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Call to Order: Sunil Ahuja, Chair of the Senate, called the meeting to order at 4:06 p.m.

Minutes of the Previous M eeting:

Minutes of the April 4, 2007, meeting wer e approved as posted. To view the minutes, go to <http://www.www.
ysu.edu/acad-senate/minapr 07.pdf>.

Report from President Sweet:



http://www.ysu.edu/
http://www.ysu.edu/acad-senate/minapr07.pdf
http://www.ysu.edu/acad-senate/minapr07.pdf

Recently a car theft took place on campus. The thief was apprehended quickly. Some campus safety tipswere
left on the back table at today's meeting. [See Attachment 1.]

Bege Bowersis chairing the search committee for Chief Human Resour ces officer.

Y ester day the Ohio House passed a bill containing an educational funding plan for the next two years. A
summary of theincreasesisasfollows:

'08 '09
Tuition (70%) 3% 0%
SSI (30%) 2% 10%
Operating Efficiency (1%) (3%)

Finally, The Northeast Ohio Commission on Collaboration and Innovation met on April 26th.
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Report from Dr. Ritchey on the Community College I nitiative: See Attachment 2.
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Report from Provost Herbert on Academic Strategic Plan:

An open forum was held the other day to discussthe Academic Strategic Plan. It isalso available on the Web.
Wedidn't quite make the goal of distributing it in April, but we came close. What we have now isa plan to
plan. It has been sent to the Academic Planning Committee. We want to position ourselvesto bethe kind of
institution in 2013 that we want to be. The draft plan isto be presented to the Trusteesin June.

Top of Page

Report from Dr. Carroll on the Ad Hoc Committee on Tenure and Promotion:

| would like to briefly summarize the committee’swork and recommendations. Thanksto the members of the
committee for their work.

The scope of our committee was not to circumvent the collective bar gaining process. We wanted to stir the
pot in a positive way. We have been meeting since January. Many e-mails have been exchanged, especially

over last two weeks.



Several coreissueswereincluded: Should there be university-wide review of applications? Should college
promotion and tenure committees be required to submit documentation? Should the role of the Provost be
clarified? Improving communications on thistopic isimportant. So, we prepared a survey for the campus.
Therewere 377 surveys sent out to faculty, with 83 returned according to the instructions. There were 38
surveysnot returned correctly, and these were not included in the report.

A few of theresults: Therewas strong support for standards at the college and department level. Faculty
were overall neutral on university-wide standards.

We obtained promotion and tenure guidelines from 11 state institutions. The onesfrom The Ohio State
University were mor e than 100 pages. Ohio University, Miami, Wright State, and Toledo wer e examined.

The committee unanimously adopted a list of seven recommendations. These are advisory.
A full description of theresultswill be available on the Senate website.

[Secretary'snote: Thefull report iscontained in Attachment 3.]
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Senate Executive Committee (SEC) / Report from the Chair: Sunil Ahuja, Chair of the Senate, reported:

Intheinterest of time, | will be brief in my report.

1. First, the Budget | nformation Committee continuesto meet. The last meeting waslast Thursday, April
26. Thekey item on the agenda was the discussion of the FY 2008 preliminary budget scenarios. Neal
McNally presented the infor mation based on the Governor’s proposal and the Speaker’s proposal at
thetime. The numberscontinueto change (and will change) until the final budget isapproved. The
President has been reporting the specifics of these numbersto the Senate.

2. Weheld our first Senate-sponsored “civility hour” last Wednesday, April 25. We had a good
attendance (over 50 people), with representation from all the constituencies on campus. We look
forward to continuing this, with some fine-tuning aswe go along. | would ask that if you have any
input in terms of topics, format, or frequency to please let usknow. | have also put thison the agenda
for the next Senate Executive Committee meeting for their input.

3. Inthat context, the President met with several of us (Bob Hogue, Chet Cooper, and myself) last Friday,
April 27, on the issue of campus communication. The President is actively considering a number of
ways to communicate the different issues on campus. One of the thingsthat the President talked about
isthe Campus Conversation, which is scheduled for this Friday, May 4, at noon in Ohio Room. There
will be free pizzathereand | would strongly encourage you to attend and ask questions or make
comments on issues of concern to you.

4. Last but not least, | want to sincerely thank all the memberswho serve on the various Senate
committees, and especially their chairs. Thebulk of the Senate’swork isdonein committees. | want to
thank the chairsfor agreeing to take on thistask.

5. Dr. Tammy King will give areport from the last Ohio Faculty Council meeting.

That concludes my report.
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Ohio Faculty Council: The minutesof the March OFC meeting ar e attached (See Attachment 4).
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Charter & Bylaws Committee: : Keith Lepak reported. (See Attachment 5 .)

Dr. Lepak moved to amend the Charter, Article 1V, Section 2, c.1.A to add a new part “v” which will read:
“The Vice Chair of the Senate and the Secretary of the Senate by virtue of their offices shall be member s of
the committee.” The Charter & Bylaws Committee feelsthat including these per sons on the Senate
Executive Committeeisregarded asimportant in view of their roles and need to be closely connected with the
work of the committee. M otion was seconded. M otion passed. (Because thisisan amendment to the Charter,
the Secretary of the Senate will distribute a ballot to all faculty membersto approve the amendment.
Approval requiresa 2/3 majority of those voting, with aleast 1/2 of all faculty casting a ballot)

Dr. Lepak then moved to amend Bylaw 4, Section 4.a.3, wher e colleges are mentioned by name, so that that
1) Artsand Sciences become Liberal Artsand Social Sciences and that 2) Engineering and Technology
become STEM. Motion was seconded. These changesreflect theinstitutional realignment underway and
should bereflected in the language of the Bylaws. M otion passed.

On a separate issue, the Committee has a statement to make regar ding the proposed amendment to Bylaw 11
(Rules of Order) proposed by Bob McGovern at the April 4 meeting: Members of the Charter and Bylaws
Committee have examined the proposal (“the motion to the previous question shall not bein order for any
Resolution that comesto the floor of the Senate without having been provided to Senators at least eight [8]
hour s befor e the meeting during which such a Resolution isto be considered”) and our consensus view isthat
thereisnot a pressing need for theinclusion of the amendment under Bylaw 11 (Rules of Order). Current
procedures are largely governed by Roberts’ Rules of Order, and in the event of any impromptu or
unexpected motions from the floor, there exist procedural stepsfor discussing, delaying, tabling or otherwise
dealing with such motions. Senate member s should familiarize themselves with the existing Rules of Order
under Bylaw 11, and are ableto call upon the Parliamentarian or other appropriate officer of the Senate for
clarification of relevant procedures detailed in Roberts' Rules. The proposed Bylaw change affecting
impromptu motions from the floor, even those of a non-controversial nature, could result in delayed actions
by the Senate at timeswhen it may be critical to act. Sincethe Senate meets once a month, such delays
should be avoided whenever possible.
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Elections & Balloting Committee: Annette Burden reported. We are still awaiting results from elections within the
College of Health and Human Services.
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Academic Standards Committee: Darla Funk reported and moved that the policy on Incomplete grades be
modified according to the changes shown in Attachment 6. M otion was seconded. Bob M cGovern commented that
when a student withdraws before the W date, they are out that money. Thereisa financial consequence of
withdrawing ver sus asking for an incomplete. Phil Munro offered a friendly amendment to changethe phrase" are
not toregister” to " are not allowed toregister.” Thefriendly amendment was accepted. A vote was taken on the
motion. Motion passed.
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Academic Programs Committee : An informational report of approved program changesis contained in
Attachment 7.
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Undergraduate Curriculum Committee: A list of approved changesis contained in Attachment 8 and Attachment
9.
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General Education Committee: Paul Sracic reported.

A set of approved coursesis contained in Attachment 10 .

Also, the General Education Committee had debated the motion to consider removing the oral communication
intensive requirement. The committee voted against reporting any motion out.

Tod Porter moved to drop the oral intensive requirement from the General Education requirements. M otion was
seconded. Bill Jenkins: When wefirst started out yearsago in designing the General Education program, one of
theitems discussed was theimportance of our graduates being ableto speak effectively. The intensiveswere
intended to reinforcethe oral and writing skills. It isn’'t just a matter of taking a communications course. It isclear
that there are problemsin some departmentsin putting oral intensive activities in some cour ses. But a majority of
departments do meet thisgoal and makeit a part of the curriculum. Departments can create alter natives within
their programsif they found it troublesometo do regular oral intensive courses. | think it isextremely important
to be ableto present oneself effectively, not just in one course but in several. It’snot just about knowledge of the
principles; it’s about theimplementing of those principles. | speak very strongly against this motion.

Gabriel Palmer-Fernandez introduced a friendly amendment to also remove therequirement for critical thinking
intensive and writing intensive cour ses. Dr. Porter declined to accept the friendly amendment. Dr. Porter: Serious
guestions can beraised about the requirements of the oral intensive requirements. These requirementsintrude on
how faculty member s teaches the cour ses. Some departments may find that they can’t fit oral intensive coursesinto
their program. We've created a system that involves a lot of complexity. This meanslessflexibility for studentsand
departments. We are unique among public universitiesin this area by having threeintensives. Twenty-five percent



of our graduateslast year did not meet the oral intensive requirement. Students who have taken the time to meet
therequirement wonder why they had to do it and othersdidn’t. Departments are voting with their feet. Thisisnot
being met universally. We need to be honest with ourselves. The system is not working. We have to question to
what extent we are allowing the General Education Committee to put requirements on departments and programs.

Dr. Jenkins: Tod, can you describe what Econ doesto promote oral skills? Dr. Porter: We have an Ol course

comparing systems. In the capstone, people arerequired to do presentations. Ram Kasuganti moved to end
discussion. Seconded. Vote: passed. A vote was then taken on the main motion. Motion fails, 29 to 12 (2 abstained).
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Library Committee: Louise Aurilio moved to accept the recommendations contained in the report from the
Library Committee (See Attachment 11.) Dr. Herbert: I’'m appreciative of the Library’s needs. But what does it
mean to make a motion like thisin the current budget climate? It isunrealistic to expect that the administration
can meet thisrecommendation. Dr. Aurilio: Wefelt unlesswe take a stand, we may get lost in the shuffle. Paul
Kobulnicky: We can no longer manipulate the budget to cover inflation. Werun therisk of further eroding our
ability to address accr editation issues. Eleanor Congdon: Departmental budgets have been hit hard. Departments
aregoing to be asked to stop buying books. There hasto be support for toolsand materialsfor our work in the
classroom. A vote wastaken on the motion. M otion passed.

Unfinished Business; None.

New business: Bege Bowersintroduced a Resolution of Appreciation for Dr. William D. Jenkins (see Attachment
12). Motion was seconded. M otion was approved unanimously.
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Adjournment: The Academic Senate adjourned at 5:40 p.m.

Return to Top of Page

Return to Senate Homepage

For further information, e-mail Bob Hogue .
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Campus Safety Tips

e The Campus Police are “always” available on campus.
o From a campus phone — dial 911
o From an outside phone or cell phone, call
(330) 941-3527

o Everyone should have the Emergency Campus Police phone
number programmed into their office telephones as well as their
cell phones:

(330) 941-3527

e The Campus Escort Service is always available to escort students,
faculty, and staff to their cars, to university buildings, or wherever
they need to go in the area surrounding campus.

Call: (330) 941-1515

e While walking, be cognizant of what is going on around you. Don't
walk around with your cell phone or IPOD attached to your ear.

o Keep bookbags, purses, personal property with you.

e Keep your car keys (all keys) with you.

e When preparing to leave the campus or walk to your car, have
your keys ready. Get into your car, lock the doors, and then

organize yourself.

e If anything or anyone looks suspicious on campus, immediately
call the Campus Police — they will look into the situation.

Campus Police

From a campus phone: 911
From an off-campus or cell phone:  (330) 941-3527



Community College Planning
May 1, 2007

A. Feasibility Study Undertaken at the Request of the YSU Board of Trustees (March 2006)
1. Completed a retail market study of demographic characteristics and educational attainment,
2. Completed area-wide leadership interviews about the community college — 55
interviews (see attached for key results),
3. Completed a community survey - 700 phone surveys to residents in Columbiana,
Mahoning, and Trumbull Counties (see attached for key results)
4. Completed a survey of area employers - 420 businesses (see attached for key results)

B. Potential Model — Integrated Partnership Model
YSU to establish an academic unit to organize, market, develop new programs, etc.

1. Form partnerships with career and technical centers, businesses, health care providers, unions,
and high schools

2. Invest in distance learning initiatives and blended programming

3. Invite other community colleges to offer needed two-year programs that not currently offered
at YSU

4. Benefit # 1: Current YSU two-year programs are designed so that students have a seamless
pathway into the four-year programs. Every course applies to the major!

5. Benefit # 2: We invest in people not buildings!

C. Financial Concerns
1. To have a true community college, YSU must tackle the number one issue — cost
2. How will YSU make up the lost tuition for students who move into the community college?

D. A New Approach: The Mahoning Valley Promise
The Mahoning Valley Promise (Phase 1) would guarantee that every student from the Mahoning
Valley who chooses to attend Youngstown State University will pay no more that 8100 per credit
inclusive of all costs and fees for the first and second year of college.

The Mahoning Valley Promise (Phase II) would seek to obtain funding to provide the first and second
year of college at no cost to students from participating counties (similar to Jefferson County at
Jefferson Community College)

1. Phase 1 is based on the premise that the average student pays a lot less than current sticker price
of about $280 per credit — Financial aid and scholarships, grants, etc. reduce bill significantly

The average Mahoning Valley student at YSU currently pays $100 per credit.

Estimate is that YSU would lose $6.5 million per year with phase 1 of the plan

To break even, YSU will need to increase full time enrollment by about 900 students.

YSU will need state/community/foundation support to make this a reality

Plan would increase access and affordability to all Mahoning Valley students, regardless of major

Sk wWwh

E. Remaining Tasks
1. Complete details of “integrated partnership model”
2. Meet with and obtain input from county commissioners, local officials, and state officials
2. Establish the Mahoning Valley as a Community College District under the authority of
Youngstown State University
3. Garner financial support to implement Phase 1 of the Mahoning Valley Promise
. Make formal recommendation to YSU Board of Trustees (June 2007)

N



Key Results of Three Surveys

1. Community College Phone Survey (700 from Columbiana, Mahoning, and
Trumbull counties)

Need

* 62 percent say they need more education

* 47 percent say that it is likely that they will attend college in the near future

e 77 percent say they see the need for a community college in the area.

Financing a Community College

* 59 percent would support a small tax to start a community college in the area

e 78 percent would support a small tax if it meant college would be free for the first
two years

Economy

* 88 percent of the residents agree that a community college would create access to
better jobs and salaries

* 90 percent say it would help the local economy

2. Interviews from 55 Valley Leaders

Economic Need

* Ninety-five percent of the leaders believe that YSU is the key link to economic
rebirth of region

* Sixty-two percent say a community college is needed in the Mahoning Valley

Employment

* Most frequently mentioned educational programs needed included information
technology, health care, and high tech

*  Most frequently mentioned job skills needed included technical, information
technology, math/science, and communication

3. Business Leader Survey (based on 190 initial responses)

Economy
* Ninety-six percent agree that a community college would result in higher wages
in the Mahoning Valley

* Ninety-two percent believe that a community college would help the economy

Need and Support

* Sixty-four percent believe a community college is needed

* Seventy-seven percent “support” YSU’s effort to develop a community college

* Seventy-five percent have positions available in the company for which a two
year degree is appropriate

* Sixty-five percent are at least somewhat likely to offer a tuition reimbursement
program for employees if the cost is $150 or less per credit



Community College Criteria for Decision Making
(from the original Plan to Plan)

Five criteria were identified to facilitate decision making. Recommendations to establish
a community college must be based on sufficient evidence that the criteria are reasonably
satisfied.

Criterion 1. The formation of a community college in the Mahoning Valley will
help to increase the number of students enrolled in Ohio colleges
and universities by 30 percent by the year 2015, as set for by the
Governor’s Commission on Higher Education and the Economy."

Criterion 2. There is significant community/State support for the formation of a
community college in the Mahoning Valley.

Criterion 3. Youngstown State University is prepared as an institution to engage
in the process of forming and operating a community college.

Criterion 4. There exists a community college model that best fits the Mahoning
Valley and Youngstown State University.

Criterion 5. The formation of a community college is feasible for Youngstown
State University.

As of April 25, 2007 there is sufficient evidence to suggest that Criterion 1, Criterion 2,
and Criterion 4 are satisfied. If funds can be secured for Phase 1 of the Mahoning Valley
Promise and for handling an increase in enrollment, then Criterion 3 will essentially be
satisfied. Criterion 5 is a collection of the other criteria.

"In a study prepared by the YSU Center for Urban and Regional Studies this constitutes a combined

increase in college enrollment of approximately 9,000 students for Columbiana, Mahoning and Trumbull
Counties.
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STATEMENT OF MISSION AND AIMS

Background

The Executive Committee of the Academic Senate appointed this ad hoc committee with
the charge “to study tenure and promotion processes at YSU and at other universities ... and to
present its recommendations, including any minority position, to Student Government and the
Academic Senate for discussion ... this committee is formed with neither the intent nor the
desire to circumvent the authority of the collective bargaining process.” The full text of the
establishing Resolution for the promotion and tenure committee may be found in the October 4,
2006 Academic Senate Minutes with the appointed members and the elected chair being listed in
the November 1, 2006 and December 6, 2006 Minutes. The ad hoc committee on tenure and
promotion will hereafter be referred to as the Committee.

It is worth reiterating that recommendations by the Committee are purely advisory and
have no authority in any way over the process of negotiation between the Association and the
University regarding the tenure and promotion processes. Nevertheless, being constituted by the
Academic Senate, the Committee hopes that its recommendations will be considered in any
future negotiations. In discussions with the Senate President, it was determined that this report
would be presented at the May 2, 2007 Senate meeting.

The Appointees met initially to select a chair, who was elected unanimously. The full
Committee then commenced a process that encompassed a number of face-to-face meetings and
hundreds of e-mail communications. The first task of the Committee was to establish a scope for
its activities and aims, within the limits established by the Resolution.

Scope

Issues regarding tenure and promotion processes are complex and controversial, and the
Committee’s work could very easily have grown far beyond that suitable for an advisory body
and the available time. Thus, the Committee decided to concentrate on a subset of issues that
may be described as Core Issues and Procedural Issues. Obviously, these subsets are
interwoven. Nevertheless, the Committee found it valuable to structure its work in this way.

Core Issues to be considered were identified as:

1. Should there be some form of university-wide review of applications beyond the
college and department levels? If so, what form should that review take?

2. What should be the role and/or weight of previous practice for tenure and
promotion processes?

3. The demands on faculty differ significantly from college to college; should these
differing demands be recognized by the creation of Clinical Faculty positions?

4, Should there be more than one chance to apply for tenure?

Procedural Issues to be considered were identified as:





1. Should Department and College Tenure and Promotion Committees be required to
provide supporting documentation along with their recommendations?

2. Should the contract clarify the definition of “outstanding” as applied to early
applications for promotion?

3. Should the role of the Provost in the tenure and promotion process be better
defined?

4, Are there other specific procedural issues that were apparent in the appeals

process from 20067

Committee Process

The initial charge empowered the Committee to consider tenure and promotion processes
“at YSU and at other universities.” The Committee obtained tenure and promotion documents
from eleven of the thirteen other public four-year institutions of higher education within Ohio.

The Committee also recognized that communication between Faculty and Administration
is extremely important. Thus, the Committee unanimously agreed to prepare, distribute and
evaluate a survey of tenure-track and tenured faculty to provide a direct mechanism by which
those faculty could inform the Committee of their opinions and concerns.

The Committee evaluated these resources in comparison with the Agreement prior to
formulating its Recommendations. This resulting report is submitted with unanimous consent by
the Committee members.

FACULTY SURVEY
General

The Survey was prepared by the Committee for its use and the survey questions were
unanimously agreed upon by the members. The questionnaire was intended to be as neutral as
possible in not advocating any particular position on any issue. The hope was that both Likert
and open-response questions would stimulate valuable and lively responses.

The cover letter to the Survey indicated that responses themselves were to remain
anonymous, but had to be returned in labeled envelopes. This process was similar to that
employed by the Association in conducting faculty votes, in that the goal was to ensure at most
one response from each surveyed faculty member. A total of 377 Surveys were sent out, usually
being hand-delivered to each academic department. Labels for return envelopes were provided
by Human Resources based on its list of tenure-track and tenured faculty. The cover letter and
Survey are appended hereto.

Eighty-three Surveys were returned according to the instructions. These Surveys were
separated from the labeled envelopes, which were shredded. The properly-returned Surveys
were then numbered so that open-ended responses could be correlated, if desired, with the Likert
responses; these numbers could not be related in any way to individual faculty members.





Thirty-eight Surveys were returned improperly and were separated from those returned
according to the instructions. Since it could not be confirmed that these Surveys were
independent responses, they were not analyzed for this report. The following section
summarizes trends in the responses and the term “faculty” therein refers to those tenure-track or
tenured faculty members who provided Survey responses according to the instructions.

Evaluation of the Likert questions was performed using a numerical value of 2 for a
response of “Strongly Agree” and a numerical value of -2 for a response of “Strongly Disagree.”

Likert Results

1. A number of questions in the Survey explored faculty opinions regarding the
relative roles of departments, colleges and the university as a whole in clarifying
(and therefore establishing) standards for tenure and promotion. Separate
questions were provided for tenure and promotion, and for departments, colleges
and the university.

Faculty strongly support the idea that standards should be established at the
department and college level for both tenure and promotion. Faculty are slightly
more supportive of a department-level role than a college-level role.

Faculty are overall neutral toward the idea that standards for promotion should
be clarified at the university-wide level. Faculty are slightly more supportive of a
university-level role for tenure than for promotion.

Faculty strongly support the idea that both tenure and promotion, by nature,
affect the institution on a university-wide basis. Faculty support the idea that
standards for tenure and promotion should ““consider institutional needs and
perspectives at all levels.”

2. A number of questions in the Survey explored faculty opinions regarding whether
and how standards for tenure and promotion should reflect concerns at department
and college levels vs. the university-wide level.

Faculty strongly support the idea that standards for tenure and promotion need to
reflect inherent differences between disciplines and the kinds of activities
associated with those disciplines.

Faculty support the idea that standards for tenure and promotion should balance
requirements of department, college and university levels.

Faculty support the idea that a general statement of standards based on a
university-wide perspective should be available.

Faculty support the idea that the current standards for tenure and promotion are
““too vague or inconsistent.”





Two questions in the Survey explored faculty opinions regarding whether there
should be a “university-wide committee to review” the merits of applications for
tenure and promotion or whether such review should concentrate on determining
whether department and college guidelines were followed.

Faculty do not support the idea that there should be a university-wide committee
to evaluate the merit of applications for tenure and promotion.

A question in the Survey explored faculty opinions regarding the standards for
early promotion.

Faculty support the idea that the current standards for early promotion are “too
vague and/or inconstant.”

A question in the Survey explored faculty opinions regarding the college Dean’s
and the Provost’s roles in the tenure and promotion process.

Faculty are neutral toward the idea that the Provost’s role should be to ensure
university-wide consistency between college standards. Faculty are slightly more
supportive of the idea that the Dean’s role should be to insure college-wide
consistency between departmental standards.

A question in the Survey explored faculty opinions regarding the establishment of
Clinical Professorships.

Faculty support the idea of exploring the possibility of creating Clinical
Professorships.

A question in the Survey explored faculty opinions regarding whether tenure
should be granted along with promotion to Associate Professor.

Faculty support granting tenure with promotion to Associate Professor.

Open-ended questions

Responses by the faculty to the open-ended questions were extremely varied. Some
particular points are discussed below in the context of the Core and Procedural Issues mentioned

previously.

1.

Faculty expressed strong support for the position that department members are
best positioned to evaluate the suitability of applicants for tenure or promotion. It
is worth noting, however, that the human condition may prevent this vantage
point from being utilized objectively. A minority of responses to the open-ended
questions addressed this issue:





“Faculty on the DPC or CPC who have their own agendas can cause very unfair
results.”

“It is 99% buddy based, is rarely done on the true merit of the person on a
nationally comparable level. Much too much chance for ganging up.”

“If you are “in’ you slide by easily, but if not, easy for someone to kill you.”

“It is not (in practice) based on merit. Departmental & inter-personal politics play
important roles.” (under weaknesses in the present promotion system)

In addition, a Committee member has been informed that in a recent tenure case,
department faculty voted to recommend tenure not on merit, but because to fail to
do so “would ruin that individual’s life.”

Many faculty remarks stressed that differences in expectations between
departments and colleges remain a critical issue. Seeking ideas on how to address
this issue, remarks included:

“Make guidelines more specific, easy-to-understand and implement/review by
outside peers.”

“Work to create a system that promotes equity in achievements and decision-
making across colleges and departments. Tenure should be decided from a
similar set of standards across colleges and departments by a panel of faculty
representatives from all colleges.”

“University-level committee with Provost as one member.”

“Must clarify scope of review at U-wide level; must require justification at recom.
by DPC & CPC.”

Many faculty indicated their concerns that the present process culminates in a
decision being made, based on department and college recommendations, by a
single individual. Most related remarks concentrated on the need to avoid the
introduction of different standards for tenure and promotion than are documented
for use by candidates.

“Vague & inconsistent policy at university level.”

“Must clearly define expectations at department, college, and university levels so
that new faculty are informed as to what is expected of them.”

“Require Provost input and discussion with CPC and/or DPC before any changes
in recommendations are made--either way.”





“University wide standards are unknown.”

4. Many faculty expressed concerns about specific areas of the process, making the
following suggestions for changes to the current system:

“Must require justification at recom. by DPC & CPC.”

“Annual faculty review of untenured faculty don't leave in solely in the hands of
the Department Chair.”

“External review of scholarship.”

“Make sure that no one on a DPC can serve on the CPC of someone from their
department so that there is a tiny chance for fairness.”

“Promotion should be granted simultaneously with tenure.”
“Faculty should be promoted based on the guidelines they are hired under.”

5. The majority of open-ended responses indicated dissatisfaction at some level with
the present tenure and promotion processes, with rare exceptions:

“The system was working very well at YSU, why ‘fix’ something was not
broken.”

OTHER RESOURCES
General

The Committee obtained tenure and promotion documents from eleven of Ohio’s thirteen
other four-year public colleges and universities as listed by the Ohio Board of Regents. These
eleven institutions were:

Institution Faculty Union
Bowling Green State University No
Central State University Yes
Cleveland State University Yes
University of Cincinnati Yes
Kent State University Yes
Miami University No
Ohio State University No
Ohio University No
Shawnee State University Yes
University of Toledo Yes
Wright State University Yes






It was decided not to include information from the North East Ohio Universities College of
Medicine (NEOUCOM), which has a structure that is based on many clinical positions and is,
therefore, quite different from Youngstown State University. Information could not be obtained
from the University of Akron prior to preparation of this report. Documents were taken
primarily from the school’s web site, but telephone conversations were also used to clarify
specific provisions and/or questions.

The documentation obtained from Ohio State University was by far the most extensive,
running to more than 100 pages. After examination of the available information from all the
institutions tabulated above, the Committee selected four universities for closer scrutiny as
providing comprehensive and specific information relevant to the Committee’s charge and the
Core Issues identified above. These institutions seemed to represent “best practices:” Miami
University, Ohio University, University of Toledo and Wright State University. Analyses of the
related documents and processes were provided by subcommittees, whose reports follow.

Ohio University and Miami University

The subcommittee focused primarily on how these institutions deal with the question of
university-wide review of the merits of applications for tenure and promotion.

There is no university-wide tenure and promotion review process at Ohio University
except in the case of an appeal, whereupon a Faculty Senate committee reviews the case (see
below). Recommendations for tenure or promotion are made first from the department, the dean
involved and the Provost. The Provost recommends to the President who confers tenure and
promotions.

Both institutions generate criteria used to make decisions on tenure and promotion that
originate at the department, school or division in consultation with the dean. University-wide
criteria at Miami University are listed, and include:

A. High-quality teaching and academic advising;

B. Research, scholarly and/or creative achievement of high quality and its
prospective continuation;

C. Productive professional service; and,

D. Professional collegiality within the department, division, campuses, and
University community.

These institutions have department committees that oversee the evaluation/tenure
process. At both, the process begins with an evaluation of faculty which is done by the chair in
conjunction with a departmental evaluation committee consisting of tenured faculty. That
committee reviews all probationary faculty annually as well as any tenured faculty eligible for
promotion. The annual evaluation of faculty by the departmental committee is advisory;
however, all awards of tenure and all promotions in rank must originate in a positive
recommendation by the departmental committee. At Ohio University, this committee
recommends to the tenure candidate when he/she should go up for tenure. There is no





“timetable” except a statement that candidates have seven years to apply for tenure. Under this
system there is no “early” concept.

Both institutions have university-wide committees: that at Ohio University is for appeal
only, while that of Miami University provides a level of approval between the Deans and the
Provost. This Miami University committee is comprised of deans, the provost and five tenured
faculty appointed by the President. This committee gets recommendations from the College
dean and forwards its recommendations to the Provost. At Ohio University, a faculty member
denied at the Provost level may appeal to the Standing Committee on Promotion and Tenure of
the Faculty Senate.

At Ohio University, a decision to deny tenure or promotion can be appealed by the
faculty member beginning at the level at which that decision was made. Should the appeal be
denied at that level, it may be taken to the next level. The grievance can involve one or more of
the following allegations: inadequate consideration, denial of due process, or denial of academic
freedom. If denied at the Provost level, the faculty member may appeal to the Standing
Committee on Promotion and Tenure of the Faculty Senate. If not satisfied at that level, faculty
may petition the Faculty Senate Promotion and Tenure Committee to recommend that a formal
proceeding be conducted where the burden of proof rests with the grievant.

There was no evidence of Clinical positions at either Ohio University or Miami
University.

Wright State University and the University Of Toledo

At the University of Toledo, the recommendation of each committee was given to the
next committee in the hierarchy, proceeding to the President; each recommendation included the
reason(s) why the recommendation was made. There was a lot of variation as to the make up of
committees at the department, college and university level.

The standards area is most problematic — who sets the standards, and who decides if they
have been met by an applicant. Toledo has a top-down mechanism, with a series of standards
set for the entire university that everyone must meet. Each college can then set their own
standards, as long as they conform to the overall university requirements. Each department can
then set their individual standards within the scope of the college and university standards.

Wright State has a bottom-up mechanism for defining standard. The standards are set at
the department level (and a department can have several sets of standards to accommodate
different types of faculty within that department). All subsequent review committees in the
approval process must abide by the department standards: nothing added, changed or ignored.
The assumption is that there is a mechanism for college/university review and prior approval of
the department standards, but that was not evident in the faculty union agreement.

There are completely different ways to approach the issue of standards which all seem to
work when applied in a consistent and clear manner. It is important that there be specific
standards that are well-known. The subcommittee asked the question whether other schools





were utilizing a process that was better than what is currently used at YSU: the answer was a
definite “Yes.” Most universities that were evaluated had a university committee that reviewed
the tenure and promotion candidates and made recommendations, in contrast to YSU’s

procedure.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The following recommendations are made after evaluation of all resources described
above, plus experience of the Committee members themselves in matters related to the tenure
and promotion processes at Youngstown State University. The recommendations are submitted
with unanimous consent of the Committee members.

1.

The present tenure and promotion processes at YSU do not serve the faculty or
the institution as they deserve. Standards acceptable at all levels of investment
are not sufficiently clear by which the merits of applications are determined. The
Committee strongly recommends that the present tenure and promotion processes,
as described in the Agreement, be significantly improved during the upcoming
negotiations.

The Committee recommends that the focus of any revision to the processes be on
the processes themselves, not on disagreements with individuals.

The Committee recommends that upcoming negotiations consider a definition of
standards for tenure and promotion that include both bottom-up and top-down
aspects. One possibility is that general statements of what constitutes the level of
accomplishments/effort appropriate for tenure and faculty ranks be developed at
the university-wide level. Specific standards would then be developed beginning
at the department and then college levels.

The Committee recommends that every body that makes recommendations
regarding applications for tenure or promotion be required to provide reasons for
that recommendation rather than a simple “yes” or “no.” This recommendation
could and should be implemented immediately.

The Committee recommends that some form of university-wide review committee
be instituted in the future. The university-wide committee could include the
Provost and would then make recommendations for tenure or promotion to the
President. The role of any university-wide committee in reviewing the merits of
applications and/or the proper application of the process should be clearly
defined.

The Committee recommends that standards for early promotion be significantly
improved, so as to clearly define the level of achievement/effort required. If
standards for early promotion cannot be clarified, early promotion should not be
allowed.
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The Committee recommends that the chairs and deans make recommendations
regarding tenure and promotion separately from the department and college
promotion committees. Chairs and deans would then not serve on either
department and college promotion committees.

11





APPENDIX - COVER LETTER AND SURVEY

Date: February 19, 2007
To: Full-time tenured and untenured faculty
From: Academic Senate ad hoc Committee on Tenure and Promotion

The Executive Committee of the Academic Senate has appointed an ad hoc committee with the
charge “to study tenure and promotion processes at YSU and at other universities ... and to
present its recommendations, including any minority position, to Student Government and the
Academic Senate for discussion ...” Clearly these recommendations will be purely advisory,
since “this committee is formed with neither the intent nor the desire to circumvent the authority
of the collective bargaining process.” The full text of the establishing Resolution for the
promotion and tenure committee may be found in the October 4, 2006 Academic Senate Minutes
and the list of appointed members and elected chair may be found in the November 1, 2006 and
December 6, 2006 Minutes.

The committee plans to consider material from a variety of sources, but has decided that a
critical step is to obtain input from individual faculty members regarding their perceptions of
strengths and weaknesses of the current processes. Many of the procedures in-place reflect
implicit philosophical perspectives regarding the roles of departments, colleges and university-
wide assessments of applications for promotion. There are, however, ambiguities that can
contribute to confusion in some areas. One striking case is that the scope of the Provost’s review
of applications is undefined in the Agreement while some degree of university-wide review is
implied by the Agreement’s language regarding the scope of review for appeal panels. A
number of other issues arose during the appeals conducted last year.

The survey begins with questions designed to assess philosophical and procedural perspectives
on specific points, but the more open-ended questions are no less important. Feel free to add
other comments as desired. We strongly encourage each of you to review the Agreement
(e. 9. Articles 10a and 12) as it pertains to tenure and promotion prior to responding.

The committee requests that all interested faculty members respond to this survey at their earliest
convenience, but no later than Monday, February 26, 2007. Completed surveys should be
returned to the committee chair, Jeff Carroll, Physics and Astronomy. Note that this survey is
not affiliated with any questionnaires related to the accreditation process. Responses will be
considered in the aggregate and anonymously, but surveys must be returned in the labeled
envelopes in order to be included in the results. The surveys will be separated from the
envelopes prior to evaluation.

Thank you for your assistance.
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FACULTY SURVEY ON TENURE AND PROMOTION

Part I: Please circle the response closest to your own judgment: “SA” if you strongly agree;
“A” if you agree; “U” if you are unsure or neutral; “D” if you disagree; and “SD” if you strongly
disagree.

SA A UD SD |1 Tenureis, by its nature, an issue affecting all academic areas of the
University and is not limited in scope to any specific department or
college.

SA A U D SD | 2. Promotion is, by its nature, an issue affecting all academic areas of the
University and is not limited in scope to any specific department or
college.

SA A UD SD |3. The standards for tenure need to consider institutional needs and
perspectives at all levels.

SA A U D SD |4. The standards for promotion need to consider institutional needs and
perspectives at all levels.

SA A UD SD |5. The standards for both tenure and promotion need to recognize the
inherent differences between disciplines and the kinds of scholarship and
activities associated with those disciplines.

SA AUDSD |6. The standards for tenure and promotion need to balance the
requirements within and across departments, colleges, and the University
as a whole.

SA AUDSD |7. Granting of tenure and promotion to Associate Professor should be
performed simultaneously.

SA A UD SD |8. A general statement as to what renders a faculty member worthy of
tenure and promotion from an institution perspective, would help to frame
both departmental and college guidelines.

SA AUDSD |9. The current standards for early promotion are too vague and/or
inconsistent.

SA A U D SD | 10. The current standards for tenure are too vague and/or inconsistent.
SA AUDSD |11. With regard to promotion, any vagueness and/or inconsistencies
should be identified and clarified at the departmental level.

SA A U D SD |12. With regard to tenure, any vagueness and/or inconsistencies should
be identified and clarified at the departmental level.

SA AUD SD |13. With regard to promotion, any vagueness and/or inconsistencies
should be identified and clarified at the college level.

SA A UD SD |14. With regard to tenure, any vagueness and/or inconsistencies should
be identified and clarified at the college level.

SA AUD SD |15 With regard to promotion, any vagueness and/or inconsistencies
should be identified and clarified at the university level.

SA A U D SD |16. With regard to tenure, any vagueness and/or inconsistencies should
be identified and clarified at the university level.

SA A U D SD |17. The Association and University should explore the idea of Clinical
Professorships (i.e. tenure-track faculty positions for those with
significant clinical duties, with publication expectations aligned with their
practicum work).
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SA AUDSD

18. There should be a university-wide committee appointed to review and
approve the applications for promotion and tenure following department
and college reviews.

SA AUDSD

19. Promotion and tenure decisions are best departmentally based and
administrative and committee review beyond that should be only to
determine whether the guidelines have been followed.

SA AUD SD

20. The Provost’s role in promotion and tenure review is to ensure
university-wide equivalency among the standards from different colleges.

SA AUD SD

21. The Dean’s role in promotion and tenure is to ensure a college-wide
equivalency among the standards across the departments.

Part I1: Please provide us your thoughts on the following (feel free to add attachments with
more detailed and extended responses):

1. What do you consider to be important strengths in the current tenure system?

2. What do you consider to be important strengths in the current promotion system?

3. What do you consider to be important weaknesses in the current tenure system?

4. What do you consider to be important weaknesses in the current promotion system?

5. What changes would you suggest to the current tenure system?

6. What changes would you suggest to the current promotion system?

DEMOGRAPHICS (OPTIONAL):

COLLEGE

RANK TENURED

14
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OHIO FACULTY COUNCIL MEETING
April 13, 2007

Note: Eric Fingerhut, Chancellor of the Ohio Board of Regents, had to cancel his
meeting with the OFC. He will meet with the Council on Friday, May 11,
2007.

1. Minutes were reviewed and approved.

2. University Updates

a. Toledo — Discussed the merging of their two Faculty Senates (Medical College merged with the
University); discussed the issue of shared governance and how it will operate at their institution.

b. Akron — They have seen many changes in their upper administration recently.

c. Cleveland — Recently completed union negotiations, everyone will receive a 3% pay increase;
individuals at a lower pay rate will receive an additional 0.5% increase; They are discussing the
development of a STEM College.

d. Ohio U. — They have instituted a freeze in tuition; recently completed union negotiations, faculty
will receive a 3% increase in pay; University reported an 8 million dollar deficit this year;
President is facing a possible no-confidence vote this year.

e. Bowling Green — Searching for a new Provost.

f. Cincinnati — They have been involved in a 20 year building “spree” that has lead to substantial
dept; The academic unit of the University is facing a 5 million dollar cut in their budget.

g. Youngstown — update on the Northeast Ohio Study Commission. The group started with
$225,000 budget. It was changed to $25,000 budget. The Commission is now asking the
universities involved to pay own fees.

3. New Business / Discussion
a. A lengthy discussion concerning state budgeting for Higher Education occurred.

* Many believe that the current formula used to award funds to Universities is unfair to
many institutions.

*  When Toledo announced a tuition freeze, they intended for the freeze to only occur for
Fall Semester, not for the entire academic year.

* The OFC will remain neutral on the issue of tuition freezes until the impact of them on
higher education in the state can be determined.

* The OFC will ask someone from the Governor’s office to explain to the Council how
budgeting works in the state, specifically how higher education is funded.

b. The Council began developing a list of discussion topics for Dr. Fingerhut’s visit.

* Two year colleges receive funding which allows them to lower their tuition; Are tax
dollars being dealt with fairly?

* Will state subsidy be given to privately funded colleges and universities?

* How does he determine a college/university’s capacity? Is it based on the number of
programs? Number of faculty? Classroom size?

*  What is his position on electronic learning? Does he envision a University of Phoenix
style system implemented in Ohio? What is the cost for e-learning?

*  What are his viewpoints concerning the number of tenured and non-tenured faculty
members on university campuses?



c. Future discussion issues for the Council
* Review K-12’s budget in the state. Currently 80% of all funding spent on education in
the state goes to K-12.
* Council members were encouraged to attend Regents’ meetings.

1. April 25
2. May 24
3. June 21

4. Next Meeting — May 11, 2007
a. Officers will be elected (Chair, Vice Chair, and Secretary)



COVER SHEET TO BE ATTACHED TO ALL REPORTS SUBMITTED TO THE ACADEMIC SENATE

Date 24 April 2007 Report Number (For Senate Use Only)

Name of Committee Submitting Report Charter and Bylaws Committee

Committee Status: (elected chartered, appointed chartered, ad hoc, etc.)
elected chartered

Names of Committee Members Eleanor Congdon, Kenneth Learman, Keith Lepak
(chair), Elvin Shields, David Spatholt (student), Gary Walker

Please write a brief summary of the report the Committee is submitting to the Senate:

The report describes changes recommended by the Senate Chair and Executive
Committee to the Senate Charter (Article IV, Section 2, c¢.1.A: adding part v regarding
membership of the Vice Chair of the Senate and Secretary of the Senate on the Executive
Committee), and Bylaws (Bylaw 4, Section 4.a.3: changing the names Arts and Sciences
to Liberal Arts and Social Sciences, and Engineering and Technology to STEM). The
report also includes a statement by Charter and Bylaws on a proposed amendment to the
Bylaws.

Do you anticipate making a formal motion relative to the report? Yes
If so, state the motion: _ Charter and Bylaws moves that the Senate vote to approve the

changes recommended by the Senate Chair and Executive Committee regarding the
Charter (Article IV, Section 2, c.1.A) and Bylaws (Bylaw 4, Section 4.a.3).

If substantive changes in your committee recommendation are made from the floor,
would the committee prefer that the matter be sent back to committee for further
consideration?

Yes

Other relevant data:

Keith Lepak
Chair



To: Bob Hogue
From: Keith Lepak, Charter and Bylaws

Subject: Committee Report
Date: 24 April 2007

The Charter and Bylaws Committee has three items to discuss. The Senate Chair and
Executive Committee have requested that changes be made to the language found in the
Charter (Article IV, Section 2, c.1.A) and Bylaws (Bylaw 4, Section 4.a.3).

In regard to Charter Article IV, a new part “v” is proposed which will read: “The Vice
Chair of the Senate and the Secretary of the Senate by virtue of their offices shall be
members of the committee.” Including these persons on the Senate Executive Committee
is regarded as important in view of their roles and need to be closely connected with the
work of the committee.

In regard to Bylaw 4, Section 4.a.3, where colleges are mentioned by name, it is proposed
that 1) Arts and Sciences become Liberal Arts and Social Sciences and that 2)
Engineering and Technology become STEM. These changes reflect the institutional
realignment underway and should be reflected in the language of the Bylaws.

Charter and Bylaws recommends that the Senate vote to approve these changes.

On a separate issue, the Committee has a statement to make regarding the proposed
amendment to Bylaw 11 (Rules of Order) proposed by Bob McGovern at the April 4
meeting. Members of the Charter and Bylaws Committee have examined the proposal
(“the motion to the previous question shall not be in order for any Resolution that comes
to the floor of the Senate without having been provided to Senators at least eight [8]
hours before the meeting during which such a Resolution is to be considered”) and our
consensus view is that there is not a pressing need for the inclusion of the amendment
under Bylaw 11 (Rules of Order). Current procedures are largely governed by Roberts’
Rules of Order, and in the event of any impromptu or unexpected motions from the floor,
there exist procedural steps for discussing, delaying, tabling or otherwise dealing with
such motions. Senate members should familiarize themselves with the existing Rules of
Order under Bylaw 11, and are able to call upon the Parliamentarian or other appropriate
officer of the Senate for clarification of relevant procedures detailed in Roberts’ Rules.
The proposed Bylaw change affecting impromptu motions from the floor, even those of a
non-controversial nature, could result in delayed actions by the Senate at times when it
may be critical to act. Since the Senate meets once a month, such delays should be
avoided whenever possible.



COVER SHEET TO BE ATTACHED TO ALL REPORTS SUBMITTED TO THE ACADEMIC SENATE

Date ___May 2. 2007 Report Number (For Senate Use Only)

Name of Committee Submitting Report Academic Standards

Committee Status: (elected chartered, appointed chartered, ad hoc, etc.) appointed
chartered

Names of Committee Members _ J. Beatrice, C. Bosley, D. Walters-Dobson, J. Edwards,

D. Funk (chair), S. Husain, J. Issue, K. Miller, D. Parker, K. Schueller, D. Stout, A.
Summell

Please write a brief summary of the report the Committee is submitting to the Senate:

The committee will propose a clarification and small revision to the current /ncomplete
grade policy.

Do you anticipate making a formal motion relative to the report? Yes

If so, state the motion: We move adoption of the revised policy for [ncomplete grades
(see attached proposal).

If substantive changes in your committee recommendation are made from the floor,
would the committee prefer that the matter be sent back to committee for further
consideration? Yes

Other relevant data:

Darla Funk

Chair



The Incomplete Grade
(Undergraduate Bulletin p. 36)

A

An incomplete grade of I may be given to a student who meets all of the
following criteria:

e Reasons for the incomplete are beyond the control of the student

e The reason is deemed justifiable by the instructor

e The student has completed satisfactory work in the course beyond the

last day to withdraw with a “W”.

A letter grade may not be changed to an I (Incomplete) after the term has
ended and grades have been recorded. A written explanation of the reason
for the I and a date (which must be within one year) by which all course
requirements will be completed must be forwarded by the instructor to the
Office of Records for inclusion in the student’s permanent record, with
copies to the student and department chairperson.

the student must work individually with the instructor to fulfill the course

-— Yy T e e e S e e

requirements. The instructor shall determine the deadline for completing
course requirements (not to exceed one vear). The instructor will initiate a
grade change upon completion of the course requirements. If no formal
grade change occurs within one year, the I automatically converts to an F,
unless the student received the I because of being called to active military
duty. If a student receives an I as a result of being summoned to active
military duty, the student will have one academic year from the date when
he or she is released from active duty to complete the course requirements
and have the change of grade recorded. If graduation occurs within this one-
year time period and a grade change hasn’t occurred, the Incomplete grade
will be converted to an F before graduation.

Department chairs are granted authority to convert grades of I into final
grades in cases where instructors may have severed connections with the
University or have been otherwise unable to convert the grades.

djfunk 4/6/07 2:18 PM

Deleted: An incomplete grade of I may be given to
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COVER SHEET TO BE ATTACHED TO ALL REPORTS SUBMITTED TO THE ACADEMIC SENATE

Date __ April 25,2007 Report Number (For Senate Use Only)
Name of Committee Submitting Report __ Academic Programs Committee

Committee Status: (elected chartered, appointed chartered, ad hoc, etc.)
Appointed Chartered

Names of Committee Members: 2006-2007 members are Sunil Ahuja (chair), Kathy
Akpom, Lauren Cummins, Jeanette Garr, Tammy King, Marla Mayerson, Joseph
Palardy, Bill Vendemia, Jim Ritter (academic advisor), Bege Bowers (ex officio), Teri
Riley (ex officio), Louise Pavia (ex officio, UCC chair), Chad Miller (student).

Please write a brief summary of the report the Committee is submitting to the Senate:

The following three proposals have been approved by the committee. These proposals
were circulated. No objections were received. These are being reported for
informational purposes only.

e APD#010P-07 — Civil & Construction Engineering Technology - NAME
CHANGE (Associate Degree) — School of Technology.

e APD#011P-07 - Civil & Construction Engineering Technology - NAME
CHANGE (Bachelor’s Degree) — School of Technology.

e APD#016M-07 — Web Communications — NEW MINOR - CSIS, English.

Do you anticipate making a formal motion relative to the report? No

If so, state the motion:

If substantive changes in your committee recommendation are made from the floor,
would the committee prefer that the matter be sent back to committee for further
consideration? Yes

Other relevant data:

Sunil Ahuja, Chair




COVER SHEET TO BE ATTACHED TO ALL REPORTS SUBMITTED TO THE ACADEMIC SENATE

Date4-23-07 Report Number (For Senate Use Only)

Name of Committee Submitting Report University Curriculum Committee

Committee Status: (elected chartered, appointed chartered, ad hoc, etc.) Appointed
Charterd

Names of Committee Members L.Pavia (Chair), D. Porter, T. Rakestraw, D. Morgan, J.
Caputo, R. Rees, T. Fullum, J. Blankenship, D. Laird, K.Conway

Please write a brief summary of the report the Committee is submitting to the Senate:
The University Curriculum Committee is appending a list of approved course that cleared
the circulation process as of April 20, 2007.

Do you anticipate making a formal motion relative to the report? __ No

If so, state the motion:

If substantive changes in your committee recommendation are made from the floor,
would the committee prefer that the matter be sent back to committee for further
consideration?

Other relevant data:

Louise Pavia, Chair (06-07)

Chair



MEMO

TO: Bob Hogue, Secretary
Academic Senate

FROM: Louise Pavia, Chair

University Curriculum Committee
SUBJECT: Senate Minute Items
DATE: April 23, 2007

Completed course proposals.

Please include these course proposals in the next Academic Senate minutes. They have
passed in Committee, circulated and have been sent on for Sunil Ahuja’s signature.
Thank you.

PLEASE NOTE: Also included are Engineering Courses that used the Fast Track form
for prerequisites changes.

UCD # | Catalog # Course Title Type of
Action
122-07 | BIOL 4830 Functional Neuroanatomy Add
123-07 | SEDUC 4800C | Special Methods: Science Change
124-07 | SEDUC 5800S | Special Methods: Social Change
Studies
125-07 | SEDUC 3706 Principles of Teaching Change
Adolescents
126-07 | FOUND 3710 Educational Assessment Change
127-07 | SEDUC 4800E | Special Methods: English Change
128-07 | SEDUC 3706L Delete
129-07 | SEDUC Seminar in Secondary Delete
4891,4892,4893 | Education
130-07 | SEDUC 3704 Classroom Management, Delete
Ethics, and Law
131-07 | SPED 5851 Transition Planning, Social Change
Skill Development, and
Health-related Issues




132-07 | SPED 5867 Intervention and Remediation | Change
of Receptive/Expressive
Language Dysfunction
133-07 | SPED 5853 Diagnosis and Intervention in | Change
Mathematics for Special
Education
134-07 | ART 4885 Museum Registration Add
Methods/Collections
Management
135-07 | ART 1540 Masterpieces of World Art Add
136-07 | BIOL General Biology: Organisms Change
2602/2602L and Ecology
137-07 | GERO 1501 Introduction to Gerontology Add
138-07 | MTEGR 4868 Failure Analysis Using the Add

SEM




MEMO

TO: Bob Hogue, Secretary
Academic Senate

FROM: Louise Pavia, Chair
University Curriculum Committee

SUBJECT: Senate Minute Items

DATE: April 26, 2007

Completed course proposals.

Please include these course proposals in the next Academic Senate minutes. They have
passed in Committee, circulated and have been sent on for Sunil Ahuja’s signature.
Thank you.

UCD # | Catalog # Course Title Type of
Action

139-07 | EET 4890 Special Topics in Engineering | Add
Technology

140-07 | DDT 2690 Special Topics in Drafting Add
and Design in Technology

141-07 | CCET 3710 Structural Analysis 2 Delete

142-07 | CCET 3712 Architectural Design Delete
Technology

143-07 | CCET 3714 Soil Mechanics Add

144-07 | CCET 3714L Soil Mechanics Laboratory Change

145-07 | CCET 3717 Soil Foundations and Delete
Foundation Design

146-07 | CCET 3740 Construction Management Add

147-07 | CCET 4807 Project Planning and Change
Scheduling

148-07 | CCET 4809 Structural Analysis 2 Add

149-07 | CCET 4812 Concrete Design Change

150-07 | CCET 4813 Steel Design Add

151-07 | CCET 4814 Foundation Design Add




152-07 | CCET 4815 Masonry Design Add

153-07 | CCET 4816 Timber Design Add

154-07 | CCET 4817 Construction Management Delete

155-07 | CCET 4824 Environmental Technology Change

156-07 | STECH 1505 Engineering Technology Change
Concepts

157-07 | STECH 1505L | Engineering Technology Add
Concepts Laboratory

158-07 | DDT 1503 AutoCAD 1 Add

159-07 | DDT 1504 Drafting and Plan Reading Add

160-07 | DDT 2606 CAD - Solid Modeling Change

161-07 | DDT 2607 CAD - Microstation Change

162-07 | TEMC 3701 Characteristics of Early Delete
Adolescents and Implications
for Curriculum and Instruction

163-07 | TEMC 3702 Teaching and Learning in Change
Middle Schools

164-07 | ECEGR 4824 Digital Design with Delete
Microprocessors

165-07 | ECEGR 2610 Computer Tools for Electrical | Add
and Computer Engineering

167-07 | ECEGR 4856 Embedded Systems Add

168-07 | ECEGR 4855 Advanced Digital Control Add

169-07 | ECEGR 4852 Neural Networks and Add
Robotics

170-07 | ECEGR 4851 VLSI System Design Add

204-07 | CCET 3707 Civil & Construction

Engineering Technology




COVER SHEET TO BE ATTACHED TO ALL REPORTS SUBMITTED TO THE ACADEMIC SENATE

Date April 23, 2007 Report Number (For Senate Use Only)

Name of Committee Submitting Report __ General Education Committee

Committee Status: (elected chartered, appointed chartered, ad hoc, etc.)

Names of Committee Members Sracic, Feld, Kasuganti, Crist, Horvath, O’Mansky, Mullins, Munro, Oder,
Spalsbury, Wang, Miller, Speece

Please write a brief summary of the report the Committee is submitting to the Senate: _ The GEC has
considered the motion, offered at the February meeting of the Academic Senate, to eliminate the Oral
Intensive course requirement. The GEC has voted against bringing the motion back to the Senate,
affirming its support for the oral intensive requirement, whether course based or programmatically based.

The GEC is also appending a list of certified courses that have cleared the circulation process without
objection.  See Appendix .

Do you anticipate making a formal motion relative to the report? No X

If so, state the motion:

If substantive changes in your committee recommendation are made from the floor, would the committee
prefer that the matter be sent back to committee for further consideration?

Other relevant data:

Paul Sracic

Chair



APPENDIX

Certified General Education Courses

The following courses have been certified and circulated for ten days without objection.
They are being appended to the Senate Agenda as an indication of their certification as
general education courses.

Writing Intensive

990529 Psychology 3709L Psychology of Education Lab
990536 Management 3755: Managing Diversity

990519 Psychology 4804L: Conflict and Group Dynamics




COVER SHEET TO BE ATTACHED TO ALL REPORTS SUBMITTED TO THE ACADEMIC SENATE

Date _ April 23, 2007 Report Number (For Senate Use Only)

Name of Committee Submitting Report _Senate Library
Committee

Committee Status: (elected chartered, appointed chartered, ad hoc, etc.) _Appointed
Chartered

Names of Committee Members : Louise Aurilio, BCHHS, Kelli, Connell, FPA, Eleanor
Congdon, A&S, Margaret Briley, Educ, Diane Kandry, BCHHS, Joe Andrews, A&S,
Martin Cala, E&T, Paul Saracic, Admin, Paull, Kobulnicky, Admin, Betty Jo
Licata,Admin, John Yemma, Admin, Harleen Kaul, Student, Alysha Brown, Student

Please write a brief summary of the report the Committee is submitting to the Senate:
See Attached Report

Do you anticipate making a formal motion relative to the report?
YES

If so, state the motion: MOTION: The University Library Committee recognizes the
budgetary challenges that are being forecast for the next few years. However, it is our
belief, that the University faculty and staff cannot continue to meet research and teaching
expectations, nor the students meet homework and research necessities, if the Library’s
budget continues to be level-funded or shrunk, as it has been every year for the past three
years. The University Library Committee recommends that that the Library Acquisitions
budget be raised over last years budget by 10 % to account for inflation, plus by an
additional 22% ($300,000) to restore to the budget the resources cut during the summer of
2003. This proposal is essential to maintain present buying power and avoid further
inflationary erosion of college allocations that have taken place as library expenses for
general works, reference and Ohio Link have increased while total budget allocations
continued to be stagnant.

If substantive changes in your committee recommendation are made from the floor,
would the committee prefer that the matter be sent back to committee for further
consideration?

YES

Other relevant data:

| ouise A. Aurilio
Chair




Youngstown State University
Academic Senate Library Committee
Report to the Academic Senate — May 2, 2007

The University Academic Senate‘s Library Committee is charged with monitoring the
allocation of funds for library acquisitions throughout the university and recommending
the formula, or changes to the formula, by which those funds are given out. The Library
Committee has met over this past academic year and has focused on the library budget,
library activities, and operations, as well as, CLASS and STEM reallocations. While
these next few years should prove to be a budgetary challenge, the committee is of the
opinion that library resources are critical and essential to fulfilling the university’s
mission and goals. The library functions as the heart of the academic community and
further cuts will significantly impact on students’ and faculty’s access to critical
materials, the establishment of new program resources and fulfillment of the University
Mission and Goals. Library operation and program changes, budget concerns and
significant issues considered are listed and briefly discussed below:

Library Activities 2006-2007:

1. The library offered many activities in honor of its 30" anniversary celebration (Open
houses, a computer give away, etc).

2. Library Personnel Update:
Becky Moore Roberts was appointed as Magg Library Program Manager

3. Microfilm and Government documents were moved from the basement to the third
floor of Magg Library.

4. The library budgetary monies were reallocated to meet the needs of the reorganization
of departments into the CLASS and STEM colleges. CLASS departments and STEM
departments were calculated by exactly the same formula as has been used for the last few
years.

Budget and Expense Information:

For the last several years the university has continued to face budget shortfalls that have
had an adverse impact on library funding. Drastic budget cuts in 2003 significantly
reduced departmental budgets to a critical level. The reduction represented a 41% cut in
all department allocations with an overall 22% ($300, 000.00) library acquisition cut. The



Magg Library acquisitions budget has remained at this level for the past three years and
has curtailed the buying power of all departments and the general acquisitions budget.
Inflation in the cost of subscriptions to journals and other regular publications has not
been offset by additional funds, meaning that the only way to pay for the inflation is by
shrinking the resources available for buying new materials. (Please refer to Historical view
of library budget included with this report).

After discussion with library administration, the library Committee has identified the
following as special areas of concern for the coming year’s budget:

Ohio Link:

Ohio Link continues to expand services and gives YSU excellent library resources. Ohio
Link has significantly increased its costs for membership over the years. The costs
continue to increase with inflation and these costs are mandated for continued
membership. Ohio Link is a recognized benefit but it is not a substitute for a current
working library collection. Many resources are not available on Ohio Link for 6-12
months. Additionally, many departments, faculty and students do not have their needs
met with current available Ohio Link resources.

New Programs:

Due to the current budgetary restraints over the last several years, the current acquisition
budget does not have funds allocated for new programs. The University Library
Committee continues to voice extreme concern, that continual level funding of the budget
does not properly support the development of new programs’ scholarly needs.

Cost inflation of library materials.

Inflation, costs of books and periodicals, continues to increase at a much higher rate than
overall inflation rates (approximately 10% a year).

JSTOR

Only three state universities libraries do not have access to the full ISTOR Arts and
Science collection, Youngstown State University is one of these schools. The cost of
adding, updating and completing this database would be a one time fee of $29,000.00.
Yearly costs thereafter would be $2900.00 per year.



Motion:

The university Library Committee recognizes the budgetary challenges that are being
forecast for the next few years. It is our belief, however, that the University faculty and
staff cannot continue to meet research and teaching expectations, nor the students meet
homework and research necessities, if the Library’s budget continues to be level-funded or
shrunk, as it has been every year for the past three years. The University Library
Committee recommends that that the Library Acquisitions budget be raised over last
years budget by 10 % to account for inflation, plus by an additional 22% ($300,000) to
restore to the budget the resources cut during the summer of 2003. This proposal is
essential to maintain present buying power and avoid further inflationary erosion of
college allocations that have taken place as library expenses for general works, reference
and Ohio Link have increased while total budget allocations continued to be stagnant.



Proposed Library Committee budget recommendations for 2007-2008 which includes replacement of the
22% cut of 2003 ($300.000) and an additional 10% increase.

2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008
Allocation Allocation Proposed allocation
CLASS NA NA 137,087
STEM NA NA 160,232
ARTS & SCIENCES 234,136 239,028 NA
BUSINESS 51,130 51,130 56,243
EDUCATION 33,630 33,630 36,993
ENGINEERING 31,413 31,413 NA
FINE & PERFORMING ARTS 28,888 28,888 31,097
HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES 65,131 65,131 71,644
OHIO LINK 439,165 439,165 483,081
LIBRARY™: 186,925 186,925 205,617
Total 1,181,994
Replacement of 22% budget cut of 2003 300,000
TOTALS 1,075,160 1,075,160 1,481,994

Current Review: Reflecting no change to Magg Library Budget for 4" year in a row 2007-2008.

2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008
Allocation Allocation Proposed allocatio
CLASS NA NA 124,625
STEM NA NA 145,666
ARTS & SCIENCES* 234,136 239,028 NA
BUSINESS 51,130 51,130 51,139
EDUCATION 33,630 33,630 33,630
ENGINEERING * 31,413 31,413 NA
FINE & PERFORMING ARTS 28,888 28,888 28,888
HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES 65,131 65,131 65,131
OHIO LINK 439,165 439,165 439,165
LIBRARY** 186,925 186,925 186,925
TOTALS 1,075,160 1, 075,160 1, 075,160

* Reorganized into CLASS and STEM Colleges
**|_ibrary expenses broken out Library includes General works, Library Reference and Library Binding/Processing .
e The current proposed budget proposal does not take into consideration annual inflation costs for
JSTOR and Ohio Link.

e The current proposed budget proposal does not take into consideration additional resources
needed to complete the Magg Library JSTOR collection.

e The current proposed budget does not provide for new program allocations.



HISTORY OF LIBRARY ACQUISITIONS BUDGET

ARTS & SCIENCES

BUSINESS

EDUCATION

ENGINEERING

FINE & PERFORMING ARTS
HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES
OHIO LINK

LIBRARY:

TOTALS

ARTS & SCIENCES

BUSINESS

EDUCATION

ENGINEERING

FINE & PERFORMING ARTS
HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES
OHIO LINK

LIBRARY:

TOTALS

2002-2003 BUDGET

Allocation

407,810
87,310
65,059
68,069
51,881
103,111
389,148
142,723

1,315,111

2004-2005 BUDGET

Allocation

239,136
51,130
33,630
31,413
28,888
65,131
439,165
186,925

1,075,160

2003-2004 BUDGET
Allocation

242,335
51,882
38,659
40,449
30,830
68,272
450,000
109,733

1,032,160

2006-2007 BUDGET
Allocation

239,136
51,130
33,630
31,413
28,888
65,131
439,165
186,925

1,075,160

Percent
Change

-41%
-41%
-41%
-41%
-41%
-34%
+16%
-23%

-22%

2006-2007 BUDGET
Allocation

239,136
51,130
33,630
31,413
28,888
65,131
439,165
186,565

1,075,160



YoungStown Academic Senate

STATE UNIVERSITY One University Plaza, Youngstown, Ohio 44555

RESOLUTION OF APPRECIATION
FOR
DR. WILLIAM D. JENKINS

May 2, 2007

WHEREAS, Dr. William D. Jenkins, Professor of History, has been a
loyal and dedicated member of the Academic Senate for many years,
including his service as Senate Chairperson and Parliamentarian; and

WHEREAS, Dr. Jenkins was instrumental in the difficult task of
developing new General Education requirements at the same time that
the University converted from quarters to semesters; and

WHEREAS, Dr. Jenkins then served as Coordinator of the General
Education program and, in that capacity, created a Freshman Readers
Dialogue program, maintained a General Education website, and was a
true evangelist for the General Education program and its importance
to our educational mission; and

WHEREAS, Dr. Jenkins has approached these and other activities with
decency, fair play, and respect for all of those in the University
Community; and

WHEREAS, Dr. Jenkins will retire at the end of this academic year;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Academic Senate of
Youngstown State University expresses its sincere appreciation to Dr.
Jenkins for his service, integrity, and dedication; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that a copy of this resolution shall be
provided to Dr. Jenkins along with the best wishes of the Academic
Senate.



YSU ACADEMIC SENATE ATTENDANCE ROSTER — May 2, 2007

~ At Large
Sunil Ahuja, Pol. Sci.
Annette Burden, Math & Stat.
et Cooper, Biology
Jeff Dick, Geol/Env. Sci.
“#Vern Haynes, Psychology
/ Bob Hogue, CSIS
Daryl Mincey, Chemistry
James Schramer, English
&S Rick Shale, English
L.T. (Tess) Tessier, Phil.

At Large

am Kasuganti, Management

At Large
Dora Bailey, Teacher Ed.
Rich Baringer, Ed. Admin.

Deborah Jackson, Couns.

At Large
Elvin Shields, Mech/Ind.
Jeanette Garr, Civ/Env/Chem

Phil Munro, ECE

, At Large
Darla Funk, Music
2 Dennis Henneman, Commun/Thtr.

~Cary Horvath, Comun/Thtr.
Till Meyn, Music

'"&j AtJarge
N Louise Aurilio, Nursing

Kathylynn Feld, Hlth. Prof.

W ammy King, Crim. Justice
Louise Pavia, Human Ecology

Thelma Silver, Social Wk.

Arts and Sciences
Departmental (2005-07)

& ‘«*\} Tim Wagner, Chemistry

AL Alina Lazar, CSIS

| ) Suzanne Diamond, English
Yoe Andrew, Geol./Env. Studies
#mal Tartir, Mathematics & Stat.
abriel Palmer-Fernandez, Phil/Rel.
Keith Lepak, Political Science

Paul Gordiejew, Sociol. & Anthr.

Business Administration
At Large, continued

W Reid, Marketing
David Stout, Accounting & Fin.

Education
At Large, continued
Sally Lewis, Couns.
Janet Williams, Teacher Ed.

Engineering and Technology

Departmental

Anwarul Islam, Civ/En/Chem (06-08)

Carol Lamb, Technology (06-08)

Fine and Performing Arts
At Large (continued)
Allan Mosher, Music
A John Murphy, Commun/Thtr.
Misook Yun, Music

Health and Human Services
Departmental

Diane Kandray, Hlth Prof. (06-08)

C. Onwudiewe, Crim. Just. (05-07)

Bonnie Laing, Social Work (05-07)

Departmental (2006-08)
Gary Walker, Biology

) Ou Hu, Economics
N ervé Corbé, Foreign Lang.
awna Cerney, Geography

David Simonelli, History
John Feldmeier, Phys/Astron.
Nancy White, Psychology

Departmental

9¥/ J&Tom Rakestraw, Mgt. (06-08)
Sheen Liu, Acctg & Fin. (06-08)

Mark Toncar, Marketing (05-07)

Departmental
Jennifer Jordan, Couns/SpEd (06-08)

Paul Carr, EARF (06-08)
MRegina Rees, Teacher Ed. (06-08)

Departmental (continued)
aramarz Mossayebi, ECE (06-08)
Hazel Marie, Mech/Ind. (06-08)

] Departmental
: Stephanie Smith, Art (06-08)

—@Amy Crawford, Comm. (06-08)
Silvio dos Santos, Music (06-08)

Departmental (continued)
Jennifer Pintar, HPES, (06-08)

ara Rowlands, Human Ecol (06-08)
' usan Lisko, Nursing (05-07)

Cathy Bieber Parrott, Ph.Th. (05-07)

v i Administratien ¢15)
Cynthia Anderson |, L, Joseph Edwards Peter Kasvinsky Thomas Maraffa
Jonelle Beatrice 2 hilip Ginnetti Tkram Khawaja Tod Porter
\ Bege Bowers @obert Herbert 14 Paul Kobulnicky John Yemma
Bill Countryman wJ alal Jalali Jo Licata
Students
At Large (5) wd D School / College Student Government
Ben Detwiler 74" Louise Popio, A&S &, Chad Miller, President
Sarah Vansuch, 1% VP

Harleen Kaur

Angela Speece
Jessica Neal
Dave Spatholt

‘1‘ / Lindsey Golubic, Education
C Alex Gedra, E&T
_.__(vacant), F&PA
[ A Alysha Brown, HHS

5 ¥\ Sherman Miles, WCBA
MOb McGovern, Graduate Studies

Ramon Ramos, 2™ VP
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