the 
use of drugs. haziug, and mob action. 

n. Definition of Student Misconduct 
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The University of Akron defines student misconduct as behavior on or affecting persons or property owned, leased. or operated 
by the University, that violates codified or explicitly stated University rules and regulations. Minor penalties may be assc:ssed 
informally under prescribed procedures•, but the types of misconduct described below may result in the penalties of formal 
discipwwy probation, suspension, or dismissal. Student misconduct includes: 
A. Plagiarism, cheating, or other forms of academic dishonesty misconduct 
B. Furnishing false, or misleading, or incomplete infotmation to Univcmty officials or on official University records, or 

altering or tampering with such record. 
C. Detaining, holding, intimidating, injuring or threatening injwy or threatening to injun: or cocrcc by bodily harm any person 

lawfully upon property owned, leased, or operated by the University or in housing occupied or used by rccogniz.:d 
University student groups. 

D. Theft, malicious destruction, damage or injwy to property not his-cnm belonging 1o the student 
E. Appropriating for his own use property not his own without the consent of the owner or person legally responsible for it 
F. Possession, use or distribution of marijuana or any narcotic, hallucinogenic. or other drug in either the refined or crude fonn 

OR DRUG USE INSTRUMENTS AND PARAPHERNAIJA which is prohibited by law. 
G. Unauthorizcd consumption, possession. or distribution of alcoholic bcvcragcs. 
R Gambling or games of chance as defined in the Revised Code of the State of Ohio and ordinances of the City of Akron. 
l mega! or unauthorizcd possession or use of fin:anns, explosives, fireworks, or other weapons. 
J. Offenses defined as felonies or misdemeanors under the Revised Code of the Slate of Obiio and ordinances of the City of 

Akron. 
K. Unautboriied entry into, or use ot University filcilitics. 
L. Active or passive, willful or deh"bcratt obstruction, disruption, or occupation of building entrances, walks. stairways. 

passageways, approaches, classrooms, offices, parting areas, auxiliary rooms (power, tc!cphone, etc.), or any other space 
that impedes implementation of authorized pr1l8JBlllS and functions of the University. 

M. Violation ofUnivmity regulations prohibiting dogs, other animals, fowl, or reptiles on property owned, 1cascd, or operated 
by The Univmity of Akron. 

N. Unauthoriud copying of an assignment in computer programming, unauthori7.cd examination or view of the computer 
accounts for unauthoriud purposes, engaging in disruptive, mischievous behavior on the computer, or any other wrongful 
use of a computer. 

0. Hazing - doing any act or cocn:ing another, including the victim, to do any act of initiation into any student or other 
orpnimtion that causes or creates a substantial risk of causing mental or physical hann to any person. 

P. Failure to comply with cfucctions of University administrative officers and police, or any other governmental law 
enforcement officers upholding University regulations, or faculty within the purview of their authority when canying out 
their normal duties. 

8Proccdum for Assessment of Minor Penalties Relative to Minor Incidents of Academic Dishonesty Misconduct 
A student alleged to have committed a minor incident of academic misconduct may, if the student so desires, have the matter resolved 
and minor penalty assc:ssed in confidential session with the rcspc:ctive faculty member and department head. The miolution thereof 
and minor penalty assessment shall, if agreed upon, be reduced to writing and executed by the student and department head in which 
the course was offered. However, in the event the student disagr=s or the faculty member or department head do not concur with 
infonnal resolution or minor penalty, then the matter shall be resolved in accordance with the regular student disciplinary procedures. 

m. Investigation of Student Misconduct 
In all cases of reports of student misconduct that arc serious enough to ~-anmit possible disciplinary action resulting in formal 
disciplinary probation, suspension, or dismissal, the incident shall be investigated by the Assistant ¥ice Picsidcnt and Dean of 
Students or his designcc. Reports of alleged misconduct may originate from University faculty or ~ University students, 
University Police officers, area residents, or off-campus governmental law enforcement agencies. 

The fact-finding procedures shall be as follows: 

A. The student named as being in violation of University rules shall be requested in person or by certified mail to his last 
known addJeSS to come to the Office of thL Assi:mnt 'nee Ptcsidcut aml Dean of Students or to the office of the dcsignce 
of too Assistant ¥ice Ptcsidcnt and Dean of Studeots. Where practicable, the University shall seek confirmation of this 
notice from the student 

B. On his appearance there, he shall be informed of the report that alleges violation of University rules and regulations. 

C. He shall be requested to malcc a statement concerning the reported violation. but prior to this request the student shall be 
infonned that 
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1. He is not required to make a statement, and 
2. Any statrment he may wish to make can later be used in disciplinary prorttoding.,, and 
3. He bas 1he right to have counsel (as limited herein). 

D. The University prefers to develop rcsponsi"ble student conduct through counseling, guidance, admonition, and example, and 
it prefers, therefore, to proceed caicfully but infonnally whenever possible. However, if the student so desires, he may bring 
an advisor or an attorney with him to any discussion or investigation in which the student is infonned of the charge of 
aUcgcd misconduct Conferences with the student (and, ifhc chooses, with his counsel) are designed to develop in depth all 
facts pertinent to the alleged misconduct Upon completion of thcac conferences and the assembling of factual information 
the fact-finding procedures shall be terminated if both of the following clements arc present 

I. The student denies the alleged misconduct, and 
2. Based on the evidence presented, no University rule or regulation was violated. If these conditions prevail, the student 

shall be informed that the matter is closed with no prejudice to him or his record. 

E. When conferences and investigations reveal that there is probable cause that the student has in all lielihood violated 
University rules and regulations as demonstrated by the facts or by admission of complicity: 
1. The student shall be given an opportunity to explain his involvement 
2. This c:xplmiation plm e,idcncc 1Ctealcd i,,, inwcstigalion sf.all be acducc:d tu a wmp1cbeusi,c; cletailcd, written A 

report which-shall be submitted to the Assistant Vice Picsideut mid Dean of Students or his designcc for transmission 
to the University Hearing Board, or; 

3. The student if an adult, or the student if a minor and his parents or guardian. may request in writing that the case be 
beard, and the penalty assessed, in confidential session with th, hsisba1t Vice Picsidcnt and Dean of Students or his 
designcc. The Dean of Students or his designee may deny the niqucst and refer the matter to the University Hearing 
Board. 

4. The procedures of the University Hearing Board shall be described to the student 

F. Ifit appears that the matter will be referred to the University Hearing Board, 
1. The student shall be informed that the Univeniity Hearing Board will meet to hear the case at a date not to cxcccd 30 

days from the date of the conference. 
2. A general description of the cbargcs to be beard by the University Hearing Board will be given the student 

G. When the case has been refened to the University Hearing Board by the Amsta:11t Vice Picsidcut aud Dean of Students or 
his designcc, the Board shall schedule a hearing. 

R The student if an adult, or the student if a minor and his parents or guardian, shall be informed in writing by the Assistant 
¥ice P1eside11t mid Dean of Students or his dcsigncc of the time and place of hearing and the specific University rule or 
regulalion that the student is clwged with violating. and the facts sm,ottudiug Ilic incident an which rest the charges 
apimt the stadc11t 

1 If the student fails to respond to the summons to appear in the Office of the: :A:3mtant 'nee Prcsidcnt aud Dean of Students 
or that of his designcc for the implementation of the fact-finding procedures. and if the inwstigation reveals that there is 
probable cause that the student bas in all likelihood violated ruJc:s and n:gulations as demonstrated by the facts, the lmislaot 
Vice Pic:sidcut aud Dean of Students or his designcc shall promptly refer the matter to the University Hearing Board. 

IV. Student Procedural Rights 
Educational institutions have a duty and the corollary disciplinary powers to protect their educational pwposc through the setting of 
standards of conduct for the students who attend them and through the regulations of the use of institutional facilities. In the 
c:xccptional circumstances when the prcfened means fail to resolve problems of student conduct, the cue shall be beard by the 
Assistant ¥ice Piesidcut and Dean of Students or his designcc, University Hearing Board, or other recognized University judicial 
body such as the School ofLaw Student Disciplinary Committee. In every instance, proper procedural safeguards shall be observed to 
protect the student from the unfair imposition of serious penalties. 

The following procedural rights shall obtain in all cases for which the penalty of fonnal disciplinary probation, suspension, or 
dismissal may be prcscn"bcd: 

A Proceedings are instituted only for violation of University ruJc:s and regulations established under Section n of this code and 
published in a means accessible to students. Penalties imposed for a violation must bear reasonable relationship to the violation. 
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B. University officials have the right to enter property owned, leased, or operated by the University or housing occupied or used by o 
recogni7.cd University student groups for pUJpOSeS of inspecting for cleanliness, orderliness, safety, and maintenance. However, 
in cases involving suspicion of misconduct as defined in Section Il of this code, except under extreme emergency circumstance, 
student premises and possessions shall not be searched unless appropriate authom.ation has been sccwi:d and probable cause 
shown to the designated University authority. For premises such as residence halls controlled by the University, application shall 
be made to a designated University authority before a search can be made. The application shall specify the reasons for the 
search and the objects or information being sought The student should be present, if possible, during the search. 

C. University officials detecting or arresting students in the cowsc of violation ofUnivetsity rules and regulations or public laws 
shall inform such students of their rights. In conducting investigations, University officials shall n:spcct the right of the 
individual to refuse to testify against himself. 

D. Pending action on the charges, the status of the student shall not be altered or his right to be present on campus and to attend 
classes suspended except for reasons relating to his physical or emotional safety and well-being. o, except that the Sc.nio:t ¥ice 
Prcsidc:nt and I\o,wt oftbe Uni n:rsil), acting w aulho.il'j ddepllCd tc lmn by the Prcsidcul; ma, smpc.:ld immcdiatci,. 

E. Interim suspension - The President of the University may suspend immediately: 
1. When the offense is one or more of the following: 

L Detaining. holding. intimidating, injuring, or threatening to injure or coerce by bodily bann any person lawfully upon 
properlY owned. leased, or opemcd by the Univcrsity. 

b. Felonies or misdemeanors under the R.cviscd Code of the State of Ohio and ordinances of the City of Akron. 
c. Unauthorized entry into or use of University facilities; 
d. Active or passive, willful or deliberate obstruction, or occupation of building entrances, w.alkways. stairways, 

passageways, approaches, classrooms, offices, puking areas, auxiliary rooms (power, telephone). or any other space 
that impedes implementation ofauthormd programs and functions of the Univfflity. 

2. When in the judgement of the President the safety and well-being of students, faculty, or sbff or University property is 
endangered, it shall be the duty of the. Senior ¥ice President and Pao.wt of the Uni, crsit:, Dean of Students or his dcsigncc 
ID inuncdiatcly convene the Hearing Board or provide the suspended student with a bearing as soon as practicable. 

F. Prior to the hearing. the :Assi.,taut 'nee I\csidcnl and :Dean of Students or his dcsigncc shall infonn the student in writing of 
the reasons for the proposed discipliruuy action, with specific infonnation and in sufficient time to ensure the student opportunity 
to prepare for the hearing. 

G. The student appearing before the University Hearing Board shall have the right to ha~ an advisor. of his choice, present under 
the following guidelines: 

Hearing Board Guidelines for Ad,i,ors 
An advisor may be present to protect the rights of the student charged with misconduct. in anticipation of a criminal trial. Such 
presence shall not be for the purpose of gathering information for use before or during a criminal trial. An advisor may be 
present with the charged student in the hearing room. However, the student shall speak and act on his or her own bchal[ 
Questions asked or testimony given by the charged student shall be limited to clements dircctJy related to the alleged violations. 
Should the advisor desiM to object to the proceedings or any other issue relevant lhcreto, the advisor may raise a continuing 
objection that will be noted by the presiding member. 

H. The presiding member of the Hearing Board will assure an orderly hearing process in order to observe fairness and due process. 
The presiding member is authorized to exclude persons tiom the Hearing Board who aR: disruptive, or the presiding member 
may postpone the bearing due to such disruption. 

The presiding member and members of the Hearing Board may request advice from a Univcmty attorney when necessary. 
Upon request of the presiding member, a University attorney, if reasonably available, may be present to advise the Hearing 
Board. However, the role of such Univemty attorney shall be limited as provided for herein regarding the advisor of an accused. 

L The Assistant 'nee I\csiclent mid Dean of Students or his dcsigncc shall provide for a hearing before a Univcrsity Hearing Board 
consisting of two faculty mcmben and two students, with a like number of aJtemates therefore, unless the student, if an adult, or 
the student, if a minor, and bis parents or guardian, files a writtmt request for a hearing by thG :Assi.,tm1t 'nee Prcsidc:nt and Dean 
of Students or bis dcsigncc may be granted only: 
I. When the student has pleaded guilty to the charges, and 
2. When based on the evidence presented, a Univemty rule or regulation was violated. 
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Tb .. Assistant 'rice President mid Dean of Students or bis designcc shall conduct the hearing as a counseling-type interview in 
which the immediate wdfarc of the accused and the welfare of the Univcmty arc pro-eminent and the rehabilitation of the 
accused is also a vital concern. Th, Assi.staut 'lice President m,d Dean of Students or bis designcc shall then implement the 
disciplinaty action that is appropriate to the circumstances. 

If the accused student refuses to go before the University Hearing Boud, or the Assistant Vice President and Dean of Students or 
bis dcsigncc. he may be tried in absentia and penalty imposed in accordance with the findings. 

1. A student appearing before the University Hearing Board may plead guilfy. The student also has the right to have bis innocence 
or guilt dcti:nnincd by the University Hearing Board. In the latter case, the burden of proof~ on the University. To provide 
for a wr and impartial hearing, the following clements shall pertain. 
1. No member of the University Hearing Board shall be a party to prior investigation of the case against the student. nor 

should be be placed in a position of dc\ocloping or presenting the case. If any member is unavoidably involved, be must be 
disqualified. 

2. The Presiding Member of the Board shall conduct the bearings. and shall be responsible for providing a tape recording of 
the bearing and supervising preparation of a smmna.1 the disposition. 

3. The Presiding Member of the Board shall advise the student of the charge by reading the Notice of Hearing to him, after 
which be shall inform the student that be may deny or admit. totally or in part. the charges levied against him. A complete 
admission of guilt would rcquirc no further proceedings. c:xccpt that any student should be offered the opportunity to 
present evidence of cbazacter, scholarship, or prcvjous record of good conduct bearing only upon the extent of the penalty to 
be assessed by the University Hearing Board. 

4. A denial or partial denial of the charges by the accused student shall require the presentation of evidence supporting the 
charges. This presentation of evidence shall be made by the ptJ30" designated by 1m Scttiot 'Yicc President and Pro ,ost of 
the Uni.asity Dean of Students to present evidence and information. Such evidence may consist of oral testimony made 
under oath and the introduction on any physical exlu'bits ncccssary to support the charge. The student shall be giwn an 
opportunity to hear and question adverse witnesses as wtll as present evidence in bis own dcfcnsc. The ptJSOl1 dcsignafl:d 
by the President to rcprcscnt the University's position shall have the right to question all witncaes. The Presiding Member 
of the Board shall c:xcrcisc nonnal discretionaJy controls. prevent abusiveness, rcquirc relevance, and ensure the expeditious 
pursuit of informali011. A standard of substantial evidence shall apply to all hearings. (Substantial evidence is evidence 
affording a substantial basis of fact fiom which the fact in issue can be rcasooably infemd). 

5. Sanctions may include, but arc not linutcd to the following: 
L Formal warnings to students rcprcscnt a written statement of reprimand for a specified conduct violation. Upon 
issuance of the formal warning, a notation will be made in a student's conduct file indicating that future violations will 

result in man: severe sanctions. 
b. Disciplinary probation indicates to students that their behavior has resulted in a sanction close to suspension. It is 

imposed for a definite period of time. Any further misconduct on students' part when on probation may result in 
suspcnsion from the University. 

c. Disciplinary suspension proluoits students fiom attending The University of Akron and from being pn-;scnt without 
permission on property owned, leased, or opcnitcd by the University for the duration of the suspension. The Dean of 
Students or bis designcc will dctamine the effective date of the ianction. If required by the sanction, students who 
have been suspended must petition for readmission through the Dean of Students or bis dcsignec. 

d. Disciplinaty dismissal prohibits the student fiom attending The Uni\'fflity of Akron and from being present without 
pamission on property owned , lc:ascd, or operated by the UniVU'Si.ty. Dismissed students would not be c:onsidcrcd for 
readmission for minimum ofat least two years if they (l) committed a violent act on campus, cspeciallywitb a student, 
faculty, staff as victim, (2) were involved in malicious action that threatened the safety of the campus population, (3) 
were dismissed for selling nan:otics on campus, or (4) have a histoly of disrupting classes. 

e. Other edUCltional sanctions may be imposed with or without disciplinary probation including, but not limited to, loss 
of privileges, termination of housing contract, attendance at the Alcohol and Other Drug workshop, course 

reinsmtemcnt, loss of access privileges, community service, monetary payments for puq,oscs of restitution, reasonable 
monetaiy fines, or submission of a letter of apology. 

6. The report of the University Hearing Board shall consist of a simple statement c:ovcring the chronological sequence of the 
hearing procedure, together with a swnmazy of C\'idcnce presented to the University Hearing Board, and the conclusions 
reached by it on the basis of such evidence, and finally, the recommended penalty or disposition of the case. The report 
shall be signed by all members of the Univcnity Hearing Board, and any member may append to the report bis dissent or 
nonconcwrencc with the majority. The Presiding Member shall transmit the findings and recommendations of the 

University Hearing Board to th~ Assistant Vice President and Dean of Students or his agent The Assi.stmrt 'Yicc: President 
md Dean of pn:s::nts notice of appeal withfo 48 homs; the Assisb1ut Vice Prcsidart mid Dean of Students or his agent shall 
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implement the n:c:osnmcndcd penaity o. dispositio.1 of the eac. If the stada1t files for appeal; the pc1mlt) shall be held in 
abeymtce pcndi11s appeal. 

6. The decision of the U11i.c1sit, Ikmh11s Bomd shall be filial sutjcct 01dy tu the sttsdcnt"s 1ight of appcal tu the Rc,icr, 
~ 

V. University Hearing Board 
A Composition: The University Hearing Board shall be composed of four members, as follows: 

1. Two faculty members appointed by th, Assistant 'Yicc Pn:sidcut mid Dean of Students or his dcsigncc fiom a Hearing 
Board pool elected by all full-time members of the faculties of the respective colleges in the same manner and 
proportion as their elcctcd representation on Faculty Senate. Elections to the lffluing Board pool shall be held in 
conjunction with the annual elections to determine Faculty Senate membership. 

2. Two student members appointed by th .. Assistant V.a: l\csidcut and Dean of Students or his dcsigncc from a Hearing 
Board pool of student members. The Student members shall be recommended by a majority vote of the Associated 
Student Government, or, in the case of a graduate student accused of misconduct, the student members shall be 
recommended by a majority vote of the Graduate Student Govemmcnl 

3. Each Hearing Board shall select its own presiding member. 
4. The accused student shall have the right to cballenge any member of the University Hearing Board. for good c:ausc; 

and, at the discretion of the Assistm1t Vice P.esidcnt and Dean of Students or his dcsigncc, the challenged member 
may be excused and a substitute member appcintcd. 

5. The Assistmll 'nee I\esideut and Dean of Students or his dcsigncc shall attend all mcclings of the Hearing Board. 

B. Procedures: When a case of alleged student misconduct is to be heard by the U nivcrsity lffluing Board, all of the student 
procedural rights which appear under Section IV of this code shall pertain. and the following procedures shall be adhered to: 
1. The Presiding Member shall request the. Assisb,ut 'lice l\csidcut and Dean of Students or his dcsigncc immediately to 

notify the student suspected of misconduct Such notification shall include: 
L Written notification presented in pcr.iOll to the accused. or sent by certified mail to the last known address of the 

accused; and. whenever reasonably practicable. the Univeisity shall seek to have the accused verify receipt 
thereof: 

b. The specific chaigc and the facts which pUiport to sustain that charge. 
c. The time and place at which the accused student is to appear before the Hearing Board. 

2. The University Hearing Board shall have the authority to cal1 upon any member of the faculty or student body who, in 
its opinion. might have pertinent infonnation. Only information which will tend to establish either a violation or an 
absence of violation will be admitted. 

3. The accused student may deny or admit totally or in part the charges levied against him. Ifhe denies or denies in part 
the chugcs. he shall have the opportunity to hear and question adverse witnesses. The pciSOD designated by the 
Senior 'nee I\esidcut and I\o,ost Dean of Students or his dcsigncc to present evidence to members of the Hearing 
Board shall have the right to question all witnesses for the defense, and members of the Hearing Board have the right 
to question all witnesses for the defense, and members of the Hearing Board have the right to ask questions of all 
witnesses. The Presiding Member of the Board shall c:xcrcisc normal discretionary controls, prevent abusiveness, 
mtuirc relevance, and ensure the expeditious pwsuit of information. The accused shall not be required to testify 
against himsc1£ 

4. All members of the University Hearing Board shall be prciCDl at all hearings on a particular case. Guilt and penalty 
shall be decided by a majority vote. The Presiding Member shall participate in the balloling. 

5. The hearing shall be confidential unless the accused requests the Presiding Member to conduct public or open 
hearings. Such requests shall be gnmtcd. 

6. The decision of the Uni+e,sit, Heming Board mall be final, sub.jcet ouly tu the student's ,ight of appeal lo the Review 
Bcant:-

\11: Rl::,icw Board 
A Ow1position. Tlae Review Bom:d shall be cc1nposed afthrcc &catty nacn1be1s mad tluee student 11tc1ube1s othe1 tlsan tl1osc 

who sc. ,od on t:lae Uni,crsil) Jlemiug Board adjndicating the case. Rcricw DmJ 1ncmbe1s sludl be appointed tmde1 tlre 
same wudiliuwand iu the suuc 11www1c1 as the 1uctubezsofthcU11i,c1sity IIcmingBomd. 

The Assisbmt Vice I\csidcnt and Dean of Students or his 1cp.csc:utati1c shall ha.c the 1ight tu attcud aH meetings ofdac 
Rc,iew Bomd as a noupmticipatiug ubsc:1 tCJ. 

D. P1occduics. The Rc,icw Board shall bear all cac3 apon the appeal uf the accmc:d sttsdeub. The accmc:d student :shall 
ha.e ten (10) days fiom the time that he is notified of the decision oftbe Uni .e1sity Heming Bomd iu winch lu pclitiou the 
Rc:rier. Bom:d for a Micw. lfd1c studc,rt files for appeal, dic penalty shall be held in abe)ancc pending appeal. The appeal 
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sbaH be in w1iti11g and abaft set fuitb ti1e grormda fot appeal. The acca:scd stlldcut shall ducct bis w1itteu aeqaest for miew 
to tiae Assistant 'nee Pteaidcnt mad Beau ofStudeuls or bis agent wl10 shaH irritiatc die fvtmatiou of the Rc.iew Board as 
specified hercloM, e; 

Under compeHing ciicmmtances; the lcu-day pctiod fut filiug an appeal may be cxtcudcd by the Assistant 'nee President 
aud Dean ofStadcnls or his agent 

When p.cseutcd witlt an appad; the R-e,iew Domd slmH mt 111ithir1 twent) f28) =,s. The R-e,iew Board nm,. 
1. Uphold the decision of the Hauing Bomd: 
2. Ordc. a new trial by a ucwly empaneled UtritQsily Hearing Bomd sboufd eiicwmtanccs appcaz to warrant it; 01 
3. 01dct • J", 1 • twl ofduuges on thc fuHawiug g.oanda: 

a. That tlse Uuitasit) Hearing Bomd lacla:djarisdietion o,a the ofK:nsc or o.c, dae pc.son ofd1e accmed; 
b. That tbcie is no substantial uidcucc to support the finding ofgailt of the accused, 
e. That tire 6uding ofgailt is against dtc manifest weight oftlte e.idem:c; 
d, 11mt the accused Im bccu denied a hearing cousislcut with the substm1ti.c and p.ocedmm safi::gamds p.o,idcd in 

lbese p1occdmcs; 
c. 1'bat h1cgaktit), ntiSCOnducl; abuse ofdisc.ction; 01 passion or pz,judicc w the part oftbc Uni,asit, IIcariug 

Board pMcntccl the accua:d tiom blning a fi.i. trial; 
£ That new c.ideuce was diseo,Qed tending to substantiate the innocence oftiic aecua:d which; with 1casouablc 

diligcncc, he could not ba,c diseowacd and pi oduccd at Ilic time oflfac t.ial, 
g. That &Is: tc.stimcD) wm given by a wihiess against the accused which oadinaay ptadcnt'C conk! not hnc 

anticipa1cd OI gmrded agaimL 

The R-e,iew Board may, at its dise.etion; modif'J, Misc; or diminish the peua)ty, but in no ease shall it inc.ease thc penalty 
01 these verity will. which it wollcs upon the guilty stDdcnt 

nre R-e.iew Bomd shaH act by majority ,ote. The Ptcsiding Mcmbe. sbaH pm1icipatc in the baHotirag. 

The Review Board sliall 1endct a decision withir1 lea (18) =,s of the hegi.mhag of its ae.iew. 

The P.csiding :Mcmbe, of the R-e,iew Domd sbaH irnn1ediatcly notif1 Ifie SaUOI ,,r.ce Ptcsidc11t mad Plo,ost; 01 his agent; 
and the student affi:etccl of the fuml disposition of each ease, in ease of suspension o. dismissal, the student shaH be 
.infamacd of the pioccdwca for s:cking 1cada.i&sio.L 

VI. Authority for Amendments 
The proc;edurcs outlined in this documcnt aic the imtnuncnt of the Board of Trustees of The Univcmty of Akron. The 
Board may be approached with proposed changes and amendments through channels outlined in its Bylaws. 

ASSEMBLY PROCEDURES 
RESOLU11ON 10-71 
WHEREAS The Univcrsity of Akron rccognjzcs and enc:oungca the exercise of rights consistent with the Constitution of the State of 
Ohio and of the United States of America. In this regard The UniVfflity of Akron also rccognjzcs that the Fust Amendment of the 
Constitution of the Unitcd States of America imposes upon state universities three propositions: 

Expression cannot be prolul,itcd because of disagn:cmcnt of or dislike for its content; and 

Expression is subject to reasooable nondiscriminatory rcgu)ation of time, and manner, and 

Expression can be prohibited if it tBb:s the form of action that materially and substantially interferes with the normal activities of the 
institution or invades the rights of othcn, and 

WHEREAS The University of Akron is mindful of its responsibility to as.,urc the pursuit of educational programs and to 
accommodate the needs and rights of all members oftbe University community: Therefore be it 

RESOLVED, That to achieve this, certain asscmbty- proccdwcs am hereby established to guarantee the fulfillment of the 
University's mission: 

(a) The sponsoring group or person of any assembly shall register the same with the University Calendar Office, Gardner Student 
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Center. Registration must be made at least 48 hours prior to the event. except that the President of the University or the 
President's authorized dcsigncc may waive the 48-hour requirement when unusual conditions exist 

(b) Assemblies dccmcd by the President of the University or the President's authorized designc:c to materially and substantially 
interfere with the nonnal and scheduled activities of the University arc prohibited. 

(c) Assemblies or activities by individuals or members of a group which invade the constitutionally-protected rights of others arc 
prohibited. Persons in violation of this regulation arc sul!ject to disciplinary sanctions. including immediate suspension. 

(d) Assemblies shall be n:stricted to an an:a appropriate for the activity as dctcnnined by the President of the University or 
President's authorized dcsigncc. Nonnally, thc:sc meas will be restricted to Lee R. Jackson Field and Memorial Hall gymnasium. 
provided that they arc not otherwise in use. If the facili1ics mentioned above arc in use, the normal and regular business of the 
University may go forward without interruption or disturbance. Failure of individuals or members of a group to n:spond to a 
request by an authorizal University oflic:ial upholding this regulation, will result in disciplinuy action under Section Il (L) of the 
Student Disciplinary Procedures. 

( e) The sponsoring group or person of any assembly is responsible for all normal costs incurred by the University as well as any 
unusual costs to inswe the peaceful accomplishment of the event 

(f) The sponsoring group or pcm:m of any assembly is responsible for making necessary anangcments with other offices and 
personnel as directed by the University Calendar Office. 

(g) Registration procedures. scheduling of facilities, location of set-up amngements. etc., shall be administered by the University 
Calendar Oflicc. Sound equipment may be rcstric:ted in locations which arc in close proximity to clasm>oms. laboratories, 
offices, or University residence units. 

(h) Persons present at any assembly or public display who violate University regulations or who might be considcn:d unruly or 
unlawful will be deemed participants if they fail to remove themselves when ordered by an authorized University official. At a 
time when such assemblies might be considcrcd unruly or unlawful, or become disruptive of any University process or violative 
of any Unimsity regulation. bystanders and participants will be ordcn:d to leave and will be subject to disciplimuy sanctions 
including immediate suspension and/or amst if they do not. This rcguiation is intended to make it clear that spccWars by their 
very presence contribute to the dimensions of the problems encountered in mass gatherings and that no student is immune fiom 
due process of law enforcement when in violation as an individual or as a member of a crowd. 

(i) The use of University facilities for any purpose is subject to hour regulations as established by the University. 
G) Individuals participating in any assembly, are reminded that they are responsible to loca1, state, and fedetal laws as well as to 

University regulations. 

*Any mass meeting, parade, demonstration. assembly, rally, or other form of cxprcs.sion consistent with the civil liberties~ in 
the First Amendment to the United States Constitution shall be tmned an .. assembly" when referring to same in this Code. 

TRESPASS REGULATIONS 
RESOLUTION 11-71 
WHERE.AS The Board of Trustees of The University of Akron, pwsuant to Ohio Revised Code, Section 3345.21, is required to 
"regulate the use of grounds, buildings. equipment. and facilities of such coUcgc or university and the conduct of the students, staJI: 
faculty and visitors to the campus so that law and order arc maintained and the college or university may pursue its educational 
objectives prognms in an orderly manner"; and 

WHERE.AS the said Board of Trustees desires to further implement said legislation with the enactment of appropriate regulations: 
Therefore: be it 

RESOLVED, That 
I. Each member of The University of Akron Police Department is hereby designated as a .. special police officer: punruant to Ohlo 

Revised Code, Section 3345.04, with all the duties and powers enumerated thereunder. 
2. The following officials of The University of Akron, or any one of them, arc hcniby authorized to seek the assistance of 

appropriate law enforcement officers to enforce the qu)ations of this Board ofTrustc:cs and to enforce laws for the preservation 
of good order on The University of Akron campus and to prevent the disruption of the educational functions of The University of 
Akron: the President. the Vice President for AdministratiYC Support Services, Assistant Vice President and Dean of Students. and 
the Chief of the University Police Department 

3. The Trespass Regulations set forth below shall be invoked when the President of the University or the President's dcsigncc 
determines that a situation cxisls on The University of Akron campus which threatens the maintenance of law and order thereon 
or which impairs the pumlit of its educational objectives and programs in an orderly manner. Said Tn:spass R.cgu1ations shall 
come into effect immediately upon publication of the same by the President or his dcsignce. The requirement of publication shall 
be properly fulfilled when copies of said Trespass Regulations have been posted at several conspicuous locations on The 
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University of Akron campus and when local news media have been notified. The President or the Prmdcnt's dcsigncc shall 
determine the proced111C for the issuance of Visitors' Passes and shall publish the same along with said Trespass Regulations. 
Said Trespass Regulations are as follows: 
a. No person, other than members of the Boani ofTrustccs. faculty members, employees and studcn1s of The University of 

Akron with cunently valid University of Akron identification cards and persons carrying cummtly valid Vasitors' Passes 
shall enter onto or be upon premises owned by or under the control of The University of Akron. 

b. No pCJSOn in possession of a Vasitor's Pass shall enter onto or be upon premises owned by or under the control of The 
University of Akron except at the time and destination designated on such Vasitor's Pass. 

c. No pCJSOn, except authorized personnel of The University of Akron in possession of a valid Uniwrsity Identification Card 
shall enter onto or be upon any part of the premises owned by or under control of The Uniwrsity of Akron which bu been 
previously designated by the said Uniwrsily as being limited to authorized personnc1 only. 

d. Every person entering onto or being upon premises owned by or under the control of The University of Alcron shall, upon 
request of any University police officer, "special police oflic:cr," officer of the University or other law enforcement officer, 
display the currently valid University of Akron Identification Card or Visitor's Pass issued t.o such person. 

e. Whocvc:r violates the provisions of these regulations shall be deemed a trespasser and shall be subject t.o immediate 
cjc:ctmcnt from those premises and arrest for trespass. 
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Formal Hearing Process (University Hearing Board) 
Cun-ent Process 

Office of Student Conduct (OSC) receives report alleging student misconduct. 

OSC sends a subpoena informing the student that a hearing is to be convened. 
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University Hearing Board (UHB) members [consisting of two faculty members from the student's respective 
college and 2 students who are ASG chief justices] "hear'' the case and dehoerate. If substantial evidence exists 
that shows the student violated the Student Code of Conduct, UHB renders a decision and forwards the results 
to the Dean of Student. 

An official notice is sent from the Office of Dean of Students informing the student of the decision of the UHB. 

The student must submit in writing a request to appeal within JO days of notification of the UHB 's decision to 
the Office of Dean of Students. At that point, Q1{Y action taken on behalf of the University of Akron is held in 
abeyance (suspended or put on hold) pending appeal. 

A Review Board [consisting of three faculty members from the student's respective college and 3 different ASG 
chief justices] must be convened within 20 days of the appeal request. The Review Board must then render a 
decision within JO days of the hearing. So, we 're looking at a possible 40 days at which Q1{Y University action 
is suspended, which could prove to be problematic, perhaps dangerous, for our University community. Further, 
there are only 5 ASG chief justices this year so availability may be concern in coordinating a time for everyone 
to come together for this hearing. 0 

Formal Hearing Process (University Hearing Board) 
Proposed Process 

Office of Student Conduct (OSC) receives report alleging student misconduct. 

OSC sends a subpoena informing the student of the hearing that is to be convened. 

University Hearing Board (UHB) members "hear'' the case and deliberate. If substantial evidence exists that 
shows the student violated the Student Code of Conduct, UHB renders a decision and forwards the results to the 
Dean of Student. 

An official notice is sent to the Office of Dean of Students informing the student of the decision of the mm. 

The alleged violator can appeal in writing the decision of the UHB to the Office of Dean of Students within 10 
days of notification of the UHB 's decision. The Dean of Students will then conduct a thorough review of the 
student's basis for appeal. During this period of review, the penalty of the UHB shall be held in abeyance. The a 
Dean of Students will notify the student of the decision regarding the appeal within JO days of the date of the 
receipt of the appeal. 
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