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Chair Wilson called the meeting to order. Alice Skeens, Executive Secretary called the roll.

I.
Roll Call –2006-2007 Senators:
Present:  Ariss, Barlowe, Barnes, Bischoff, Bopp, Bresnahan, Byers, Chen, Cluse-Tolar, Edwards (for Baines), Fink, Floyd, Funk, Hamer, Horan, Humphrys, Johanson, Kennedy, King, Lambert, Lundquist, McInerney, Monsos, Moorhead (for Morrissey), Olson, Peseckis, Piazza, Poling, Pope, Randolph (for Fridman), Ritchie, Skeens, Spongberg, Stoudt,  Teclehaimanot, Thompson-Casado, Traband, Tramer, Wedding, Wilson, Wolff, Zallocco (42)

Excused:   Cave, Hudson, Klein,  Niamat, Ott Rowlands,  (5)
Unexcused:  Reid,  Schall, Templin, (3)
II. Approval of Minutes :
 Minutes of March 27, 2007 and April 10, 2007 were approved as distributed.
III. Executive Committee Report :
Chair Wilson:  I will forgo the Executive Committee report as we have a jam packed agenda.   Today we have a distinguished guest, the President of the University of Toledo, Dr. Lloyd Jacobs. 

Dr. Jacobs:  Good afternoon.  It’s been approximately a year ago since you invited me here to speak to the same group, same subject as I recall. I had to reminisce about the dozens of events that occurred this past year.  I would say that over 90 percent of those events were positive and points of pride.  I myself have learned a lot during the merging process of merging the two cultures.  The complexity of that has been challenging, but I have enjoyed myself and we have accomplished a lot together and I am extremely happy about our accomplishments.
This is your time and I will do anything at all and talk to you in whatever format you would like.  Anybody has any questions?  Jamie Barlowe, do you want to start and ask me a question?

Senator Barlowe:  Hundreds of faculty, staff, department chairs and some associate deans and deans spent 18 months working on the prioritization process, and we turned in the final report for six colleges  in December.  What is the status of that report and when will any recommendations be implemented?
President Jacobs:  The prioritization report is a good piece of work and it is not entirely clear to me exactly how we can pull it into our budgeting process and that attempt is under way.  It’s easy to do a sort of priority from the negative perspective.   I fear we may do some of that.  But I’m trying to think how to do it on a positive side assuming there are some positive monies to be applied to high priority items this year.  That point is not yet clear, there is utter chaos in Columbus, no one seems to know from one moment to the next what next year’s budget might look like.  So we are waiting for that to become clear.   Does that help?
Senator Barlowe:  Yes, it helps a lot.  Will the colleges who were delayed because of the merger and the Health Science Campus go forth with the process?

President Jacobs:  I will be taking your input and recommendations on that, frankly I just haven’t made a decision as to whether or not I think it’s a good idea or not.  

Senator Poling:   In the last issue of American Society of Engineering Education there is an article that indicated that in a number of states they finally figured out that investing in education is to their long-term benefit.  Do you think there is any chance of Ohio figuring that out, and what are we doing to help them figure it out?
President Jacobs:  I believe there is a chance of that.  What are we doing about it and what’s happening with enrollment.  As a relatively newcomer in Ohio, I have been astonished as to the legislators and the people in higher education talk past each other.  I have attended the Inter-University Council and have tried to have my voice heard and tried to be a participant in those discussions.  The truth of the matter is the legislators and the university presidents speak a different language and they are not connecting at all. I believe in the last three to six months they have done a complete turn around.  The IUC and a number of presidents including myself worked hard to make that contact to make our voices heard and make our case.  I have said myself that the way to economic prosperity is through education, there is no other way, and I believe they are starting to connect.  The new chancellor I think understands the point and I think the climate has changed dramatically in Columbus in the last six months and I think we sort of had a changing of the mindset.
Prof. Jorgensen:   One of our agenda topics for today’s discussion is the Faculty Senate proposed constitution.  What might you tell us about your view towards that?
President Jacobs:  As I understand that at this meeting you will be voting on this?  I think that’s terrific.  We have made tremendous progress.  I believe that this process was good, and I think that the document that I have in front of me is not the document that we will vote on.   Suffice it to say, at the two Faculty Senates discussion is salutary. The document that I have I reviewed and  I spoke subsequently to Carter, Andy, Kris and Walt Olson and said that this is very good.  Overall I think the process is not perfect, and assuming that our friend Walter is giving me a different wording, my assumption is that I will give my recommendation for approval.  I will be perfectly frank with you Andy, I’m not sure that I can deliver it to the trustees.  I can deliver them on most issues, but let me read what Walt just delivered to me and I will tell you whether or not I will recommend it to the Board of Trustees. Yes, I will urge that you support this document and I will recommend it to the Board of Trustees, but I remain silent with respect to where the voice of the faculty is heard. This document as it stands, with the slight changes, I think it’s a good document and I support it and recommend you support it, too.

Dr. Martha Howard:  Can you articulate in more detail what you find positive about this document?

President Jacobs:  The area that probably caused the most philosophical discussion I found in Article II, Responsibilities and Jurisdiction.  These other duties did not fall, at least in my mind, are differences that reasonable people can discuss under Article II Responsibilities and Jurisdiction I think one finds those kind of things, so maybe I can talk on that a little bit.  If you don’t mind, and if the rest of you agree.
Dr. Martha Howard:  I have issues in C through F in Article II.  Maybe it’s not appropriate here, I’m not sure.  If you look at C through F in Article II, my main concern is that I feel like what this verbiage does is outline a mechanism for the senate to be an advisory, and nowhere in here does it have a true codified role in governance.  If that’s not the case, I’m not reading this appropriately.  It concerns me because there are issues at least which I am very aware on the HSC campus where the faculty, I think, needs to have more of a confirmed role, codified role, specified role in governance, and something different than just an advisory role.  Maybe I’m not reading this correctly.
President Jacobs:  As you imagine, your view and my view differ. This document constitutes a piece of middle ground.  If I was desiring, I would come out with more of an administrative authority than this document has.
Dr. Martha Howard:
 I want to ask you another question.  Part of the reason I’m here is if we are going to vote on the timing of accepting  this document, my understanding is that if we vote to accept it that the “rules”  that govern faculty affairs on the HSC will then be wiped out. If the way the HSC Faculty Senate has voted about a subcommittee governance for faculty affairs, it states in here somewhere that there is going to be a disparity in timing between when that subcommittee is impaneled and the positive vote on this.   My understanding would then be that the faculty who are not represented by the union in terms of faculty affairs are actually going to have no rules in place to take care of their issues. I’m quite concerned about a vote at this time on this document. 

President Jacobs:  I understand that this group is going to vote on this today?

Chair Wilson:
Yes.  Voting on this document does not nullify anything.  It’s the first step of a multi-stage process.

Dr. Martha Howard:
That’s not how this is written, I will have to go back and find this specific line, but it seems to me if we accept this constitution as full governance putting these senates together and calling this the constitution that it in fact nullifies the similar but not identical. 
President Jacobs:    You will be voting on the HSC when?

Dr. Martha Howard:  Next Tuesday.

President Jacobs:    This will probably not get to the Board of Trustees for them to say “approved” until Fall.  All rules and regulations stay in force from before the merger. Previous policies and procedures on the HSC stay in force.   And I believe that means that all of the privileges and protections and processes on the HSC stay in force.  Carter, do you agree that does make sense?

Chair Wilson:    Yes. We have some provisions in the Constitution for a transitional period.
Senator Olson:   I am reading directly from the Constitution in Transitional Provisions, in Article XIV, Paragraph D,  it states:  “…All officers and committee members elected or appointed to either Faculty Senate Executive Committee, any committee of either current faculty senate and any other University committees shall continue in such positions until their successors are elected and qualified.”
President Jacobs:  So that’s your legal protection. If there are some specific extensions on the HSC in the by-laws, we can be flexible about that. 

Dr. Martha Howard:   I am here representing a lot of people.

President Jacobs:  I understand.  Other questions, comments or thoughts?
Senator Wolff:  In your speech the other day there was some talk about reorganization, can you elaborate on that.

President Jacobs:  In the summer I am going to do very minor reorganization in assignments of the senior leadership.  And I will move some things around between Finance and HR and administration.  In addition, we will re-visit where the two research vice presidents will report to. Those are the only re-organizations I have.  Another small piece of the Business Technology College moving to the College of Business away from the University College.  There is no major reorganization.
Senator Wedding:
This July the board would again consider this resolution that would give you the power to change rules and regulations, etc., throughout the campus on an unilateral basis.  Two questions:  1) what’s the prognosis if this should pass, and 2) if it does pass will that give you the power to modify, change the constitution that we are going to vote on today?
President Jacobs:   The resolution was only to protect the institution in case we were sued for an action of mine when the clause had been left out of the by-laws.  I have not sought, do not seek and I will not seek any expansion of presidential powers. 
Senator Wedding:  Can we get it notarized?

President Jacobs:   Some day we are going to come to a place where my word will be as good as a notarized document.  I know we are not there yet, but we will get there, it may take another year or two.  The answer to your second question, does the president have the power to change this document, no, once it’s signed off by the Board of Trustees.   My power will be to send this on to the Board, and I will recommend that you approve this or I recommend that you don’t approve it.  And you heard me here saying that I will recommend it for approval.
Senator Thompson-Casado:  In the current form of the proposed Article III, all of the colleges on the campus have proportional representation, or more than proportional representation except for one college, Arts & Sciences which has arbitrarily been capped at 14.  How do you feel about that? 
President Jacobs:   I have not thought that much about that because I have spent much time about Article II.  I am still aware that Article III there is a perception, I believe incorrect, but that’s for you to decide. If no other questions, let me say that his has been a wonderful year, and I will come back as often as you invite me.  Thank you for inviting me.
Chair Wilson:  Next on the agenda is our constitution. Before we move on to the constitution I want to point out a couple of things.  One thing that Dr. Jacobs has said throughout this year, and I really appreciated it, he constantly said that we should never assume malicious intent; you should always assume a benign intent.  Let me add some things to that in terms of my personal philosophy as we move to the next subject, the constitution.  We should always separate ideas from individuals.  We can attack ideas but respect individuals, we can disagree without being disagreeable and disrespectful.  We should always assume the best of each other, so with those thoughts I would like to turn the floor over to Barb Floyd and John Barrett.
Senator Floyd:
 I am here to report for the Constitutional Writing Committee. The Constitutional Writing Committee consisted of three members of the Main Campus Faculty Senate and three from the HSC Faculty Senate.  For the main campus, members consisted of the Constitution and Rules Committee, including John Barrett, Berhane Teclehaimanot, and me.  On the HSC, the members were Roland Skeel, Susan Pocotte, and Juliann Thomas.  For those of you who are guests today, I will take a minute to bring you up to date on how we got to this point.  Almost a year ago, a committee called the Cultural Historical and Shared Governance Merger Committee studied the cultures of the two Faculty Senates in an attempt to figure out how these very different cultures might be united to create one strong faculty voice. 

As we looked at how to unite the faculty senates, we looked at various models.  Those of you who were in the Senate at that time will remember that John McSweeny came and presented five different scenarios for how the senates could be merged, including everything from a completely merged senate to two separate senates.  On June 30th of last year, the two executive committees met and endorsed in principle the concept of merging the two faculty senates.  During the fall semester, the two executive committees met on several occasions, mostly just to get to know each other and also to get to know how the two senates operate.  On November 13th the Board of Trustees passed a resolution requesting that the two senates form a new constitution for a merged senate by July 1, 2007.  Because of this action, the executive committees met on December 1 for a very extensive and difficult meeting where we came to a consensus on many issues, but only after a heated and intense debate on the fundamental principles of the new constitution.
In February, the Executive Committees were called to a Shared Governance Summit—the first in a series—called by the President and including the Senior Leadership, the Deans, and some members of the BOT.  While the discussions were to be on shared governance, the actual topic was the role of the Faculty Senate in the institution.  At that first meeting we met with a lot of opposition, including a proposal from the Deans for a university senate, not a faculty senate—a senate that would include administrators, staff and students.  We did not believe that was a good idea. The deans also put forth a proposal to remove curriculum review from the jurisdiction of the Faculty Senate.  Following these discussions, it became clear to us that unless we wrote our own constitution, it was going to be written for us.  As recent as two weeks ago, we had a shared governance summit where the agenda included these items:   putting together a committee to write the faculty senate constitution, developing a time line to do so, and establishing the approval process for the new constitution.  At that meeting, the executive committees of the two senates put forth a document almost identical to what you see today.  The document was drafted by John Barrett, and then the Constitutional Writing Committee reviewed and amended it.  At that meeting the president, as you heard, agreed that with a small change, he would recommend that the Board accept the constitution.  This was a major breakthrough.  This was the first opportunity or the first knowledge we knew that this was going to go anywhere.  The President believes, as you heard, that this a good document and it represents a lot of compromise on all sides, and that’s indeed what it is.

This document is a result of many hours of meetings, and many intense discussions and many compromises.  Like any constitutional governing document, it is not perfect but it represents the best document that could be drafted that would allow us to have one senate and one strong voice.  It is likely that if approved, during the next academic year some changes that need to be made may become obvious.  That’s what happens with any constitution.  It is vitally important that we recognized this document as the outcome of a series of important compromises with our colleagues on the HSC.  It will, if approved, allow us to maintain our present strong role in university affairs, and it actually strengthens that voice by integrating with our colleagues on the HSC.  This constitution will ensure our role in curriculum review and strategic and budgetary planning, protecting academic freedom, and assessing academic leadership, and will do so in the way that is collegial, consultative and collective.  I believe if we do not approve this constitution, the entire process will be derailed and it may be left up to the President and the Trustees to appoint the committee to write our constitution for us.  This is an outcome that I do not believe we can afford.   At this point I will ask other members of the Constitution & Rules Committee and any members of the HSC who helped draft this document if they have any additional comments.

John Barrett:  I want to make three points on why I think this constitution should be approved the way it is now.

· First, this is a document compromise. It is a reasonably fair document that accounts for the interest of all.  People had to give up different things.  A&S isn’t getting the representation they probably would like.  The Medical College had to give up absolute majority control of votes. Those are big things to give up, but they both came to the table in the executive committee format and agreed to do that.  I don’t think we really gave up a whole lot in administration in terms of our role.  If you look at Article II when you compare the by-laws of the MUO Senate and our Constitution, it is a merged statement of responsibility in scope and taking the best of both worlds.

· Secondly, it goes to the issue of fair play.  As we debate this and decide whether to vote on it,  we are deciding what message we want to send to the administration as well as to our colleagues on the medical campus.  If we sit here and make a bunch of changes and amend a bunch of things,  it’s going to be very time consuming to get to a finalized document.  Assuming the worst case scenario, I think we would send the message of mistrust and that we can’t work well together and we would be sending this message to the administration.   On the other hand, if we can strongly endorse this in a near unanimous way, I think the message we send to everybody is, we want to work together and we want to approach problems with compromise and work it out and I think it puts a lot of pressure on the other campus to do the same.  So I think in the spirit of fair play and keeping the ball rolling we should approve it.

· My third point is, think about what the alternative is. If we remain divided we are more easily disenfranchised on any number of issues.  If we speak as a united group we have a lot more power.  The risk here is, if we don’t get this done, others are going to step in and implement the process for all of us.  So there is a lot at stake in not doing this.  So I urge you not to think that this is the best constitution in the world, but one we can live with. Is it fair enough that we can work with it, approve it and amend it as necessary?
Senator Skeens:  I think that it is absolutely essential that we approve this. We can work out problems down the road, and we can always amend it later.

Senator Floyd:
  Before we get into a general discussion, this is being forwarded to the Senate by the Executive Committee and Constitution & Rules Committee as a motion, so there is no need for a second. At this point we will open the floor up for discussion.
Senator Bresnahan:
I want to thank John, Barbara and all their colleagues for the work they put into this document; it was not an easy task.  I would like to pose one question to them: with this document are the prerogatives of the faculty as previously exercised through the Main Campus Senate enhanced, diminished or roughly the same?

Senator Floyd:  John’s wording is taken almost completely from the two documents themselves so it would be my assessment that they remain essentially the same.
Prof. John Barrett:  That was very much the intent in drafting it.  The MUO’s by-laws are more specific as to empowerment than ours are, so I basically took from both but that’s also why the lead-in to Article II is not withstanding the generality of Article I.  I was trying to borrow the remuneration from MUO in scope and depth but it was in no way intended to diminish what we covered.
Chair Wilson:
I would also like to acknowledge Larry Elmer and Kris Brickman, the current president and soon to be president on the HSC.  I would also like to point out that back in October I was invited to a meeting at the HSC Faculty Senate, talking about the issues of similarities between the two senate constitutions and what I discovered was that they have used our constitution as a model for theirs.  I’m glad that they are here to confirm that for me.  So in constructing this constitution, the two constitutions were taken together and the goal was to strengthen the constitution.  Any comments?

Senator Thompson-Casado:   I would like to ask the same question I asked Dr. Jacobs, when we look at this document, Article III for membership, John pointed out that in the spirit of compromise, and with regards to membership only the College of Arts & Sciences does not have proportional representation.  Every other college has proportional or more than proportional representation.  The College of Arts & Sciences is the only college that had to compromise with proportional representation.  Currently we are at 40% of this Faculty Senate and we are caped because of our population.  When we move to a joint faculty senate there would be no reason to even have a cap because we would be only 31.7% of the entire new faculty senate.  So I’m having a hard time wrapping my mind around the concept of proportional representation for every college except for one.
Prof. Jorgensen:    Let me make one correction because that’s not quite true.  The College of Medicine is also not proportional and they are capped at 14.
Senator Thompson-Casado:  They are at 14.5%, is that correct?

Prof. Jorgensen:   There are 64 senators they would be 15.5%.   Fourteen senators, not 14%.  They are both capped but not by as a large margin.

Prof. John Barrett:   I did not come up with these numbers, they were given to me.  You are right, as far as the proportional representation issue, the College of Arts & Sciences took the largest hit.  That was one of the reasons I pointed out what the College of Medicine was giving up which was absolute control of their senate.  I would rather have absolute control than be a bigger minority.  So I think they are giving up a lot in a very similar way.  I would also like to say, I try to stay away from specific issues, but my own personal feeling which was never a part of the negotiations, if we want more true proportional representation we probably ought to have college by college approval.  We ought to require six out of the eleven colleges to approve things on the Senate level or at least four or five of the eleven colleges if we had strict proportional representation, two colleges could outvote everyone else.  That goes against another type of representation which constituency having an inadequate voice, so there other trade-offs.  I thought the caps were fair trade-offs.  The more you push for representation in numbers, the more others are going to push back on unit by unit.
Senator Thompson-Casado:   That sounds like an interesting concept and perhaps this could be explored further.  Keeping the constitution as it is but exploring Article III further because Harvey had put out some ideas as has Andy, and I know not everyone in the Faculty Senate has seen this proportional representation.  Perhaps this is an issue we need to discuss more.
Prof. Barrett:
I don’t have a vote and so I will turn it over to those who do.  The problem is how long do you want to drag it out.  We can also change all this in a year if people want to.

Senator Olson:
  The problem is that on each campus one college is considerably larger than the rest.  However, some of the small colleges wanted everybody to have the same number of senators.  Obviously you are hearing from the largest college on this campus that wants a more proportional senate.  There is no middle ground.  We have to compromise.  No matter what model we use, we will hurt someone.  Some people said that this is an issue of fairness. It’s fair to have one vote for every member of faculty on the senate.   Yet such a system would be very unfair to the small colleges as the overwhelming vote on matters favorable to the larger college may make it impossible for the small college to operate.   For example: Admissions, if you told the College of Engineering that our admission standards have to be 2.0 and 18 on the ACT, we wouldn’t be accredited. 

On the other hand, if we go to the other side where every college has the same number, then we neglected issues that you have in A&S.  We have very different issues from A&S and those should not be given undue weight over those of A&S.  So what we are trying to do is to find a balance in the numbers.  It’s unfortunate that you don’t get as many as you want and that small colleges are also limited to two and they wanted the same number as the others.  And with respect to the survey, if you read the survey, our senate, our faculty wanted a smaller senate and there has been some talk that a smaller senate could be more effective.  However, in order to increase the number that you would get in A&S and in the College of Medicine, we have expanded that number.  We expanded from 48 that was the suggested model to 64 to accommodate more Senators for the larger colleges.  So we are trying to reach a compromise that meets the needs of everybody.  And to argue that you don’t have full participation or on the other side argue about equal numbers is going to destroy this institution as we know it.   We’ve got to come to a compromise.
Senator Stoudt:  Walt, can you clarify the proposed representation model?  Those percentages are based on a certain number of senators. Is that correct?
Senator Olson:
  Yes, it is based on the number of senators.
Senator Stoudt:     And that number is 64, which we have discussed at other venues and perhaps here as a number that came out of the survey?
Senator Olson: That number did not come out of the survey. It was expanded from 48 to accommodate the larger colleges.
Prof. John Barrett:   To 60 and then to 64.
Senator Thompson-Casado:  We spoke about this before Walt, when people took this survey, that question was not contextualized and I know when I took that survey I tried to answer everything the best that I could at that time.  But these issues had not come up so I don’t see 48 as any number to adhere to, we are talking about faculty members at the new campus that are over 1,000.
Senator Olson:  We can argue about the wording of the survey, we did that.  Dr. Kris Brickman and I did that to quite a great extent,  discussing what should be the wording of the survey, so that people would understand what it meant by the size of the senate.   And after that discussion, the committee decided that senators and the professors at the University were smart enough to be able to know what the issues are.  That was the decision that was made; maybe it was wrong, however, that’s what we have to go wit.  That’s the number that we were given.
Prof.  Jorgensen:   (Showing figures on an overhead).  Present situation, proposed situation, A&S, College of Medicine.  Present situation at the main campus, 46%  are A&S faculty.  The number of senators is capped at 40% of the Senate.  At present the College of Medicine represents 78% of the faculty there and it is capped at 60% of their Senate.  The proposal in front of you after we merged the two senates increased the faculty by 50%.  The A&S now represents 32% of all the University faculty and the proposed cap on senators is 22%.   The College of Medicine represents 24% of the faculty and it would also cap at 22%.  So the capping is smaller. 
Senator Barnes:   It seems to me that this protects the small colleges but the two large colleges are duking it over who is going to have more control in the Senate.  Is that true?  
Prof.  Jorgensen:  Other people can comment on this.

Senator Barnes:   I’m not going to be protected under either one of these models.  That’s the nature of a small college.
Prof. Joel Lipman:   I’m not a senator and appreciate the chance to speak. This is a parochial concern.   If you look around the room and if you look at the nominees to the next Senate it’s going to be without representation.  It’s not just one department but an entire campus that is without representation.  So if this model goes forward there is going to be some truly unrepresented faculty.  As a native of Washington D.C. I know what it means to be unrepresented. 
Prof. Friedhelm Schwarz:   What you are trying to present, you are looking at penalties in the two biggest colleges, College of Arts & Sciences carries a much heavier penalty and College of Medicine. Why not look at proportionate penalties, it’s a concept to think about instead of penalizing the two biggest colleges proportionally, maybe the issue would be a minor one.  Do you understand what I mean by proportionate penalty?
Prof.  Jorgensen:  I’m not sure what the math formula would be but I can understand what you are saying.  Remember, the first proposal was even though the survey said about 48 as an ideal maximum, try 60, 20% to each of the two biggest colleges.   I’m not really answering your question, it didn’t come up until a few days ago.  If you look at these numbers, the two columns right now, the two big colleges represent 56% of all the faculty and just like there is a cap where A&S is not fully represented in the present Senate and there is still a minimum.  A&S Council, by the way has a minimum for each department.   The first pass on the new constitution, was to cap at 20%.  The second round proposal was to move the cap up to 22% so the differential would not be as great.  You are raising a different issue that could be discussed in the future, but it just came up a few days ago and it has not been proposed and it hasn’t been worked out.
Senator Thompson-Casado:  I would like to respond to Sharon Barnes’s question.  I don’t think it’s a question to try to duke it out, I think if we are facing this on proportional representation that we should have proportional representation.  That’s why I like Harvey’s idea to have a proportional representation with a penalty, why not proportional penalties.
Prof. Jorgensen:  That’s not proportional either.  Remember where there is a minimum it’s not proportional.  We are nowhere near proportional but we are significantly tweaking proportional.  Just like the United States Senate is not proportional.   There are different means of representing groups.  This is not perfect but it is the proposed plan. I see the issues and I understand the issues. There is another document you will be voting on today which lays out the committees and where things go.  For example,  in the Curriculum Committee, the College of Law is not represented because it has no undergraduate program, and the College of Medicine will not be represented on the Curriculum Committee because they have no undergraduate program.  That’s where A&S will have significant participation.  I understand what people are saying but this is a compromise.  One of the proposals was to  make it an even larger senate, 75 members, therefore the cap penalty wouldn’t be as great.  That’s a possibility but not one without a lot of support, though support from some of the Arts & Sciences Council.
Senator Bopp:   It seems to me that the foundation of many of the arguments that I’ve heard concerning proportional representation is the fear that somehow special interests will conspire and that all members of the faculty will not be heard.  Many of you have been members of the FS for a number of years.  I ask you to think about how the Faculty Senate functions.  It does not function by the will of factions or special interests, it does not function by the rule of voting blocks.  The Senate functions by discussion and by consensus.  If indeed there are areas on the campus that need to be consulted, those people are brought in to the floor of the Senate, asked for their opinions and they are listened to.  I believe very deeply in this constitution that has been presented to you and I want to give it my strongest possible endorsement.  While I am from a science department in the College of Arts & Sciences, I know many faculty in many departments and I have great sympathy and affection for the arts and the humanities.  I believe very deeply in the constitution presented to you today as it stands.  I fear that if we attempt to change this we will lose a great deal.  I strongly urge you to vote for this.
Prof. David Davis:   I am the incoming Chair of the Arts & Sciences Council.  Nobody asked us about this.  We found out about it a week ago, we were rather upset when we found out about this, it seemed very unfair to us and I think it seems very unfair to many of you people.  All these people have been saying it’s unfair but we are going to do it anyway, and it’s kind of late in the semester.  We hear exaggerated problems about how we couldn’t possibly put this through, I’ve heard last week,  many people said that Jacobs would block it, and he just told us, he doesn’t care on that stuff.  Jacobs is not opposed to fair representation.  I think this could be solved very easily if we strike out the number 64 and put in 72 and we could strike out the last sentence.  It would take us five minutes to do it. I think this idea that nothing needs to be changed and yet putting something with no possibility to change, you even say in a year this will be re-visited and the reapportionment changed, as the US Congress does. I think this is quite unfair to the faculty in A&S and they have the right to resent it.
Senator Floyd:   Dave, I would like to respond to this.  To say that the College of A&S didn’t know about this is not true.  This was presented two weeks ago to the Senate, and many of the 40% of the Senators are from the College of A&S.  At that time there was no great outcry about proportional representation, and so to say that you didn’t know it is not correct.  There are many people from A&S who heard this proposal two weeks ago.
Senator Piazza:   I have been involved in this, and at least from my perspective, we were trying to put together a new constitution that would represent a single unified voice of the faculty. Especially one that was elected and represented the voice of the faculty.  So what we have here is a document that enables that and creates that.  And it’s a living document that can be amended and changed as we see fit and as the times goes on.  But what’s important is to make sure that what we do is create an elected voice that speaks for all faculty.  Representation is an issue, no question about it.  That could be debated later, but the thing is we can get an elected represented faculty approved, what are our alternatives?   Will we have any input in those alternative, will we have any say if we have to accept a voice that is given to us.  These are issues that have to be considered.  This document represents a lot of negotiations and a delicate balance and our parties involved and engaged in this were in essence in a bit of contract,  and if we start changing it we change the contract, we change it enough we nullify the contract, then we have no elected representative voice.
Senator Sonny Ariss:   I would like to call the question, I think we heard many comments and since it’s going to be a bit difficult to resolve it the way we’re doing it, why don’t we call the question and vote on it, given that this is a living document, it could be amended.
Senator Robin Kennedy:   A colleague of mine who was elected to the Faculty Senate is unable to be here today as he is administering an exam and he asked me if I would exercise his proxy to vote, and he is James Klein, and I am Robin Kennedy for the record.

Chair Wilson:
I received Jim Klein’s message and I forwarded it to the Executive Committee and it seems there is a mixed reaction, and my sense is that our Constitution is not clear on proxy votes.
Senator Olson:  It does not provide for it.

Chair Wilson:   Let’s have a show of hands as to whether you are in favor of calling a question.  And to be able to vote, you have to be a member of the Faculty Senate.

Prof. John Barrett:  Of this campus.

Chair Wilson:   Of this campus, so I am asking the visitors and members of the HSC Faculty Senate not to vote.  All members of the Main Campus Faculty Senate in favor of calling the question, raise your hand.  26 for.  All opposed for calling the question?   10 against.  The question has been called.  So now we move to vote on the Constitution.
Senator Floyd:  I ask for a secret ballot, please.

Chair Wilson:  Can we move for a secret ballot?  Any objections to a secret ballot?

Prof. John Barrett:  We don’t have a choice.

Senator Edwards:   Anybody can ask.

Senator Stoudt:  Carter, is it appropriate to make a motion for a suggested emendation to the model?
Unidentified speaker:   No.
Dr. Martha Howard:  Carter, when you get done with the vote can you explain the push to do this immediately.  Is there something going on that we don’t know about on the other campus that makes this vote right now so important?
Senator Skeens:  Carter, will you tell them what the vote is? 
Senator Olson:
  Yes – to approve the constitution,  No- to reject it.

Senator King:    We need a point of clarification, are we voting only on the draft that’s dated 17th of April,  not including the appendices, the committee structure,  or the table?
Senator Floyd:    The table is just an example of how it might be. I have additional business from the Constitution & Rules Committee.  If you notice, the constitution does not contain any rules or appendices.  The constitution provides for a process for how those rules and appendices are to be written.   During the course of our debate, we came to a consensus on two important issues, one of them being a committee structure, and one of them being a model for college centric governance. These are two sections:  One, the committee structure which we believe will be necessary for the faculty senate to operate; and two, the structure for college centric governance.  This is just a blueprint for how we might move forward with the rules.  The first one, the committee structure for the new faculty senate, is on the overhead. Does anybody have any comments on that?  

Senator Monsos:   A comment on Academic Programs since the Graduate Council liaison specifically says Faculty Senate will have no oversight of graduate curriculum, I think it should also be stated the Academic Programs are undergraduate.  Also it needs to indicate the Academic Programs will oversee modification.

Senator Floyd:   Anything else?   The second document has to do with an outline for a college centric model of shared governance.   What we are suggesting here is that each college has a governance body.  Some colleges at the present time do not.  This was a major point, as you heard from the President, and is an important point for the deans.  We agreed that each college should have some sort of governance body.  We also believe the Faculty Senate should not tell other bodies how they should operate or how many members they should have, but rather just suggest a very basic outline for how college bodies should operate.   Any questions or comments on this document?  (overhead shown).
Provost Sheehan:    I’m wondering what your thoughts are about this, the Director of the Urban Affairs Center, and the administrator does not have a home associated with a college right at this moment.  Have you considered that?

Senator Floyd:
No,  we haven’t but I’m assuming that they report directly to the Provost, is that correct?  Does the Provost evaluate them in some way each year?

Provost Sheehan:
Yes.

Senator Floyd:   For me that suffices.

Prof. John Barrett:  I don’t know to what degree this needs to be approved as is as opposed to still being open for discussion between the two campuses, but I’m not sure if you wanted to meet as a body as a whole, or if you wanted a smaller college that you really need point four to have chairs and officers. If you are used to working as a whole that may not be required of you.

Senator Floyd:   Any other comments?

Senator Stoudt:  Coming back to that second bullet again, evaluation of the deans will be carried out by the Faculty Senate.  Is that a special committee set up for this purpose by the Senate?

Senator Floyd:  At the current time it is supposed to be done by the Faculty Affairs Committee.  That certainly could be one of the elaborated functions.
I believe the Executive Secretary has the results of the secret ballot.

Senator Skeens:   35 – yes,  6 – no.

Senator Floyd:   I wanted to ask for a quick vote, can we go forward with these as general guidelines for these two important parts?
Senator Randolph:   One other remark on this.  Many of us have approved constitutions that have these same activities but not in this organizational structure.  There are other standing committees in our colleges which have these functions.  By voting on this are we going against the standing committee structures and responsibilities defined in duly approved college constitutions that may not match the suggested appendices?
Senator Floyd:   This is just the sense of the Senate that college-centric governance body within each college are a good idea.  I think the details for how that would happen can still be worked out.
Senator Olson:  The major point of this is, the faculty body, if you are referring to in the College of Engineering, is not currently a faculty body independent of the dean, and the intent of the agreement is to transform them a truly faculty college-centric body. 
Prof. Jorgensen:    This document was partly a response to the challenge by the deans that the University move to a more college centric body in each of the colleges.  In some colleges like the College of Arts & Sciences there is a very effective A&S Council, the members, officers have operated for a long time in, curriculum matters and policy matters.   In some colleges there is a body as a whole.  We thought it would be good in response to the deans’ request to institutionalize that there must be a means in each of the colleges to represent the faculty.  The specifics of course depend upon that college, but there needs to be a representative structure that represents the faculty and not just the administration.  So what some of us may term their proposal as dean-centric faculty shared governance, it really should be college-centric and that’s what this outline is talking about.
Prof. Barrett:  What I understand correctly you are voting on is really to give direction to a drafting committee that will be appointed at some point, that’s going to draft the rules and the appendix because these are part of the rules and the appendix that will be created so this is to give them some guidance but at the end of the day the rules and the appendix will have to come to the Senate for approval by two-thirds vote.
Chair Wilson:   So this is just endorsing guidelines for the next group that will work out the by-laws and appendices of the constitution. 
Prof. Jorgensen:   The Constitution that was passed today, separate from this document, is going out to all the faculty on our campus for an approval vote.   Two-thirds of the faculty on the main campus must approve the Constitution for it to pass.  All this group does is recommend it to the faculty.
Senator Stoudt:   Andy, can you clarify: is it two-thirds of those who vote in favor?
Prof. Jorgensen:   Yes.

Chair Wilson:
 Two-thirds of the returned ballots. If there are no more questions or comments, can we vote on it to endorse it?   All those in favor, please say “aye”, opposed, same sign.  Passed.
Senator Floyd:  Thank you, that’s all of the business from the Constitution and Rules Committee.
Next on the agenda is Bill Logie.
VP William Logie:   Good afternoon everyone.  I do want to point out to everyone that the reason that we are doing these road shows is the merger has brought about significant changes in  the administrative groups and we get questions almost on a daily basis,  “Who takes care of the heating?  Where do I get my keys?  Who is responsible to make sure my computer works?”   So the intent today is to very briefly  introduce each of the people responsible in the division to highlight their areas.  I also have a hand out and I would ask you Senators, to please feel free to duplicate this, copy, and pass it around.  We have tried various communication means, whether it’s been at meetings like this, with the Deans or other groups to get that information out.  This is contact information and after today it will make a little more sense to you.  I would like to introduce each of the people in the division and they will give a very brief presentation of their areas of responsibilities. We continue to refine this, and you will see that there are a few positions in HR we are currently recruiting for, a new Chief Human Resource Officer on both campuses.  Interestingly when Dr. Jacobs asked me to do this he didn’t tell me that I would take about 1,000 new people in responsibility, and also a dog.  I am the only vice president that signs requisitions for dog food.  If you haven’t met Boomer, I wish he could be here today. He is our police dog.  I would like to go through the quick overview of the division as it stands today.  There are actually seven areas and soon to be eight areas. 
I would like to point out that in the College of Business Dean Gutteridge and I have struck a new partnership called the Office of Quality and Continuous Learning and that office is currently headed by Carrie Herr.  She works part time for that office and almost full time for the Dean. That partnership has developed a host of new additions and one of them is Rocket Solution Center.  All of the training, all of the organizational development and design is coming out of that partnership and we share joint responsibility of supervision as well as the finances.   Now I would like to introduce first of all Chuck Lehnert who is responsible for Facilities & Construction.
AVP Chuck Lehnert:   I am the AVP for Facilities & Construction and I have been on the HSC for twenty-eight years.  This group is responsible for facilities maintenance, energy management.   You will start to see some audits being done in your buildings, energy audits, real estate development, space planning, project management, capital planning, business functions and compliance issues that result in the State of Ohio Board of Regents.  Customer Service is our focus.  We want to be customer oriented.  On this campus you can call ext. 1000 to generate a work order, or do it online, on the other campus it is ext. 5353.  Again energy management, construction processes infrastructure and connectability are all areas of responsibility and focus of improvements. 
· The George Isaac Center – our staff is made up of registered architects, registered engineers, intern designers, masters business professionals.  This project we finished on the other campus.  The Isaac Center - our group helped design and construct internal design and construction.

· The Rupert Center - we just finished the façade.  It was a round building, we chopped the front off and put a canopy on.  Many more projects on this campus you will see starting up.

· This is one of our energy plants.  The two combined power plants generate a half a million pounds of steam an hour.  To put that in perspective, we could probably heat every house in South Toledo.

VP Logie:   The construction update is very lengthy we have a lot of projects in the millions of dollars worth of construction in the pipeline, the Field House and Savage Hall just to mention a couple.  The list is long, but we had to cut it short due to a very limited time here.  If you are interested in seeing more, don’t hesitate to call.  If you have a chance to visit each campus, please do so, there is a lot going on.
Senator Teclehaimanot:   My office is in Snyder Hall and it has been 95-100 degrees every day for about six weeks.  All the labs are the same.  Can you do something about it?
AVP Lehnert:  Yes.

VP Logie:  Chuck, can you explain the heating and air conditioning?
AVP Lehnert:  The main chilled water plant doesn’t usually get turned on until April 15th.    The reason for it is because of the heating and cooling degree days throughout the year. So when we start the chiller plant you are talking about one day, it is about $100,000.  When there is a 70-degree day, we start it for a couple of hours, there is another $100,000, and the next day it goes down to 40 degrees, we don’t need it and don’t turn it on.  You go that way for two or three days, then we get a 70 degree day, so we wait until the mean temperature is above a certain threshold to just turn it on and leave it on.

Senator Teclehaimanot:  The point is, it’s not just one day, it’s been six weeks and you can’t learn in that kind of environment.

Senator Thompson-Casado:
Is all our new construction going to be lead certified? 
AVP:  Lehnert:   Yes. The Economic Development Group asked me to participate, and they want to set up like a council for that type of thing to help other people in the region become lead certified, so I will step into it a little bit in a coaching role. 
Prof. Jorgensen:    Can you describe this, some of us may know what it is, but some of us may not.

AVP Lehnert:  Lead certified is a leader in an energy efficient design for buildings.  All the next major projects on campus will be lead certified at minimum silver level, which is a metal rating.  If we do the Memorial Field House and Stranahan, depending on which one comes online, they will both be lead silver certified and may be the first state university college building to be lead silver certified.
Senator Funk:  Who is taking the responsibility for the preparation of the requests for OBOR?
AVP Lehnert:  The OBOR requests come through my office.  Previously there was the Facilities Planning Council, which is now the Facilities Planning Forum which we designed with participation from all different areas on both campuses.  We had our first meeting two weeks ago, and it was sparsely attended.

Prof. Jorgensen:  Who is the faculty representative?
AVP Lehnert:  There is a number of them.
Prof. Jorgensen:  If you know who it is, we can communicate it to them.
AVP Lehnert:  I will give a matrix to everyone.  I have a whole organizational chart on how it works.
Senator Funk:   It’s unknown who the faculty representatives are on this forum. 
AVP Lehnert:   They were all assigned through the Provost office on both campuses.  I don’t know who that person is from the top of my head.  I will send you the matrix.  There are probably fourteen people that make up that group.
Prof. Jorgensen:  That’s been a controversial topic on this campus for a number of years.  When the institution asked for this big influx of money every two years from the State, with a designation of priority areas, there has been strong faculty participation, effective some times and not so effective other times.  Faculty have to be at the table to discuss the classrooms and the laboratories.  Faculty can really speak to those in higher offices about what is happening in the institution, and so it’s important for us to have a collective voice, for example, the fact that we had some issues and the senators can speak to that.
APV Lehnert:  I will send that to you so that you’ll know who is in that group.

Senator Stoudt:  Carter, I might ask that you follow up on this.  In the past there were individuals on the Facilities Planning Council who were Faculty Senate representatives.   It is my understanding that this form of faculty representation has been modified and I would ask you to follow up.

Chair Wilson:
I will.

VP Logie:   Next is Diana Ganues, and Diana is responsible for Facilities Operations.
Acting Assoc. VP Diana Ganues:  We have Customer Service that handles work orders, telephones, internal moves, key control, radio transmissions and clerical support for the Maintenance and Operations Departments.  Building services on Main Campus, environmental services on the HSC and they also manage the outsourcing custodial cleaning.  We have recycling and waste management, grounds maintenance of the HSC and Main Campus, parking maintenance, upkeep of the parking lots, lighting and parking signage, motor vehicles operation and transit services, repair and safety inspection of the vehicles, bus routing and scheduling.
Acting Assoc. VP for HR-HSC  Crystal Dixon:  My name is Crystal Dixon, Associate VP for Human resources for the Health Science Campus, this is my counterpart on the Main Campus, Matt Dills.  HR serves approximately 7,600 faculty and staff on both campuses, our service lines include recruitment and employment at the University, the Medical Center and the hospitals and clinics, the Labor and Employee Relations Group led by Connie Rubin, and Faculty Affairs led by Kevin West who is the Director of Faculty Affairs on the main campus and Wafaa Hanna is the Director of Faculty Affairs on the HSC.
Acting Assoc. VP for HR- MC Matt Dills:  We oversee the Labor Relations, CWA, AAUP, employee relations for non-union staff for both campuses.
Acting Assoc. VP for HR-HSC Dixon:  We are in the throes of restructuring the HR functions with a focus of being, in the short term, in a better position to deliver services to the university. 
Senator Wolff:   Matt, what’s happening with the Benefits Office on the MC?  It seems to be dwindling.  You have two people now and I understand that Terry Kovacs will be moved to the other campus.

Acting Assoc. VP for HR-MC Dills:  We are looking at HR restructuring.
Senator Wolff:  Is there a plan to increase the number besides those two on the main campus?

Acting Assoc. VP for HR-MC Dills:  There is a plan to move the level of support as needed. I can’t commit to any number right now.
Assoc. VP & CIO Sawasky:  My name is Joe Sawasky, and I am the Assoc. VP and Chief Information Officer for both campuses in Information Technology.  One of the first things that happened in the merger process is the information technology joined the two institutions to a single organization last August/ September time frame and all of our teams moved to a single team on both campuses, probably most interesting to you, we have extended the college computing model to the HSC, we thought that was very effective.  We have a very strong team, I was privileged to be able to take the best for both organizations and both practices, and I’m certainly hoping that we are providing that level of support to you.  Key areas of I.T. responsibility for us we support both campuses with over 20,000 students and 7,500 employees.  We have over 4,000 resident students here, so we run a fairly substantial hotel operation and 15,000 network devices at any one time.  Central help desk operation and help desk activity:  when you call for support you call the central help desk, the college computing folks will come and assist you.  These are all the enterprise applications, all the business and most of the academic applications for both campuses. We now support student, HR, finance, hospital and clinical.  The hospital and clinical are a new challenge for the combined organization, and we also support the University of Toledo physicians’ group.  We support the MyUT web portal, the business application, the faculty self service and student self service application, data warehouse reporting, wireless networking, telecom, lap computers, open labs. New progress and future initiatives, we merged emails systems so we now use Outlook Exchange for the most part.  We’re all using the Microsoft Outlook directory, user i.d. and network password now, which is a real improvement for us.
We are merging business systems, the HR system is planning to go live at this point in January 2008.   Finance will go live July 1, 2007, so we will have one set of financial reporting tools, which will be very helpful to the campus.  Student system implementation is under way right now.  We’re merging the HSC student system with the main campus.  Banner application is targeted to go live in stages beginning this July.  We are calling this the big bang implementation.  We are replacing every single administrative system on this campus at one time and it diverts all the business process simultaneously.  We are hoping the bang isn’t very loud, there is a very dedicated effort going on, and I ask for your patience as we go through this process.   I imagine there will be a few bumps but we will smooth those out.   We are also marketing on the hospital side and the clinical side, digital campus and digital hospital project. We are bringing a digital system to a very paper intense health care management process.  We just signed a contract a few weeks ago.  This is another project that is in full swing primarily on the HSC. Information commons project is another very exciting project, we formed a partnership with the library, and a few classroom buildings that Chuck’s group is leading the construction, we are leading the technology inside that building.  We are looking this year to expanding the main campus wireless capability as funds allow and it will serve the public and private wireless network, so just like at Starbuck or at airports you can open up your laptop and connect to the network.  Students and faculty both requested that capability.  We are working on some disaster recovery plan especially with the unfortunate event at Virginia Tech business continuity.  And finally technology mobility in general.  We’re working to make this a more mobile campus with our wireless expansion and we have a lot of work to do.
The project at the library I have been working in partnership with Dean John Gaboury in the Library, the first floor at the library will be totally renovated, gutted and made into a very engaging student and faculty learning and discovery space and Chuck’s group has really accelerated that project for us and I really appreciate it.  That’s the end of the I.T. presentation.  Any questions?

Senator Randolph:  Of interest to this group as this phases out and the new Student Information System comes up, what kind of training timeline will there be for faculty and staff to use those systems?
Assoc. VP  Sawasky:  The student registration modules is going live in January 2008 and I would anticipate mid to late fall training.  You don’t want to deliver it too early because people forget what they learned, and we don’t want to go too late either.   So I’m  thinking late fall.
Senator King:
Where can I get a new telephone directory?

Assoc. VP Sawasky:  A printed version?

Senator Edwards:   Yes, we want a printed version.

Assoc. VP Sawasky:  I have to talk to the team about that.  I believe we will be waiting for a printed version because of the cost of reproduction.
Senator King:  Is it possible to email the file to me and I will print it myself.  It’s very difficult to locate an office at this university.

Assoc. VP Sawasky:  That is certainly possible.  That is not subject to any privileged information. 

Assoc. VP Lehnert:  Just send them all an electronic link and they can print it themselves.

VP Logie:  I’m sorry but we have to cut it short as I am being given the sign by Carter.  We are running out of time, but I wanted to introduce to you Teri Lee in Purchasing Services and Jeff Newton in the Police Dept.
Prof. Jorgensen:    When we look around at your overall operation, the top ten or fifteen people, we see a couple of familiar faces like Joe, whom I’ve known for many years, but we are seeing an awful lot of new faces and this lends to the sense on this campus that we have been taken over and it’s not a very good feeling.  So I urge you, Bill, as someone I have known from your previous time at UT, for whom I have great respect, please be sensitive to the issue that we have ways of participating and it isn’t that the way things in the past were best, but keep your ear out for things that affect how we perceive the institution is being administered, especially as things go wrong.  This has been a very troubling time in many places in this institution, including the academic area of changing of the Provost twice, changing the Dean of the largest college, and changing so many people in your area.  These are troubled times in some ways, so I ask your indulgence to think about these issues as you’re going about your daily work.   I’m not saying that you’re not.  I’m just saying that it’s a reality that is talked about by hundreds and hundreds of employees on this campus.
VP Logie:  Thank you, I appreciate and respect that.  Also one of the reasons we are trying to come out and do these talks is to hopefully get some face time and begin to understand who the people are, so I will take that, I have always taken your advice.  Thank you for your time.

Chair Wilson:  I would like to change the agenda and call on Holly Monsos, Chair of Academic Programs.

Senator Monsos:    We just have one item and that is the Modification to the College of Business and Terribeth Gordon-Morris is here to answer any questions.  If there are no questions, I move to approve the modifications to admission standards in the College of Business to raise it to 2.4 GPA across the board.  
Modification to admission standards for the College of Business – Summary - Raise the minimum GPA for admission to the College of Business to 2.4 and a minimum ACT score of 18 (or SAT equivalent).
All in favor, “aye”, opposed, none
Passed unanimously.
Senator Peseckis:  From the Undergraduate Curriculum Committee we have in the College of Engineering three new courses, one course modification, in the College of Pharmacy one course modification, the University College has two new courses, and 25 course modifications.  Any questions?  All those in favor, please say “aye”, opposed, none.
Passed unanimously.
Course Modifications and New Courses Approved by the Faculty Senate 
on April 24, 2007
College of Engineering
New Course
EECS 4760
Computer Security
3 ch

EECS 4770
Computer Hacking and Forensic Analysis 3 ch

EECS 4780 Quantum Computing   3 ch
Course Modification
CHEE 3110 Process Heat Transfer  2 ch
Change prerequisite from "CHEE 2110" to "PRE-REQ OR CO-REQ CHEE2110; PRE-REQ CHEE 2230"
College of Pharmacy
Course Modification 
PHPR 3940 Early Practice Development    1 ch

Change title to “Introductory Pharmacy Practice Experience I”

University College

New Course
CMPT 1470
CRYSTAL REPORTS
3 ch
CMPT 1700
PODCASTING, VODCASTING, AND BLOGGING
3 ch

Course Modification 
CMPT-1020
INFORMATION COMPUTER TECHNOLOGY
4 ch

Change Title to “COMPUTER CONCEPTS”

Update catalog description

CMPT-1050
SCRIPTING LANGUAGES

4 ch

Update catalog description

CMPT-1110
PC OPERATING SYSTEMS
3 ch

Update catalog description

CMPT-1120
APPLICATION PROGRAMMING
4 ch

Update catalog description

CMPT-1400
INTRODUCTION TO WEB PAGE DEVELOPMENT
2 ch

Change title to “DREAMWEAVER WEB PAGE DEVELOPMENT” 

Change credit hours to “3”

Update catalog description

CMPT-1410
ELECTRONIC SPREADSHEET APPLICATIONS
2 ch

Change title to “MICROSOFT EXCEL SPREADSHEET APPLICATIONS”

Update catalog description

CMPT-1420
DATABASE MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS APPLICATIONS
2 ch

Change title to “MICROSOFT ACCESS DATABASE APPLICATIONS”

Update catalog description

CMPT-1440
ELECTRONIC PRESENTATIONS
2 ch

Change title to “MIRCOSOFT POWERPOINT PRESENTATIONS”

[Note: The spelling of “Microsoft” needs to be corrected]

CMPT-1500
WEB ANIMATION
2 ch

Change title to “FLASH WEB ANIMATION” 

Change credit hours to “3”

Update catalog description

CMPT-1520
DIGITAL ILLUSTRATION
3 ch
Change title to “BEGINNING ADOBE ILLUSTRATOR” 

Update catalog description

CMPT-1530 DIGITAL IMAGE DESIGN AND EDITING
3 ch

Change title to “BEGINNING ADOBE PHOTOSHOP” 

Update catalog description

CMPT-1600
INTERNET DESIGN AND PUBLISHING
   3 ch

Update catalog description

CMPT-2210
DATA MANAGEMENT WITH SQL
3 ch

Change pre-requisite from “CMPT:1020 OR CMPT:1100” to “NONE”
CMPT-2220
INFORMATION SYSTEMS DESIGN AND IMPLEMENTATION  4 ch

Change pre-requisite from “CMPT:1020 OR CMPT:1100” to “NONE”
Update catalog description

CMPT-2310
CUSTOMER SERVICE AND COMPUTER END-USER SUPPORT 3 ch

Change course Alpha/Numeric to “BMGT 2060”

Update catalog description

CMPT-2410
DESKTOP PUBLISHING
3 ch

Change title to “ADOBE INDESIGN DESKTOP PUBLISHING” 

Update catalog description

CMPT-2420
ADVANCED DESKTOP PUBLISHING
3 ch

Change title to “ADVANCED ADOBE INDESIGN DESKTOP PUBLISHING” 

Change pre-requisite from “NONE” to “COMPT 2410”

Update catalog description

CMPT-2430
WORD PROCESSING
3 ch

Change title to “ADVANCED MICROSOFT WORD” 

Update catalog description

CMPT-2460
ADVANCED ELECTRONIC SPREADSHEET APPLICATIONS  2 ch

Change title to “ADVANCED MICROSOFT EXCEL SPREADSHEET APPLICATIONS” 

Update catalog description

CMPT-2510
ADVANCED DIGITAL ILLUSTRATION

3 ch

Change title to “INTERMEDIATE ADOBE ILLUSTRATOR” 

Update catalog description

CMPT-2530
ADVANCED DIGITAL IMAGE DESIGN AND EDITING 3 ch

Change title to “INTERMEDIATE ADOBE PHOTOSHOP” 

Update catalog description

CNET-2100
NETWORK OPERATING SYSTEMS I
4 ch

Change title to “MICROSOFT OPERATING SYSTEMS” 

Change credit hours to “3”

Change pre-requisite from “CNET 2150” to “NONE”

Update catalog description

CNET-2150
HARDWARE ARCHITECTURE AND MANAGEMENT
3 ch

Change title to “COMPUTER HARDWARE” 

Update catalog description

CNET-2410
NETWORK SERVICES
4 ch

Change title to “NETWORK SERVICES AND INFRASTRUCTURE” 

Change credit hours to “3”

Update catalog description

CNET-2940
NETWORK CAPSTONE PROJECT
3 ch
Change from “PREREQUISITE CNET:2200 COREQUISITE CNET:2300” to

“PREREQUISITES CNET:2200 AND CNET:2400”
Update catalog description

Senator King-Blandford:  These courses I brought back before the Senate to request core status.  Some of these courses had to come back again to meet the guidelines that this body established back in April of 2005.  Any questions?
Senator Funk:
What’s the significance of the line?

Senator King-Blandford:  The line for me was clean-up in terms of if they were listed in the catalog or listed in the transfer module and not in the core, or vice versa.   That was just my indication to myself.

Senator Bresnahan:  This is a comment rather than a question.  Some members of the BOT were very concerned about the number of courses in the UT general education core: 316 courses.  One trustee in particular is pretty hot on this issue and the core curriculum revision committee has a mandate to reduce rather than increase the number of general education courses.  I am not speaking against these courses or their merits.  I just wanted the senators to be aware that there is going to be a long term outcome to this investigation of the core and I don’t know what it is going to look like, but it’s not likely to be 316 courses.
Senator Skeens:   Are any members of the Board going off?

Senator Bresnahan:   I have no comment.

Senator King-Blandford:  Any questions?  All those in favor, please say “aye”, opposed, none.
Passed unanimously. 

FS Core Curriculum Committee
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2007 - APPROVED
CORE STATUS

ARBC 1080

Culture & Commerce in the Arabic Speaking World




HUMANITIES CORE

ARBC 1090

Culture of the Arabic-Speaking World




HUMANITIES CORE

PSC 1300

American National Politics: Multicultural Perspectives




DIVERSITY: US

PSY 3730

Stereotyping, Prejudice & Discrimination




DIVERSITY: US



EEES 1150

Marine Biology




NATURAL SCIENCE

GEPL
4310

Geography of Gypsies (Romanies) and Travelers




DIVERSITY: US

REL 3350

The Qur’an and Hadith



DIVERSITY: NON US CULTURE

REL 3580

Contemporary Issues Islam




DIVERSITY: NON US CULTURE

PHIL 4550

Islamic Philosophy [course mod/REL 3100]




DIVERSITY: NON US CULTURE

CHEM 1120

Chemistry for Health Sciences




NATURAL SCIENCES

MATH 2450

Calculus for Engineering Tech I

MATH 2460

Calculus for Engineering Tech II




MATHEMATICS

Chair Wilson:
One quick announcement from Walt Olson.

Senator Olson:  This issue came out of the leadership meeting on Monday.  There will be several faculty whose hard drives will be imaged, as a result of an ongoing court case.  I wanted to alert you that this is not an attempt by anybody to look at your hard drives other than for the purpose of the court case.  But you will have to understand that according to the federal law today the hard drive can be subpoenaed of any person working for the University of Toledo. Faculty hard drives have been subpoenaed.  I don’t know who the faculty are but because of the court case there will probably be a lot of concern over faculty lack of privacy to their university owned computers and I wanted to let you know early that this is going to occur.
Senator Stoudt:  Carter, can you please announce next week’s meeting?

Chair Wilson:  Yes, we have a meeting scheduled for next week and it will be our last Faculty Senate meeting and we need to elect officers for next year.  Same place, same time next week.
Senator Stoudt:  A point of clarification: is it only for the election of new senators?  If so, then Senators not continuing need not attend.

Chair Wilson:  No, there will be other business on the agenda and it will be only one hour. 
Can we entertain the motion to adjourn?

A motion was made to adjourn the meeting and it was seconded.

 V.       Calendar Questions:
None

VI. Other Business:
Old Business:
None

New Business:
None

VII.
Adjournment:        meeting was adjourned at 5:00 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,




Tape summary:  Kathy Grabel

Alice Skeens
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