FACULTY COUNCIL MINUTES

Edmon Low Library
May 8, 2012

Krehbiel called the meeting to order with the following members present:  Ahrberg, Barnes, Bartels, Clarke, Fisher, Grafton, Harris, Holcomb, Kennison, Lovern, Materer, Miller, Scott, VanOverbeke, Veenstra and Yellin. 
Also present:  Ausman, K., Baeza, V., Brown, J., Clark, G., Elliott, K., Eike, R., Fry, P., Hargis, B., Jacobs, S., Lewis, D., Luttbeg, B., McBee, K., Miller, B., O’Geary, S., Page, M., Shutt, G., Simpson, J., Sternberg, R., Stump, D., Tucker, S., Van Den Bussche, R., Walker, N., Weaver, J Yanqi, W.
Absent:  Atekwana, Avakian, Chung, Cornell, Dare, Damron, DeSilva, Emerson, Holyoak, Meek, Schestokat, Smay, Taylor and Verchot.

HIGHLIGHTS
Draft Definitions for Graduate Student Positions…………………...……………….……………..

Recognition of Out-going Councilors………………………………………………………………

Remarks and Comments from VP Gary Clark……………………………………………………..
Report of Status of Faculty Council Recommendations …………...……………………………...

Reports of Standing Committees …………………………………………………………………..


Academic Standards and Policies ………………………………………………………….



Athletics ……………………………………………………………………………………


Budget ……………………………………………………………………………………...

Campus Facilities, Safety and Security ……………………………………………………


Faculty ……………………………………………………………………………………..



Recommendation – Revisions to the Policy on Research Professorships



Recommendation – Revision to OSU Policy on Reappointment, Promotion and 



Tenure Process for Ranked Faculty

Long-Range Planning and Information Technology ………………………………………

Research ……………………………………………………………………………………


Recommendation – Institutional Laser Safety Policy



Retirement and Fringe Benefits ……………………………………………………………

Rules and Procedures ………………………………………………………………………


Student Affairs and Learning Resources …………………………………………………..



Recommendation – Revision of OSU Attendance Policy to Clarify Absence due 



to Military Service

Reports of Liaison Representatives ………………………………………………………………..

SAC ………………………………………………………………………………………..


GPSGA...………………...…………………………………………………………………

Women’s Faculty Council………………………………………………………………….


Student Media Board……………………………………………………………………….
Clint Krehbiel called the meeting to order and asked for a roll call. Krehbiel asked for approval of the April 10, 2012 minutes. Rodney Holcomb moved and Ed Harris seconded to approve the minutes. Motion passed.

Krehbiel asked for approval of the May 8, 2012 agenda. Deb VanOverbeke moved and Shelia Kennison seconded to approve the agenda. Motion passed.
Special Report:

A. Dean Sheryl Tucker/Ron Van Den Bussche – Draft Definitions for Graduate Student Positions.

Dean Tucker thanked the council for the opportunity to speak about the current changes regarding the IRS taxability of tuition waivers with respect to Graduate Student appointments. GTA’s (Graduate Teaching Assistants) and GRA’s (Graduate Research Assistants/Associates) are exempt in terms of the University having to withhold taxes once they reach a threshold of $5,250. But Graduate Assistants/Associates are not. This creates tremendous concerns within the payroll system for students. Dean Tucker and a committee (members of the committee are listed in the following insert) started looking at the definitions with respect to the entire support packages that OSU offers Graduate Students. The committee consists of a diverse group from all across campus as well as expert legal counsel. The committee set out to explore new definitions for GTAs and GRAs. The point of this is to be as inclusive as possible and still comply with IRS regulations for graduate students to be appropriately classified as Graduate Teaching Assistants or Graduate Research Assistants in a very broad way. The committee believes that the majority of OSUs graduate students will be classified under either the GTA or GRA definitions as described in the following insert. These definitions are meant to include, but not exclude any Graduate Student. These broad definitions will get the Graduate College out of the business of worrying about a GA (Graduate Assistant/Associate) and the benefits will be associated with a GTA or a GRA. Dean Tucker and the committee are hoping that Faculty Council will review the information and endorse the concept. Dean Tucker stated that the committee has reviewed everyone else’s definitions in crafting ones for OSU, that they feel have captured the spirit of what they wish to accomplish. Once the draft goes through various bodies, Dean Tucker and the committee will be providing educational process to make sure that all Graduate Students are classified appropriately. The main classification you will see students become is the last category (which is an HR title); Student Worker. This classification is for a student who is doing some sort of clerical type or generic labor work that is not associated in anyway with OSU’s teaching or research missions relative to what the student may be doing in their academic program. 
Dean Tucker distributed the following information and asked for questions.
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The Internal Revenue Service (IRS) regulations concerning the taxability of graduate tuition
waivers provided by educational institutions recently required Oklahoma State University (OSU)
to start withholding taxes on graduate tuition waivers exceeding $5,250 per calendar year for
specific graduate student appointments. The IRS code specifically exempts the tuition waivers
received by graduate teaching and research assistants/associates (GTAs and GRAs) as taxable
income. However, tuition benefits provided to graduate assistants/associates (GAs) are subject to

taxation and withholding.

The implications of this IRS regulation for GAs and administrative units are tremendously
complex and present significant challenges. Therefore, the Task Force on Graduate Student
Support Issues (GSSI; see membership below) crafted the following DRAFT definitions with the
intention of providing more inclusive and compliant definitions:

T

'thEACHlNG,! »ﬁggﬁm&ﬁ (GTA): :iM : % | M‘l%lli

i
, fiHii
Assistanéh 5TA) must Blniéqrr itted to and r‘éléfet the requirements pf [ihe
!
i
?

Qo

i e
,d,raduate Coliég‘e, be fullyiadmitted ]
i el 1 ; ‘l&'

ty member,{In consul?a1 tion w

increa;she;;i, nderstanding of thi inscipline. ] P{e GTA is provided a

J

%lggpropriate gré.@ﬁ?te fac
'instructional sI“ sand a
, i {

i ; 5. %
g:r!d their pnmaw irespom

’ ’ia graduaté‘fr‘ogl }n, and be ui} ‘%:r the supervision otla?

gain

‘ stipend
tional misé! :;Hiﬁmﬁ%:;%iepanment*éri

ory teaching; advising and

tl : ‘the superilsi;%br, the GTA works

|77 e i

1
]

I;} g

il

éﬁ a QLI‘A may in a

3

an | Lﬁgsgaré to supporé i{e instr 1t

{program. Servi_c!'f.zs prov?ilé,ll y2 |Gl LS ' de: clas‘s}t?’om or lab;cnra
mentoring of s’ﬁéljdents; psr‘(;);ctoring"g ';gminatiorté i;{gr,a:éilrf‘ghp 'Pzgars, horrfﬁ(;x}vork, and/or projects; fj
| gélcompanyin"g’./i(;:;(bachinilg”;usical dr;{ ;(?‘Cal pe'l\;i THHANCES, ﬁl}(b\:/)dmg arftistic instruction or as'szf‘;s ting
;WIth prepz'n;a‘ﬁi?ﬁ and m tEllxgcnu::ntq materi‘c}gigand progran‘iﬁi i!};at ar?iL ilized in imparting ?(towledge
»’ériu?thél,gi,{‘%;&é ctional pqii&ess; or pr(?{‘;(i‘?i“%! %(i{cher general assjstance inithe instruction proce?%;‘ LA
‘GTA 'may be assigned primary respon ibilities in an extension, outreach, or service role forwhich
those responsibilities support the instructional mission of the department or program. GTAs may not
be given duties to support faculty research or those primarily clerical in nature.

GRADUATE RESEARCH ASSISTANT (GRA):

A Graduate Research Assistant (GRA) must be admitted to and meet the requirements of the
Graduate College, be fully admitted to a graduate degree program, and be under the supervision of an
appropriate graduate faculty member. A GRA is provided a stipend and their primary responsibilities
are to provide general support to the research mission of the department or program. These
responsibilities may or may not relate directly to the students’ thesis or dissertation. Duties of the
GRA primarily involve applying and mastering research concepts, practices, or methods of
scholarship. Services provided by a GRA may include: assisting faculty members in a research or
creative activity; perform degree-related professional or administrative services that supports
research, instruction, professional development, or outreach missions of the department or program,
developing and evaluating instructional materials or curricula; or assuming responsibility for
designated scholarly endeavors.




[image: image2.jpg]“performing degree-related administrative or professional functions™ related to academic instruction
or training means work related to the academic operations and functions in a department or program
rather than to administration along the lines of general business operations. Such academic
administrative functions include operations directly in the field of education. Jobs relating to areas
outside the students’ field of study are not within the definition of academic administration.

STUDENT WORKER:

The Student Worker is an employed student not meeting the above criteria and would constitute
an employer-employee status within the Oklahoma State University system and requires
compensation based on actual time worked as assigned. Documentation of hours worked via a time
sheet and an hourly wage of at least the Federal minimum wage ($7.25, as of 2012), are required.

A student worker may also be considered exempt versus hourly if the following conditions are met:

“Compensation of no less than $455 per week regardless of FTE or $1,972 per month, as of 2012,
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10. Regina Henry — coordinator of immigration, Office of International Students and Scholars
11. Jodie Kennedy — fiscal officer, Graduate College

12.  Clint Krehbiel — chair, Faculty Council; CASNR

13.  Christa Louthan — assistant chief/human resources officer, Human Resources

14. Tanya Massey — assistant director, Residential Life, Office of Student Affairs

15.  Jim Pappas — assistant professor, Management (SSB)

16. Jean Sander — dean, Center for Veterinary Health Sciences

17.  Matt Short — professional, Scholarships and Financial Aid
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21.  Sheryl Tucker — dean, Graduate College
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Bob Miller stated that he applauds the Graduate College for taking on this task. He stated that it is a positive action on the part of the Graduate College. He feels it will help in many ways including providing appropriate support to Graduate Students and in fact to attract Graduate Students. Dean Tucker feels the new definitions are a real solution that is appropriate and inclusive. Melanie Page asked if Dean Tucker had a sense of what type of jobs the former GA classifications were doing. Dean Tucker answered certainly administrative work and if this is related to that degree program they could be a GTA or GRA depending on the nature of the work. Does it support one of those missions? Ron Van Den Bussche stated that Athletic Trainers is another classification that came up. Again under this definition, if the athletic training experience that they are getting is related to their degree, they would fit under the GRA. If a Zoology Graduate Student was an athletic trainer that doesn’t fit, so they would have to become a student worker. This is how the committee attempted to craft these definitions. Dean Tucker stated that the committee knows for a fact that there were different benefits with respect to tuition waivers so that some graduate students had been miss-classified. The goal is to know who is teaching and who is doing research. Krehbiel stated that in some instances his department, Animal Science, would be an example of those fuzzy lines because Animal Science Graduate students are required to TA even if they are on a soft funded grant. How would Dean Tucker recommend working with this situation? Tucker stated to look at the majority of their responsibility or use two appointments to describe their appointment such as a .25 GTA and a .25 GRA if this is appropriate. Bartels asked if the .25 could be taxable. Tucker stated no because there would be no GTA or GRA that is taxable. Van Den Bussche stated that either way they would be classified; they would fall under the non-taxable definitions. Bartels asked if there has been enough consultation with the committee members that there is no push back and, everyone understands how it will be implemented consistently across the University. Dean Tucker stated that in the next few weeks she is making presentations to Provost’s Council, Council of Deans, Instruction Council, Associate Deans for Research and more. They will then put the information out to the general faculty. The hope was to have this in place by the fall but Tucker has already been told there are EA forms moving forward for the fall so the committee is concerned because the biggest issue with the GA title is in the fall. There were 7 individuals who exceeded the $5250 threshold for the just completed semester. There will be a few more in the summer. In the fall this number could grow tremendously. The committee would like to not have to look at the GA title and the payroll tax issue come fall. Faculty Council is the first group they have spoken with but the committee members have been talking to their constituents already. Scott Allen asked what the committee would like the faculty to do now. Allen is the graduate coordinator for his department and they are starting to do the paperwork, EA forms, for the fall. Should they use the GTA designation? Dean Tucker stated that until there is something official, the GTA designation cannot be used. The process cannot be changed until there are official new designations. Van Den Bussche stated if their students are already teaching assistants so they are already GTAs. Allen is referring to the new students. Van Den Bussche said they are already graduate teaching assistants. Bartels moved to accept and support the proposed Graduate Student Employment Definition Draft. Bob Miller second. Krehbiel asked for a vote. Motion Passed. 
Recognition of Out-going Councilors – Clint Krehbiel
 

Krehbiel stated that there is no doubt that serving on Faculty Council is a commitment and the committee work that goes along with this representing the respective colleges is a very important service to the Faculty and to OSU. He asked if the outgoing members are present, to please stand. Krehbiel thanked the following out-going Councilors: Jeanmarie Verchot, Allen Scott, David Yellin, Janet Ahrberg, Steve Damron, John Veenstra, Randy Taylor, Karen Schestokat, Jim Smay, Robert Avakian and Chanjin Chung. Certificates of appreciation will be sent to them soon. 
Remarks and Comments from VP Gary Clark:

Clark explained that President Hargis had been called to the Governor’s office. The Governor is signing a bill requiring state agencies to improve their energy efficiencies by 20% by the year 2020. This bill is based on the OSU program. Since OSU was involved in starting this program Governor Fallin wanted President Hargis to be in attendance. Clark extended President Hargis’s apologies for not being at today’s meeting. Clark stated that Hargis extends his appreciation to the out-going councilors for their service on the Faculty Council. Clark said it is very clear to him that the President really appreciates the working relationship with the entire Faculty Council this past year. Clark feels that Faculty Council has fulfilled its mission to represent the faculty’s view on ideas that are in OSU’s best interest and makes things better for OSU faculty, staff and students. 
Clark stated he would be happy to answer any questions that he could. Ken Bartels asked if there have been any updates on legislative issues that Clark is aware of. Clark stated that the most recent item regarding open carry are that the proposed revisions to the statute should not change things from the way they are now for college campuses. OSU has a policy that stays you cannot have gun in a trunk on campus. In reality, by state law, you can. OSU will probably move to amend its policy to be in line with the state law. Clark does not expect this law to support concealed carry of guns on campus. Right now an individual on campus can request permission to carry which the President has denied in the past due to lack of justification.

Clark stated on the budget aspects of things, the administration is working hard to annualize the $10 million in one year funds that the state gave OSU last time. Clark feels reasonably positive about this. Getting the mandatories over and above the flat budget, some $30 million in round numbers, and the administration is not too optimistic about this part. The President, Boone Pickens and George Kaiser all went to the capitol in March to ask the legislative leaders and Governor to support moving funds from the hedge fund to partially match some of the chairs and professorships that are in the queue that have been there for a number of years now. They are cautiously optimistic that this may come through in part. There doesn’t seem to be huge opposition to it at this time. You never know as things go down to the wire but the nice thing would be a reaffirmation by the legislature that they recognize that the promise they made to these donors and intend to keep it. Even a portion. It could work out that some of these chairs and professorships could be awarded. There would not be any bond issues other than one to fix up the capital. This is OSU’s best hope to make progress on this issue.  

Krehbiel thanked Clark for his support of Faculty Council.
Report of Status of Council Recommendations:

Provost Sternberg stated he is happy to announce that a Dean of Arts & Sciences has been found. Brett Danilowicz is planning to start on July 1, 2012. This means there is only 1 Dean search left; that is the DASNR (Division of Agricultural Sciences and Natural Resources). The Provost’s office has put together the outline of a committee and letters should be going out shortly. Jean Sander will chair this search committee. 
There is a search for a Director of ITLE. There are two finalists for this position. They are Chris Ormsbee and Melanie Page. This search should be concluded rather quickly.

There were two subcommittees set up on E-learning and Outreach Learning. One of these subcommittees was on budgetary matters on which a report has been accepted. This is now in the process of being implemented. The other was a vision for IT. This report has also been received and distributed to the Faculty Council officers. Sternberg believes there will be a vote on the reports in August.

The Panorama Project, the new admissions project for looking at leadership qualities such as creative, analytical, practical and wisdom based thinking, is scheduled to start on July 1 and go live. This will give an additional option in achieving OSU’s Land Grant Mission through the admissions process. 

Provost Sternberg gave the status of the following recommendations:

11-12-01- FAC:
Revision to OSU Attendance Policy




Pending – Instruction Council recommends modifications to the revision 



proposed by Faculty Council.

12-01-01-Research:
Institutional Radiation Safety Policy




Accepted (5/8/12) – Proposed policy has been approved by the College 



Research Directors and by the Council of Deans. Approval has been 



communicated to VP McKeever and S. O’Geary.
12-02-01-ASP:
Veterinary Research Scholars



Pending – Proposed designation was approved by Instruction Council on 



April 13 and will be reviewed by the Council of Deans at their May 10 



meeting.
Sternberg mentioned that he has finished his first reading of the RPT folders. The way the process works is if there are cases that the Provost has questions about they are sent to the Faculty Committee of Faculty Council, Steve McKeever, Cheryl Tucker and Pam Fry for advice. Sternberg expects feedback by early next week. Sternberg will re-read them based on the additional feedback and make a final decision.
Joe Weaver – Updated the Council on the reconstruction of Monroe Street. There will be no southern access to Monroe Street. You will need to enter from the north and exit from the south for the summer. He is hoping that the vast majority of the reconstruction will be done this summer. Bob Miller asked what exactly was being done to Monroe Street. Weaver stated that the street will be narrowed to make it more pedestrian friendly. The raised speed bumps will be removed as well. There will be major infrastructure work done under the road to keep the water from pooling on the street. Bartels asked if there was any idea of the schedule for the removal/renovation of the old satellite area. Weaver stated that they will try to have a lot in place by fall.   
REPORTS OF STANDING COMMITTEES:

ACADEMIC STANDARDS & POLICIES – Ed Harris – Update/Year End Report
Ed Harris explained to the new Faculty Council members that the AS&P committee helps formulate and recommend policies that at both graduate and undergraduate levels of instruction. The committee is involved in quite a few things including admission, retention, university catalogs, academic calendars/awards and instructional standards/procedures. The committee consists of at least two members from Faculty Council, two members from the general faculty (one Emeritus Faculty) and two students – one undergrad and one graduate student. This past academic year, the committee has worked on a variety of projects. The committee works with the Registrar’s office, the Provosts office, the Grad College and University Assessment and Testing. The committee also serves on other university committees: tuition appeals, late drop and student reprieve. The committee is very active.
This past year the committee worked on recommendations concerning Academic Regulation 3.4 which has to do with General Ed Requirements. Another recommendation was the non-resident tuition waiver for certain pre-med students. One that is in process right now is a proposal for a Vet Med Research Scholar. Currently the committee is working on an articulation agreement with TCC. This was an issue that came from the floor a few meetings ago with concerns about who teaches courses in high schools. Are these high school teachers and are they qualified to teach courses that OSU approves as undergrad courses? Harris appointed a task force to look into this issue. Harris is also in communication with the Vice President of TCC and will have a report when school begins in the fall. The committee looks forward to another interesting and productive academic year. 
ATHLECTICS – Steve Damron – No Report
BUDGET – Rodney Holcomb – Update/Year End Report
Rodney thanked the committee members, Andrea Arquitt, Eliot Atekwana, Tim Bowser, Chanjin Chung, Bill Dare, Cheryl Giddens, Carol Moder and Ken Bartels for their participation in this year’s Budget Committee.

Annual Report - University Faculty Council Budget Committee for Academic Year 2011-2012
May 8, 2012
Members: Rodney Holcomb –Chair, Andrea Arquitt, Eliot Atekwana, Tim Bowser, Chanjin Chung, Bill Dare, Cheryl Giddens, Carol Moder, and Ken Bartels  

Over the course of the year the Budget Committee reviewed, discussed, and acted on a number of issues related to the university’s current and future budget.

The Committee reviewed the results of the Phased Retirement Pilot Program survey of eligible faculty members and unit administrators to ascertain potential budgetary issues related to the program.  The Committee noticed that unit administrators had concerns about the possible retention of salary savings at the dean level when/if faculty members entered phased retirement, and the negative impacts that would generate for departments.  However, the protocol outlined by the Phased Retirement Task Force, if adhered to by college deans, should minimize this impact.

The Committee regularly discussed the combined budgetary impacts of (a) the hiring freezes from past years, (b) an expected flat state higher education budget, and (c) increased student enrollment/retention on University operations and budgets in coming years.  Most notably, the Committee sought to determine the number of faculty FTEs and financial commitment needed to handle increased enrollment and the options administrators may consider for these needed positions (e.g. tenure-track, clinical, and adjunct/lecturer status). 

The Committee embarked on a months-long examination of faculty numbers and compensation at OSU and peer institutions.  The Committee reviewed the loss of 109 faculty FTEs in recent years, the regaining of 84 FTEs through the “Restore, Reward, and Grow” program, and the impacts of this faculty turnover on FTEs and salary compaction/inversion down to the departmental level.  The Committee worked with the VP of Finance and Administration and the director of Institutional Research and Information Management (IRIM) to assess both the current/future demands for faculty FTEs.  This topic will be of continued interest to the Committee, and more information will be collected on estimated FTE needs as enrollment estimates for 2012-13 and subsequent years are updated.

Enrollment and FTE needs were also related to Committee discussions of financial issues stemming from the rapid growth of the University’s distance education offerings.  The Committee will participate in, and probably lead, efforts to examine variations in in-load/overload policies for distance education/outreach courses at the college level.  These examinations will also identify variances in faculty compensation for overload distance education/outreach courses and the impacts of transitioning to a 60/40 (college/university) split of tuition revenue generated by these courses.

In Spring 2012, representatives of the Committee attended four of the dean-level budget meetings with the Provost to ascertain the budgetary priorities of the colleges and realize their perceived needs for faculty and facilities.  The experience was greatly appreciated by the Committee, and provided a much better assessment of the college-level needs and goals for instruction, research, and outreach.  We believe this experience would greatly benefit future Committee members and the Faculty Council as a whole.

The Committee discussed the possibility of a tuition waiver for the dependents of OSU faculty/staff as an incentive for retaining employees and an offset for years of stagnant salaries.  Details of this suggestion have been shared with the Retirement and Benefits Committee, and this will continue to be a topic of discussion in the next academic year.

A recurring theme for this Committee has been subsidies to the Athletic Department from E&G funds. This issue remains unsettled, although a detailed accounting for these funds has been promised.   

Respectfully submitted,

Rodney Holcomb – Chair

CAMPUS FACILITIES, SAFETY AND SECURITY – Robert Emerson – No Report
FACULTY – Shelia Kennison – Update/Year End Report
Faculty Committee End of Year Report

The members of the committee were Dr. Ken Bell, Dr. Jack Dillwith, Dr. Allen Finchum, Dr. Mary Kutz, Dr. Lovern, and Dr. Yellin.

As is consistent with the Bylaws of Faculty Council, the committee assisted the Provost with the review of applications for the Big XII Faculty Fellowship and the review of selected RPT folders.  The former work occurred late in fall semester 2011.  The latter work is still occurring.  

In addition, the faculty committee worked on several issues, some of which led to recommendations.  The first was a recommendation to modify the OSU Attendance policy, clarifying that students with both planned and unplanned absences can contact their instructors to arrange accommodations for missed work and to arrange access to videotapes of lectures and/or PowerPoint presentations.  
The faculty committee also took up the issue of the confidentiality of external review letters for RPT.  The Provost asked Faculty Council to study the issue.  By vote of Faculty Council, the issue was referred to the Faculty Committee.  We studied the issue for several months, consulting with Scott Fern, Gary Clark, and numerous faculty on campus.  The result is the recommendation considered today.  
The Faculty Committee spent the last year considering the Dispute Resolution procedure for faculty, which is Appendix E in the faculty handbook.  We studied the corresponding policies at other universities.  This was a slow and time-consuming process, which resulted in the draft that you have received today.  In fall, we look forward to having a full discussion of the proposal, after the campus has had ample time to review the proposal.  
The Faculty Council Recommends to President Hargis that:  
Appendix E (Dispute Resolution Procedure) of the OSU Faculty Handbook be modified as follows:

Rationale:   

The faculty committee reviewed the OSU grievance procedure for faculty members, comparing it to a large number of peer institutions.  After this long comparison process, the committee proposes three changes:

1) The committee proposes adding text to the document to clarify the range of topics that may be involved in grievances and changing the title of the Appendix from Dispute Resolution Procedure to Grievance Procedures for Faculty.  The word dispute has also been replaced by grievance.  The committee believes that these changes will clarify for faculty the fact that the grievance procedure applies to a wide range of issues, rather than only situations related to reappointment, tenure, and promotion.

2) The committee proposes the creation of a Grievance Panel (elected by the general faculty), which would eliminate the exclusive reliance on former Faculty Council chairpersons for the Ad-Hoc Investigative committee that serves as the initial review of all grievance submitted to the Faculty Council chair.  Most peer institutions utilize a standing committee of this type.  The committee also noted input from current and former faculty council officers regarding the fact that the pool of former faculty council chairs is relatively small.  

3) The committee proposes that the report of the Grievance Resolution Committee (formerly Dispute Resolution Committee) be submitted directly to the President for final resolution.  The committee noted that this procedure is the most commonly used among the peer institutions that were reviewed by the committee.  

Attachment:
Appendix E

Dispute Resolution Procedure Faculty Grievance Procedure
Faculty members with an who believe they have a qualified employment-related

grievance disputes that warrants filing a petition under provision 2.0 of this policy statement will

be expected to have already discussed their objection with their unit administrator and other

appropriate administrators.

1. Filing of Grievance Dispute Resolution Petition. Faculty members with an who feel that they have a qualified employment-related grievance dispute may submit a petition to the chairperson of the Faculty Council for examination and investigation of their objection. Grievances may be related to academic freedom, tenure, promotion, salary, as well as any other matters related to the working conditions of faculty members, such as those related to teaching, research, service, outreach activities and any others that might be included in a faculty member’s assigned duties. The petition shall set forth in detail the nature of the objection and the specific remedial action or relief sought, and shall identify the specific administrator(s) who should respond to the petition (the respondent(s)). It shall contain all pertinent facts and/or opinions, any circumstantial evidence which the petitioner deems pertinent to the case, and a brief summary of the results of previous discussions on the issues involved. Objections related to specific personnel action(s) must be presented to the chairperson of the Faculty Council within sixty calendar days of the date when the faculty member was formally notified of the action(s).

2. Initial Review and Recommendations. Upon receipt of a faculty member's petition for

resolution of a dispute grievance, the chairperson of the Faculty Council shall refer the petition to

an Ad-Hoc Investigative review committee composed of three members selected from a

Grievance Panel. past chairpersons of the Faculty Council, only one of whom may be formally

assigned to administrative duties more than 25% FTE. The chairperson of the Faculty Council

shall choose the committee members by lot from among former chairpersons currently on

campus. The Grievance Panel shall receive training in University procedures and dispute

resolution arranged by the VPAA in consultation with Faculty Council. The Ad-Hoc

Investigative review committee shall study the dispute grievance resolution petition and confer

with the parties to the dispute grievance. If a resolution is achieved, the review committee shall so report to the chairperson of the Faculty Council. After such inquiry the committee shall

recommend to the chairperson of the Faculty Council whether or not a formal dispute grievance
resolution hearing is warranted. If so, it shall identify the appropriate administration

respondent(s). Its recommendation shall be submitted to the chairperson of the Faculty Council,

normally within fifteen working days after the filing of the petition by the faculty member.

3. Membership of the Grievance Panel. Each year, eight faculty members shall be elected by

the general faculty to serve three-year terms on the Grievance Panel. Of the 24 panel members,

20 must be tenured faculty and 4 must be faculty extension educators with equivalent rank of

associate or full professor. To be eligible to serve on the Grievance Panel one should not be

formally assigned to administrative duties more than 25% FTE. The panel should contain

representation from each college. There is no limit to the number of terms that panel members

can serve.

4 3. Action by Chairperson of the Faculty Council. Upon receipt of a recommendation from

the review committee, the chairperson of the Faculty Council shall, within five working days,

inform the parties involved in the dispute grievance that either:

(a) the review committee judges that a full hearing by a dispute grievance resolution committee is not reasonably warranted; or

(b) a dispute grievance resolution committee will be formed to conduct a formal hearing.

In cases judged not warranting a formal hearing by a dispute grievance resolution committee, the

petitioner shall be provided written reasons for the ruling. The ruling may be appealed to the

President, normally within five working days. If the petitioner is permitted to pursue the

dispute grievance, the ruling of the informal committee shall be included as evidence to come

before the dispute grievance resolution committee. For cases in which a dispute grievance

resolution committee is to be formed, the chairperson of the Faculty Council shall arrange a

reasonable time and place for selection of the dispute grievance resolution committee which will

afford all parties the right and opportunity to be present during the selection. The

dispute grievance resolution committee shall normally be selected within twenty-eight calendar

days of the original filing of the petition by the faculty member. The chairperson of the Faculty

Council shall select faculty committee members randomly from panels of faculty members.

5 4. Establishment of Panels for Selection of the Dispute Grievance Resolution Committee.

Panels for selection of the dispute grievance resolution committee shall include full-time faculty

members as follows:

(a) men;

(b) women;

(c) racial/ethnic minorities;

(d) professors;

(e) associate professors;

(f) assistant professors;

(g) instructors;

(h) special positions equivalent to that of the petitioner if not included above.

6 5. Composition of the Dispute Grievance Resolution Committee: Members of the

Committee.

The dispute grievance resolution committee shall consist of:

(a) a non-voting chairperson who is a member of the termination hearing board (section 1.15.1)

and is chosen by the chairperson of the Faculty Council;

(b) a voting member who is a unit administrator and unaffiliated with the other committee

members and who is appointed by the President from a list of three neutral candidates provided

by the chairperson of the Faculty Council; and

(c) four voting members, chosen by stratified random process and consisting of one member

from each of two panels to which the petitioner belongs and two additional members who must be tenured faculty members, one professor and one associate professor, chosen without regard to gender. The petitioner who belongs to three panels shall be allowed to select the two panels from which one person from each panel is chosen. The petitioner and the respondent(s) shall each be allowed to submit relevant questions to panel members and may challenge one voting member selection for the committee without showing cause (peremptory challenge) and any other voting member selection for cause. Challenges may be made after a full potential committee has been selected. The chairperson of the Faculty Council shall exercise reasonable judgment in ruling on the validity of challenges for cause. Members of the unit (department or school) involved in the dispute grievance shall not be eligible to serve on the committee.

7 6. Dispute Grievance Resolution Committee Chairperson. The chairperson shall provide

committee members with a copy of the petition filed by the faculty member and schedule the

first meeting of the committee at the earliest convenient time when all affected parties can be

present.

8 7. Dispute Grievance Resolution Consultant. At any step in the dispute grievance resolution

procedures, the chairperson of the Faculty Council--and/or the Director of Affirmative Action, if

discrimination is alleged--may be requested by any of the parties to the dispute grievance or by

the committee to serve as a consultant in an advisory capacity without the power of decision in

the disputed matter. Additional consultation and advice on special issues or rules of procedure

may be provided to the committee by an available attorney from the Board of Regents Office of

Legal Counsel and/or a faculty member chosen by the chairperson of the Faculty Council from

those with experience on past dispute grievance resolution panels or some other specialized issue. Written functional guidelines for dispute grievance resolution committees issued by the VPAA shall be followed.

9 8. Responsibilities for Serving on Dispute Grievance Resolution Committee. Members of

the committee shall serve the best interests of the University and act as neutral examiners of

issues presented. Members shall avoid external discussions of the dispute grievance with parties

to the dispute grievance resolution process and others. All members selected shall be expected to

serve on the committee except in cases of illness, necessary absence from the campus, service on

a termination hearing committee or dispute grievance resolution committee in the current or

immediately preceding academic year, or other extreme hardship. The chairperson of the Faculty

Council shall decide whether a selected committee member should be excused from service upon

their request, and may replace such a member by the same procedure used for the original

selection.

10 9. Hearings Procedures. The following procedures and guidelines should be followed during

the hearings.

10 9.1 The dispute grievance resolution committee shall normally hold its first session within ten

working days after it has been formed by the action of the chairperson of the Faculty Council.

The committee shall hold a joint prehearing meeting(s) with the parties in order to:

(a) simplify the issues;

(b) effect stipulations of undisputed material facts or witness statements;

(c) provide for the exchange of documentary evidence or other information;

(d) question committee members to determine if disqualifying bias exists; and

(e) achieve such other appropriate prehearing objectives as will make the

formal hearing fair, effective, and expeditious.

10 9.2 The dispute grievance resolution committee, through its chairperson, shall require from the parties involved that they submit to the committee and exchange with the other party(s) within

seventy-two hours following the conclusion of the first session:

(a) a list of witnesses whom they wish to present;

(b) a written exposition of all relevant facts and/or opinions, as well as circumstantial evidence;

and

(c) documents which they deem pertinent to the case.

10 9.3 Two confidential tape recordings of the dispute grievance resolution hearing shall be made by a recorder designated for the proceedings by the chairperson of the committee. The copies of the taped recording will be accessible to the principal parties involved, the committee, the President, the Board of Regents, and authorized representatives on a "need to know" basis. Either party to the dispute grievance may request that the committee endeavor to provide a complete or partial typed transcript of the testimony. The cost of preparation of such a transcript shall be paid by the party making the request. Other involved parties may obtain a duplicate copy by paying the current fees for copying.

10 9.4 Length of hearing sessions may be established in advance; every reasonable effort should

be made to conduct the hearing(s) as expeditiously as possible, with equal fairness to both

parties.

10 9.5 The faculty member, having initiated the dispute grievance resolution action, must establish by a quality of proof that is clear and convincing that the requested remedial action is justified and called for under the prevailing circumstances. The faculty member shall present his or her case first, with the affected administrator(s) following.

10 9.6 Both parties shall be permitted during the course of the hearing(s) to introduce additional

documents and present witnesses not on their original lists, subject to reasonable notice to the

other party and the consent of the dispute grievance resolution committee.

10 9.7 The dispute grievance resolution committee may call witnesses of its own to the hearing

and request documents not otherwise introduced by either of the parties.

10 9.8 In cooperation with the chair of the committee the respective parties are responsible for

arranging the presence of their own witnesses and will schedule them for appearance as close to

the time of call as possible.

10 9.9 The University shall provide appropriate facilities, assistance, equipment, and support to

the committee and shall assist the dispute grievance resolution committee in obtaining the

cooperation of witnesses and making available non-confidential documentary and other

evidence. The personnel records of the petitioning faculty member shall be accessible to the

parties, dispute grievance resolution committee review authorities and their representatives.

10 9.10 The parties shall be permitted to utilize legal counsel who shall be allowed to participate

indirectly in all appropriate portions of the hearings. The dispute grievance committee shall

consider such counsel's statements on procedural matters and may receive the opinion of its own

counsel. Counsel will not question witnesses or make opening or closing statements.

10 9.11 The dispute grievance resolution committee shall not be bound by strict rules of legal

evidence, and may admit any evidence which is of probative value in evaluating the issues

involved. Every reasonable effort shall be made to obtain the most reliable evidence available.

10 9.12 The committee will report's findings of fact and any recommendations shall be based

solely on relevant evidence contained in the hearing record and reasonable inferences drawn

therefrom.

10 9.13 Except for such simple announcements as may be required, covering the time of hearing

and similar matters, public statements and publicity about the case by either the faculty member,

affected administrators(s), or their representatives, shall be avoided so far as possible until the

proceedings have been completed, including the submission of the advisory report of the

dispute grievance resolution committee to the chairperson of the Faculty Council, the petitioning

faculty member and the respondent administrator.

10 9.14 The hearings and the report of the dispute grievance resolution committee shall normally

be completed within forty-five working days (based on the academic calendar) of the formation

of the dispute grievance resolution committee. In any case in which the committee deems this

time schedule to be inadequate the chairman of the dispute grievance resolution committee shall

notify the principal parties involved in writing of the amended time schedule.

11 0. The Report of the Dispute Grievance Resolution Committee.

11 0.1 In preparing its report the dispute grievance resolution committee shall specifically cite the information upon which its advisory conclusions were based.

The written report shall contain:

(a) a statement of the purpose of the hearing(s);

(b) issues considered;

(c) findings of fact; and

(d) relevant advisory recommendations.

11 0.2 The dispute grievance resolution committee shall submit its report via the chairperson of

the Faculty Council to the parties involved in the dispute, and (a) If the dispute is directed against

a unit administrator, the report of the dispute resolution committee shall be submitted to the dean

of the petitioning faculty member's college. If the dean concurs with the report of the committee,

the case will be resolved by the dean through the implementation of the committee's

recommendations. If the dean disagrees with the report of the committee, the dean shall return

the report to the committee with the specific concerns stated in writing.

The committee will then reconsider the case, taking into account the dean's concerns and

reviewing new evidence with the parties if necessary and practical. If the positions of both the

dean and the dispute resolution committee cannot be reconciled, the report of the committee and

the dean's written objections to the committee's report shall be forwarded to the VPAA for a

decision and action. (b) If the dispute is directed against both a unit administrator and a dean, or

against a dean only, the report of the dispute resolution committee shall be submitted to the

VPAA.

If the VPAA concurs with the report of the dispute resolution committee, the case will be

resolved by implementation of its recommendations. Otherwise the VPAA shall return the report

to the committee with specific concerns stated in writing.

The committee will then reconsider the case, taking into account the VPAA's concerns and

reviewing new evidence with the parties if necessary and practical. If the positions of both the

VPAA and the dispute resolution committee cannot be reconciled, the report of the committee

and the VPAA's written objections shall be forwarded to the President of the University for a

decision and action. (c) If the faculty member's petition is directed against the VPAA or against

the VPAA and another administrator, the dispute resolution committee report shall be submitted

to the President of the University for decision and action.

If the President concurs with the report of the committee, the case will be resolved by

implementation of its recommendations. If the President disagrees with the report of the

committee, the President will return it to the committee with specific written concerns. The

committee will then reconsider the case, taking into account the President's concerns and

reviewing new evidence with the parties if necessary and practical. If the positions of the

President and the committee cannot be resolved, the President's decisions will stand, unless the

faculty member appeals the decision to the Board of Regents, bearing in mind that access to the

Board's appellate procedure is not automatically granted and that the procedure may be revised

by action of the Board of Regents.
This recommendation will not be voted on today but taken up at the first Faculty Council meeting in the fall.
Lastly, the Faculty Committee was asked to review the policies for Clinical Professors and Research Professors.  We consulted with Department heads and deans for input about the policies.  We also surveyed faculty currently serving in these positions.  While our complete report is not yet ready; we anticipate presenting it early in the fall, we do have a relatively minor recommendation for a modification to the Research Professor policy, which makes the review of the policy consistent with the review of the clinical professor policy.  It is the policy that is currently occurring; a description of this was lacking in the policy for research professors. See below. Kennison asked if the council would like to vote on this recommendation. Krehbiel asked for discussion. Bob Miller called to question this recommendation. Bartels asked that prior to being called to question, Kennison bring the Council up-to-date on a few of bullet points of the problems that will be solved with the Research Professor track with the survey that was done. What the difference was between Research and Clinical track appointments. Kennison stated that what the committee found was that the number of people appointed in the two kinds of positions differed greatly so there are far more clinical professors than research professors. In terms of their satisfaction, many more of the clinical professor individuals were satisfied. Some of the research professors felt they were isolated, second class citizen type of people. But Kennison does feel that in some ways the committee has discussed this issue and it seems to be maybe the nature of the beast. But in terms of the number of people who responded to the survey; out of 20 research professorships – 5 responded; out of 74 clinical professor positions – 26 responded. So one could not say that this is a generalizable sample. But overall, the committee found that there were no glaring problems with the positions. Kennison believes that the committee in the fall will want to pull all the information together and make a more thoughtful report about this process. The committees’ initial survey is that things are working quite well but for recommendations about further investigation, the fall committee will have more information about this. Krehbiel asked for a vote on the recommendation. Motion passed.
Title:        Revisions to the Policy on Research Professorships


The Faculty Council Recommends to President Hargis that:  
The following minor changes be made to the Research Professor Track (Non-Tenure Track) 2-0904 Policy

6.01 The Vice President for Research and Technology Transfer, or his/her designee, in cooperation with the Provost and Faculty Committee of the Faculty Council, will periodically (at least every five years) review the status of the research professor program at OSU before Faculty Council and present a report of the findings, including suggestions for modifying this policy to improve the research faculty program, to the Faculty Council. Suggestions for modifying this policy to improve the research professor program may be considered at such times.
Rationale:

The modification clarifies the role of the faculty council in the review of the policy.  The Faculty Committee was asked to review this policy and the policy pertaining to clinical faculty.  The policy for clinical faculty contains language similar to these proposed revisions.  The faculty committee proposes that the language in the policy regarding the review process for the research professor track be similar to the review process for the clinical professor track, because the review process, in practice, is already similar.

Kennison stated that if anyone has comments on the recommendation to please forward them to her and she will make sure the new Faculty Committee chair receives them.
Last but not least, the committee was asked to take up the issue of the confidentiality of external review letters. Recommendation follows:

Title: 

Revision to OSU Policy on Reappointment, Promotion and Tenure Process for Ranked Faculty. 
The Faculty Council Recommends to President Hargis that:  The OSU Policy on Reappointment, Promotion and Tenure Process for Ranked Faculty (2-0902) be modified as follows:

2.2

(7) The documentation file for a candidate being considered for tenure and/or promotion should include at least three letters from external reviewers who have been asked to evaluate the candidate's accomplishments and potential. Such evaluators should be leading scholars in their disciplines and especially knowledgeable about the candidate's areas of expertise. All units shall solicit outside reviews as a part of the RPT review process and shall develop rules for solicitation of such reviews that are consistent with policies of the academic college and with this document.

Because external letters are of considerable importance, certain cautions should be observed. First, in determining who are selected as reviewers, the candidate should be asked to provide a slate of names; the unit administrator and the unit personnel committee should also provide names; and from these two lists a group of at least three should be selected in a fair and objective manner for contact. Additionally, the candidate should be aware that a letter from his or her dissertation advisor is not acceptable as part of the external review. Similarly, letters from former students are irrelevant for this purpose although they may be useful as indicators of teaching quality. External review letters will be used by departmental personnel committees, department heads, deans, and other University administrators for personnel decisions, such as reappointment, tenure, and promotion.  However, the letters will be kept confidential from the candidate.  In accordance with the Oklahoma open records law (OK Stat 51 § 24A.1.7.C), candidates may request to see their personnel file.  Candidates who request access to their external review letters will be provided with copies of letters in which the external reviewer’s name, institutional affiliation and relationship with the candidate are redacted.  The University will provide the candidate with copies of the original external letters, which reveal the identities of the letter writers, only when required to do so by a legal proceeding. A copy of the letter that is sent to reviewers shall be provided to the faculty member and included in the documentation file. The letter that is sent to reviewers should include a statement that the content of their letter may be reviewed by the candidate with the reviewer’s name and institutional affiliation redacted and that the entire review letter may become available to the candidate in the event of a legal proceeding.  The following language should appear in letters sent to reviewers:

OSU policy requires that the names and affiliations of external reviewers be kept confidential from the candidate; however, the candidate may receive a redacted copy of your letter with your name, affiliation, and relationship to the candidate removed.  In order to facilitate this redaction process, we ask you to provide the information about your relationship to the candidate below your signature at the end of your letter.  We also ask that you refrain from using language in the body of your letter that might inadvertently identify you.  Unredacted letters would only be provided to the candidate as required under the law or discovery rules in a legal proceeding.
Units should be careful to allow sufficient time to gather outside peer review letters so that they can be included in the file by January 15. Candidates who request copies of their external review letters in redacted form should make their request to their Department Head.  Requests should be fulfilled within 72 hours of the request.
A candidate may waive the right to access outside reviews. Such waivers shall not be assumed, implied or coerced, and must be executed in writing prior to solicitation of outside reviews (see Attachment 2 of this document). The scope of the waiver shall be clearly indicated in writing prior to solicitation of outside reviews. A copy of the executed waiver shall become a part of the documentation file. Any letter soliciting an outside review shall inform the potential reviewer of the extent to which the contents of the review will be known to the candidate.
Rationale:  The proposed recommendation would eliminate the current RPT procedure that asks candidates to waive their rights to access external review letters.  All external review letters will be treated confidentially in RPT deliberations.  Faculty who wish to see the content of external review letters may be able to receive copies of the letters with the identifying information of the letter writer removed.  The faculty committee believes that the recommendation balances the best interests of both the University and faculty members who are RPT candidates.  For the University, there is a need to have external review letters that are of the highest possible quality.  For RPT candidates, there is value in having objective, candid feedback about professional development.  The current recommendation satisfies both of these competing needs by allowing the letter writers to maintain anonymity from the candidate and allowing candidates to view the content of external letters.  
Kennison stated that this recommendation exists because of the wonderful cooperation with the Provost’s office, Gary Clark and Scott Fern. These people helped the committee understand the legal issues surrounding this recommendation. A great deal of research, reviewing other policies and surveying faculty so that in the end the committee feels that what is presented in this recommendation is a good balance of the Faculty’s need to get candid feedback on their professional development as well as having the university have a need to get confidential letters that letter writers will feel they can provide candid feedback because their identity will not be revealed to faculty candidates. So essentially this is a policy that allows candidates to receive redacted letters that have been used in their RPT case. If requested by the faculty member, they would receive a copy of the letter without the name of the letter writer, the affiliation of the letter writer or the letter writers’ relationship to the faculty member. However the department RPT committee, the department head, Dean and anyone else at the university who is involved in the RPT process review deliberations would be able to see the full, unredacted letters. Bob Miller clarified “only if they are involved in the review”? Kennison said yes, only if they are involved in the review. Kennison stated that when the committee surveyed the faculty they found that the current system that is in place is the waiver system. A faculty member is asked to waive or not waive their rights to access the external review letters. Of the people surveyed (faculty who had gone through the RPT process in the last 8 years on campus) 90% of the respondents reported waiving. So the percentage of faculty who had not waived is rather small. The committee anticipates that approximately that many maybe inclined to request the redacted versions of their letters. In terms of individuals who would like to access the unredacted versions of the letters, the policy states that the university would only release these unredacted letters if made to do so in a legal proceeding. The committee considered the possible number of faculty this would involve and concluded that it would likely be very small. Kennison opened the floor for questions. Bartels stated that he appreciates the work that the committee has done. He asked if there was any other legal verbiage that should be changed now or after the recommendation has been passed by Faculty Council and referred to administration for approval. Gary Clark stated that the committee has done a good job. He feels that this recommendation provides the mechanism to cover the discovery rules in a legal proceeding. Up until a legal request, the university would only provide the redacted portions of the letters. Once requested in a legal proceeding, the university would have to produce the letters in their entirety. Clark feels the recommendation adequately informs the person writing the letter that only the redacted letter will be shown except in legal proceedings. Clark feels the recommendation is a proper balance between the faculty member under consideration, the reviewer who is providing a service to the university and to the candidate and to the university itself. Clark is comfortable with the language as presented. Melanie Page asked when the recommendation says “from these two lists, a group of at least three should be selected” – she believes the three might be in conflict with some college/department documents that require four. She asked if this should be made broader to state at least three or as many as required by college/department. So that this does not get kicked back over the number discrepancy. Pages other question is based on Bob Millers comment that the unredacted letters would only be seen by faculty involved in the review process. In her department there is a 5 person review committee who makes the recommendation but the file, except for the faculty members A&D, is seen by all faculty members which would seem to be at odds. Because now you are trusting 21 people to not slip up and say “oh yeah, saw Bob Sternberg’s letter it was great” or “Sue Smith really doesn’t like you”. Bob Miller asked if the letters are currently seen. Page answered yes. Miller responded that well than how is it different because they are still involved in the review process. Page stated that it is now more explicit now. It seemed slightly different. Miller said that this was reviewed in his department’s faculty meeting yesterday and this is a real bone of contention within Microbiology. Microbiologists tend to like to be as anonymous as possible in everything from grant review to paper review to everything else. His faculty thought this was a good document and could be very usable and workable. They send their positive review to the recommendation. Bartels asked that the level at which the redaction occurs, at this point he infers that it is as the departmental level? Kennison stated that in terms of implementation there will be details that have to be worked out. Bartels stated for possible consideration that the ombudsman, once named, act as redactor. Once the ombudsman is hired could this be part of their responsibilities. Kennison feels it could. Office staff could use guidance in a number of areas related to confidentiality. But preparing of the redacted letters is probably training or actual redacting could be done by an ombudsman person. With redaction being done at the department level and colleges having some say over what happens at the department level, Kennison anticipates the details will need to be worked out but should be manageable. Gary Clark stated that faculty can make requests for redacted letters to their department heads. He assumed that the department head would be the person doing the redacting but it wouldn’t be required. Emeriti Association President, David Lewis, asked how confidential are the documents associated with promotion and tenure in the open records act. What if the Tulsa World or Daily Oklahoman had some questions about what is happening in Stillwater with regard to promotion and tenure and we would like to see the promotion and tenure packages for all the faculty being considered for 2012. What happens? Gary Clark stated that there is a specific exception for personnel records in the open records law. Lewis feels this is important in that there is no way these documents will become public. Clark stated that there is an exception specifically for personnel records and then there is an exception to the exception for the person involved. Meaning they can see their own personnel file. Lewis stated that a third party cannot come in and see those files. Clark stated correct, a third party cannot ask OSU for the records. He supposes that the employee could provide a copy but OSU cannot. 

Krehbiel thanked Clark for his input and asked for additional questions or comments. Krehbiel thanked and commended the committee because they spent a great deal of time and effort on this policy. At the end of the day, Krehbiel feels that if this helps OSU in terms of the things Dr. Miller mentioned with regard to getting anonymous reviews and being confident that OSU is getting the best reviews possible for all OSU faculty. Krehbiel asked for a vote. Motion passed.
Kennison stated that she had spoken with Carol Moder recently and her committee, RPT Task Force, is working on additional items. Kennison believes that some of the questions brought up today will be addressed with the task force. The task force will be bringing their findings to Faculty Council. Bartels stated that Moder is scheduled for a special report at the August meeting. Kennison stated that if anyone does have comments about the grievance procedure changes this is a document in progress so all suggestions are welcome. Bartels stated that this does take a general faculty vote to pass since this will be a by-law change.
LONG-RANGE PLANNING and INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY – Nick Materer – 



Update/Year End Report
YEAR-END REPORT:  LONG RANGE PLANNING AND
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY COMMITTEE

2011 - 2012
I would like to thank the members of the Long Range Planning and Information Technology Committee:  Kemit Grafton (Computer Information System and Management at OKC), Jeanmarie Verchot-Lubicz (Entomology and Plant Pathology), Robin Leech and Ann Prestamo (Library), Khalid Gasem (Chemical Engineering), Russell Wright (Emeriti Representative) and the Faculty Council past and vice chairs, John Veenstra (Civil and Environmental Engineering) and Ken Bartels (Veterinarian Clinical Sciences).  I would also like to thank Darlene Hightower (Chief Information Officer) and Chris Ormsbee and Samantha Krawczyk from ITLE for their cooperation and help.  A majority of the faculty issues forwarded to me were quickly resolved by the early intervention of IT.  It is important that OSU has IT and telecommunication leadership who understand the special needs of faculty and is willing to help formulate compromises with respect to computational needs and network access.  For that, I need to thank Darlene Hightower and Mike Kerntke.

The year started by addressing issues from emeriti faculty members wanting to access software products available to OSU faculty.  In general, we believe that it is in the best interest of OSU to allow emeriti faculty access to Microsoft Office Software through our Microsoft Campus Agreement.  However, the Microsoft Campus Agreement requires OSU to allocate funds to reimburse Microsoft for the emeriti faculty members.  Although policy has been in place a few years, there are problems with its implementation.  We drafted a simplified version of the procedure and hope that it helps emeriti faculty members.  We believe the LRP&IT committee should review this policy in Fall 2012 to ensure that it is meeting the needs of the Emeriti faculty.  To further outreach to our emeriti faculty members, we added an emeriti representative to this committee.
We had been involved with several issues dealing with data retention.  We reviewed an email retention policy from IT and submitted a new policy to the administration, which was accepted, addressing data retention and D2L, IT's centralized content management systems.  The new retention policy is consistent with state laws regarding data retention of academic records.  

During the year, IT has outsourced student email to allow lifetime accounts at minimal expense.  The biggest issue with respect to this migration involves student employees and their calendars.  In general, helpdesk responses indicate that this transition was relatively smooth.

One of most difficult issues this year is classroom videotaping, distribution and faculty rights.  This discussion rapidly become more and more complex as the committee learned more about copyright law and how fair use changes as one goes from a face-to-face classroom to a distance learning environment.  The major work has been spun out into a task force (TEACH Act and Internet Streaming Task Force).  Once the first reports come out of this task force, I expect that the LTP&IT committee will be involved with development of policy.  I expect that the cantankerous arguments over fair use will be replaced by a simple system of permission forms and understanding of the field of use for the recorded material.  In such a way, OSU can service its students and, at the same time, respect the various rights of the faculty and other third party sources, for example textbook publishers.
Looking forward, this committee needs to work with IT to ensure that faculty members have the ability to fully utilize technology (for example, video conferencing, internet presence and the evolving tools for on-line collaborations) in both teaching and research.  We also need to ensure that OSU has the resources to support classroom technologies and training for instructors.  There are ongoing concerns about the distribution of classroom materials (videotaping) and data protection in the “cloud.”  Going forward, I believe that this committee can be a positive force in bringing many of our technological dreams to life in a way that respects and complements current faculty efforts.
The other item the committee was asked to look at and we met last month regarding the Strategic Plan associated materials. This includes a vision statement, the strategic planning updates and some assessments. Comments from the committee are below:
LRP&IT Committee Comments

Provost Robert Sternberg formed two task forces of faculty, staff, and students in order to (1) refine our strategic plan and supporting structures to ensure and measure our progress toward these goals and (2) report on research which represents some of our strengths as a Land Grant University.  The LRP&IT Committee discussed the resulting reports and recommends that they be accepted with some caveats.
The strategic plan and associated materials (appendix, strategic planning council and indicators) developed by the Strategic Planning Task Force are consistent with the mission of OSU as a Land Grant University.  One concern is the use of average course evaluation scores for accessing core goal Ie, which is to effectively assess student learning and providing resources for improving outcomes at undergraduate, graduate, and professional levels.  Although numbers are readily available, they may provide information skewed to the popularity of the course and instructor as opposed to learning outcomes.  Due to the importance of this goal, we recommend that the measurement tool be carefully evaluated. The committee feels the use of student teaching evaluations is a poor tool. These tend to be more of a popularity resource than a learning outcome resource. There is a committee to look at teaching evaluations of faculty members. Maybe some of this will help derive a better evaluation tool.

The other item the committee looked at is the OSU Research Spires of Excellence. The University Research Spires of Excellence Task Force looked at eight research spires of excellence that represent some of our primary strengths as a Land Grant University.  This document is a mix of aims ranging from the arts to undergraduate excellence.  The “OSU Research Spires of Excellence” in this report highlights research programs that have received newsworthy attention.  The committee understands the difficulty of identifying and selecting a small cross section of research from the large body of funded research and we complement the authors of this report for their valiant effort.  We caution against using this report to drive funding towards specific research programs.  Although group hires and targeted funding could help our university establish a foothold in a topical or timely area, research programs typically start with the creativity of individual or a team of faculty.  It is the faculty who builds these ideas into a program, attracts notoriety through publication and presentations and writes proposals to obtain external funding.  We should work to identify, at an administrative level, what processes and incentives allow new ideas to raise to the level of the spires identified in this report and help OSU fulfill its Land Grant Mission.
Krehbiel asked for questions or discussion. Seeing none, asked for a vote on the Strategic Plan and Spires of Excellence Report. Bartels moved to accept the committees report on the Strategic Plan and Spires of Excellence. Bob Miller second. Motion passed. 
RESEARCH – Dan Fisher – Update/Year End Report
Fisher presented the year end report as follows. The committee worked through two safety policies this academic year. The first one is the Institutional Radiation Safety policy. The second one is the Institutional Laser Safety Policy which is being presented to Faculty Council today and is listed below:
Title:      Institutional Laser Safety Policy  


The Faculty Council Recommends to President Hargis that:  Accept the proposed draft OSU Stillwater and OSU Tulsa Institutional Laser Safety Policy as presented.
Rationale:

At the request of the VP for research, the FC research committee has reviewed the "Institutional Laser Safety Policy."  The policy formalizes OSU Stillwater and OSU Tulsa obligations to ensure the safe use of Class 3B and Class 4 lasers.  The research committee found that the policy presents a reasonable and appropriate set of guidelines for the safety of OSU researchers.  We ask that the full FC endorse this policy with an affirmative vote for approval.

Oklahoma State University Policy and Procedures

INSTITUTIONAL LASER SAFETY POLICY

PURPOSE

1.01 The purpose of this policy is to formalize the obligation of Oklahoma State University-Stillwater and Oklahoma State University-Tulsa (hereinafter referred to as OSU or the University) to ensure the safe use, operation, and application of Class 3B and Class 4 lasers (as defined below) in all OSU-Stillwater and OSU-Tulsa campus locations and activities. The University accepts responsibility for ensuring that all activities involving the use of lasers, and the facilities used to conduct such work, are in compliance with all applicable regulations, laws, and University policies, as well as invoked standards and guidelines (e.g., ANSI Standard).

1.02 The University acknowledges its responsibility to ensure, as much as possible, the safety of employees, students, the local populace, and the environment from activities that are capable of producing deleterious effects. Therefore, OSU will work to ensure that its activities are consistent with applicable standards and regulations.
1.03 The University works to ensure its compliance with applicable regulations, laws, and invoked standards and guidelines through a comprehensive management program administered by the University’s Laser Safety Officer (LSO), within the Office of University Research Compliance, in conjunction with the Laser Safety Committee (LSC).

1.04 The laser safety program operates in accordance with the American National Standards Institute (ANSI) laser safety guidelines, specifically ANSI Z136.1, Safe Use of Lasers (2007); ANSI Z136.3, Safe Use of Lasers in Health Care (2011); and ANSI Z136.5, Safe Use of Lasers in Educational Institutions (2009).
POLICY STATEMENT
2.01 This policy establishes responsibility for the use of Class 3B and Class 4 lasers on the OSU-Stillwater and OSU-Tulsa campuses. Moreover, this policy establishes standards and procedures to help ensure that activities involving Class 3B and Class 4 lasers are conducted safely so as to protect employees, students, the public, and the environment.
2.02 Individuals intent on conducting activities involving Class 3B and Class 4 lasers through a University-sponsored, University-funded, or University-sanctioned activity must comply with all applicable government regulations, laws, and invoked standards and guidelines, as well as OSU policies. 
2.03 The University hereby invokes the guidelines of the American National Standard Institute for the Safe Use of Lasers, ANSI Z136.1 (hereafter referred to as “the ANSI standard”). Guidelines within this document are to be implemented as requirements for the operation, maintenance, and service of all Class 3B and Class 4 lasers on the OSU-Stillwater and OSU-Tulsa campuses or at other geographic locations where OSU-Stillwater and OSU-Tulsa lasers may be used.  ANSI Z136.1 is one component of a collection of standards within the Z136 series.  While this policy explicitly invokes only ANSI Z136.1 in its entirety, components of ANSI Z136.3, Safe Use of Lasers in Healthcare, and ANSI Z136.5, Safe Use of Lasers in Educational Institutions, are applicable to specific activities involving University lasers. Given the unique nature of the research environment, it may become necessary to authorize exceptions to the ANSI Z136 standards either on an institutional or case by case basis.  The Laser Safety Committee (LSC) is hereby granted authority to approve institutional exceptions to any Z136 standard, and the Laser Safety Officer (LSO) is granted authority to approve, on a case by case basis, exceptions to this standard until the next regularly scheduled LSC meeting.
DEFINITIONS

Note:  A full set of definitions is contained within the ANSI standard. However, a few of the more important definitions are repeated here.

3.01 Lasers are devices that produce radiant energy predominantly by stimulated emission.  Laser radiation may be highly coherent temporally, or spatially, or both.  An acronym for Light Amplification by the Stimulated Emission of Radiation, lasers produce an intense monochromatic, directional, coherent beam of light by stimulating electronic or molecular transitions to lower energy levels.
3.02 Class 3B lasers are moderate-power lasers that are incapable of generating radiant energy greater than 125 mJ pulsed in less than 0.25 seconds, CW: 5-500mW. These lasers can cause biological damage to the eyes.
3.03 Class 4 lasers are high powered lasers that can cause biological damage to the eyes and the skin when directly exposed to the primary beam, specular reflections, and diffuse reflections. The laser beam may have the potential to generate a fire or air contaminants. These lasers present the most significant laser hazards.
3.04 Laser-Controlled Areas are those areas where the occupancy and activity within the space is subject to requirements of the laser safety program due to the Class 3B and/or Class 4 laser activity.
3.05 Laser Personnel are those individuals who work with or operate Class 3B and/or Class 4 lasers, or whose duties require them to work in or otherwise be present in a laser-controlled area.
3.06 Laser Pointers are a laser product that is usually hand held that emits a low-divergence visible beam and is intended for designating specific objects or images during discussions, lectures or presentation as well as for the aiming of firearms or other visual targeting practice.  These products are normally Class 1, 2, or 3R but some may be Class 3B or Class 4 lasers.
3.07 The Laser Safety Committee is an institutional committee that oversees the management of the laser safety program to ensure compliance with applicable regulations, requirements, policies, safe practices, and invoked standards and guidelines. This committee is headed by a Chairman and consists of at least five members, one of which is to represent OSU executive management. A majority of the committee members shall have substantial experience with laser use and safety. One member shall have experience with medical lasers.  The committee chairman and vice chairman shall be members of the OSU faculty.
3.08 The Laser Safety Officer (LSO) is the individual appointed by the University to oversee the laser safety program. The LSO is responsible for the day-to-day management of the program and mitigation of laser safety hazards.   The LSO, by definition, is a member of the LSC, as he/she heads of the University’s laser safety program.  The LSO has authority and responsibility to monitor and enforce the control of laser hazards and effect the knowledgeable application of laser safety. The LSO has the authority to prohibit laser activities that he or she considers to be unsafe or not in compliance with the ANSI standards, applicable regulations, laws, and University policies, as well as invoked standards and guidelines.
3.09 Incidental or Ancillary Personnel are those individuals whose duties make it possible that they will be exposed to laser radiation.
3.010 Maximum Permissible Exposure (MPE) is the theoretical level of laser radiation to which a person may be exposed without hazardous effects or adverse biological changes in the eye or skin.
SCOPE AND APPLICABILITY

4.01 This policy governs the University’s laser safety program and is applicable to any individual who operates or works in proximity to Class 3B and/or Class 4 lasers at OSU-Stillwater and OSU-Tulsa. 
4.02 This policy supersedes all previous OSU policy statements pertaining to laser safety.

POLICY AND PROCEDURES

5.01 The cornerstones of University policy on the safe use of lasers for any purpose are: 
a) Individual user qualification, training, administration, management, and compliance with program standards and regulatory requirements. As a matter of University policy, OSU faculty, staff, and students, as well as visitors and members of the general public, are denied use of Class 3B and Class 4 lasers until they are formally granted authority to use such lasers by the University after demonstrating a specific and appropriate level of qualification and training sufficient to ensure compliance with program standards and regulatory requirements. Additionally, all personnel, even after having been formally granted access to Class 3B and/or Class 4 lasers are required to adhere to the following general guidelines:

i. Act in manner that ensures full compliance with all requirements during the entire period of authorized access.

ii. Control access to University Class 3B and Class 4 lasers under their sub-custody in such a manner as to prevent access and use by unauthorized personnel.

Principal investigators (PIs), or authorized users, and other personnel in charge of potentially hazardous work involving University lasers are responsible for the activities conducted within their respective laboratories, facilities, or other geographic areas where University laser use is authorized (i.e. laser-controlled area). They are responsible for carrying out laser activities in accordance with an application (i.e., protocol) that has been approved by the Laser Safety Committee and in a laser-controlled area that has been approved for the proposed work. PIs must promptly report incidents to the LSO, or his/her designee. They are ultimately responsible for the instruction and training provided to all others engaged in activities involving OSU lasers which they hold.

b) Laser Safety Officer (LSO) qualification, training, administration, management, control, and compliance with program standards and regulatory requirements. The LSO, within the Office of University Research Compliance, is charged with the day-to-day management of the OSU laser safety program. He/she is knowledgeable of all aspects of laser safety. He/she works to ensure that the program, including actions taken by individual users, is in compliance with program standards and protocols in order to meet regulatory requirements, policies, and invoked standards and guidelines. The LSO also works to ensure that authorized personnel handle and operate OSU lasers safely. He/she has the authority to prohibit the use of lasers by OSU personnel who do not meet the necessary requirements. He/she has the authority to shut down operations where justified to assure and maintain a safe work environment, most particularly for activities that he/she deems to be a threat to the safety and well-being of university personnel including students, as well as visitors, the City of Stillwater, the general public, or the environment. The LSO is not required to seek management approval for support in enforcing such actions. Emergency actions by the LSO are subject to review by the Laser Safety Committee (LSC).  Moreover, the LSO has the authority to place individuals who violate laser safety procedures and/or applicable regulations on probation or immediately suspend or revoke their privileges to use University lasers. Additional specific responsibilities of the LSO are contained within the University’s LSO job description.

It is recognized that medical lasers bring a unique set of challenges to a laser safety program (e.g., when a user is employing a medical laser, he/she may intend to produce tissue damage in a human or animal rather than take action to prevent it). Due to the unique design and use of medical lasers, it is acceptable to also have a separately assigned Medical Laser Safety Officer (MLSO). This officer, if assigned, will be a member of the LSC and will assist the LSO as necessary in carrying out the laser safety program for medical lasers. If assigned, the MLSO will have the same authority as the LSO in prohibiting practices and use of medical lasers which he/she judges to be unsafe.  

c) LSC oversight. OSU’s Vice President for Research and Technology Transfer (VPRTT) appoints members of the LSC to work with the LSO and executive management to implement the laser safety program and establish policies and procedures for managing the program. The VPRTT will designate the LSC chairperson, who must be a member of the OSU faculty. The LSC meets at least semi-annually, but additional meetings may be scheduled to ensure compliance with regulations, policies, established procedures, and the ANSI standard. The LSC is ultimately charged with authorizing use of Class 3B and Class 4 lasers at the University. It is responsible for the oversight and approval of policies and procedures governing the procurement, use, storage, and disposal of Class 3B and Class 4 lasers at the University, as well as the training of individuals who work with, or in close proximity to Class 3B or Class 4 lasers. A subcommittee consisting of the LSC chairperson, the LSO, and one other committee member chosen by the LSC is empowered by the full LSC to act on emerging matters when needed. Other committee business proceedings are documented in committee meeting minutes. The Office of University Research Compliance provides administrative support to the LSC and maintains LSC records as required. 


d) Principal investigator responsibilities. Principal investigators (PIs) are ultimately responsible for the safe operation of lasers used under their direction or in activities for which they are responsible. PIs are required to adhere to the LSC approved standard operating procedures that accompany each Class 3B and/or Class 4 laser within their control. Investigators are required to register all Class 3B and Class 4 lasers with the LSC prior to their use by notifying the LSO in writing. Each PI must supply all necessary safety equipment in order to ensure the safe operation of each laser under his/her control. Each PI must be knowledgeable of potential hazards associated with the use of all lasers under his/her control and adhere to the LSC approved standard operating procedures and control measures that address these hazards. PIs must establish protocols that ensure that Class 3B and Class 4 lasers under their control are not operated or modified without the approval of the LSO and the LSC. PIs are responsible for confirming that individuals working with lasers under their control have completed all required laser safety training as prescribed by the LSC. PIs, or their designees, must report any known or suspected laser accidents to the LSO immediately upon learning of the situation.

5.02 All accidents (e.g., injuries, emergencies, etc.) involving OSU lasers must be reported to the LSO, and shall be referred to the LSC for review and if appropriate, inquiry. 

5.03 Deans, administrative heads of colleges, department heads, and heads of other campus units are responsible for employee safety within their respective units. No activity involving OSU lasers is to be permitted unless there is a commitment of effort and resources appropriate to ensure that the work can be conducted safely and only by authorized laser users.
5.04 The LSO, or his/her designee, is charged with compliance enforcement of University policies and the ANSI standard. In fulfilling his/her responsibilities, the LSO requires complete and open access to laboratories, facilities, lasers, laser equipment, and administrative records.  Therefore, anyone who controls access to these laboratories, facilities, and records must provide the LSO and the LSC with entry to laboratories, facilities, lasers, laser equipment, and access to administrative records within their control, and to knowledgeable personnel who can assist in compliance inspections, inquiries, investigations, and visits upon request. Access may be delayed for brief periods when safety issues are involved but access may not be denied nor delayed as a matter of “convenience.” Some inspections are conducted as unannounced audits in order to ensure that safety protocols are being followed and that compliance standards are being met.
5.05 This policy is written to apply to Class 3B and Class 4 lasers. However, it is important to comment on the use of laser pointers (as defined above). Laser pointers that are not Class 3B or Class 4 are not subject to LSO and LSC oversight when used solely as pointing devices at the University. Nonetheless, these devices are not toys and they should only be used by personnel who are aware of their potential for injury if misused. In particular, laser pointers should never, under any circumstance, be intentionally directed in a fashion that could result in a direct or specularly reflected beam entering another person’s eye. The University reserves the right to administratively discipline, and if appropriate pursue civil or criminal action against, any member of the OSU faculty, staff, or student body or other person using a laser pointer to knowingly and intentionally shine the laser pointer beam at another person, regardless of power, for any reason other than approved research or an activity that has undergone LSC review and received LSO and LSC approval. 
5.06 This policy shall be reviewed and modified as needed by members of the LSC. At a minimum, review of this policy shall take place at least once every four (4) years. 
SUMMARY

This policy is intended to provide a broad description of the University’s program for the safe use of lasers. Other policies and procedures which are applicable to specific actions and functions of the University’s laser safety program are contained in other documents, procedures, policies, manuals, training regimens, protocols, webpages, and in the regulations, policies, standards, and guidelines themselves.   

REFERENCES 

American National Standard for the Safe Use of Lasers, ANSI Z136.1 - 2007.

American National Standard for the Safe Use of Lasers in Educational Facilities, ANSI Z136.5 - 2009.

American National Standard for the Safe Use of Lasers in Health Care, ANSI Z136.3 -

2011.

http://www.lia.org. 

Marshall, W., & Sliney, D.(Eds.) 2000. Laser safety guide (10th Edition). Orlando, FL: Laser Institute of America. 

Sliney, D., & Wolbarsht, M.L. (1980). Safety with lasers and other optical sources: A comprehensive handbook. New York: Plenum Publishing.

Sliney, D.H. (Ed.) 2000. LIA guide for the selection of laser eye protection (5th Edition). Orlando, FL: Laser Institute of America. 

21 CFR 1040: Title 21—Chapter I—Food and Drug Administration Department of Health and Human Services Subchapter J—Radiological Health; Part 1040 – Performance Standards for Light-Emitting Products.

The committee has reviewed the policy and feel it is in pretty good shape. JD Brown is in attendance to answer any questions. Bartels asked Dr. Brown how will this policy interact with professors that have multiple areas that they use lasers or want to move a laser from one area to another to perform their project. Brown answered that this is a fairly common issue where a researcher has multiple labs and need to move a piece of equipment. The faculty simply needs to anticipate what they are planning to do and develop their procedures at the time of review. Have steps in place for moving equipment and precautions that will be taken when this situations arises. This will allow the hazards to be assessed and develop the appropriate controls in moving the equipment. The faculty member will write a protocol for the moving of the equipment. A list of precautions will be written for use of the laser. Laser safety office/committee will give institutional approval once the review of the protocol changes have been developed and approved. This is a relatively smooth process. It’s a “how can we help you?” approach that the committee/safety office takes. Materer asked what procedures the researcher has to do to upgrade their facilities to handle a particular laser system. Is there funding for this or does this fall under the PI? Materer stated for example if a researcher has a class 1 or class 2 laser to interlock, where is the funding available to do this? Brown answered that if you needed something interlocked that is part of the setup and infrastructure for the lab and the researcher needs to work closely with the laser compliance people. This will fall on the researcher. Brown stated that there are not many interlock systems at OSU because they have chosen to use door locks as a preventative measure for entry rather than interlocking. This needs to be thought out because now an administrative control is being used rather than an entry control. Brown stated that this is done to put more of the responsibility for the safe operation of the lab on the PI. However, those that have experiences with interlocks have probably restarted a lot of failed processes because someone forgot to push the bypass button, and say, open the door and things started over again. Bartels stated that as a user most of the requirements that are being brought forth in this document paraphrase the ANSI guidelines Z136.1 and Z136.3 which when you get down to it is 3B and 4 lasers. This is where there are concerns regarding signage, plum evacuation as well as eyewear. Bartels believes if these things can be worked out with the LSO a researcher should be good to go. 
Krehbiel asked for additional questions and comments. Seeing none, asked for a vote. Motion passed.
RETIREMENT and FRINGE BENEFITS – Stephen Clarke – Year End Report
OSU FACULTY COUNCIL

Year--‐‑end Report from the

RETIREMENT AND FRINGE BENEFITS COMMITTEE

May 8, 2012
Stephen Clarke, RFB Chair, Nutritional Sciences

Robert Emerson, Civil and Environmental Engineering

Allen Scott, Music History

Ken Clinkenbeard, Veterinary Pathobiology

Bruce Russell, Civil and Environmental Engineering

Dorothy Schrader, Foreign Languages

Bob Terry, Emeriti Association

Thad Leffingwell, Psychology
The RFB Committee would also like to thank the following individuals for their assistance and input over the past year.

Jamie Payne, Assistant Vice--‐‑President, Chief Human Resources Officer

Anne Matoy, Assistant Vice--‐‑President, Division of Administration and Finance

Robert Sternberg, Provost and Senior Vice--‐‑President, Division of Academic Affairs

Joe Weaver, Vice--‐‑President, Division of Administration and Finance

During the academic year, the committee discussed key issues identified in the Retirement and

Fringe Benefits Faculty Survey administered in the Spring of 2011. In addition to issues related to healthcare insurance coverage and benefits, other concerns identified from the results of the survey included tuition waiver benefits for faculty/staff and their dependents, establishing a shared sick leave pool, the need for additional childcare options available to the University community, and extending benefit coverage for domestic partners. During the past year, the committee also supported the efforts of the Staff Advisory Council and Human Resources to clarify Air Ambulance Services covered by BlueCross BlueShield of Oklahoma. As identified in the April 2012 “News You Can Use!” EagleMed, LLC, an air ambulance service located in Stillwater agreed to be an in-network provider for OSU employees and their families. Additionally, the committee would once again like to thank President Hargis and Vice-President Weaver for their support of faculty/staff access to the Colvin Recreation Center and Seretean Wellness Center in an effort to promote campus wellness to strive to become “America’s Healthiest Campus”.

Although no formal recommendations from the RFB committee were submitted the past year, considerable time was devoted to investigating options related to a tuition waiver program (what do other schools in the Big 12 offer and what options are available at other peer institutions), the benefits associated with and feasibility of developing a shared sick leave policy, and examining the extent to which domestic partner benefits could be extended to OSU employees. The committee also met with Human Resources to discuss University employee access to childcare in the greater Stillwater community.

After numerous discussions regarding both the benefits and barriers to providing a more substantial tuition waiver program to faculty and staff, the committee decided it was best to wait in making a specific recommendation at this time and will instead continue to investigate other approaches or existing mechanisms to provide faculty and staff tuition waivers/benefits.

The examination of establishing a shared sick leave pool policy is on-going and the committee will continue to work with Vice-President Weaver’s office to assess available options to best meet the needs of faculty and staff without requiring additional personnel to administer or manage such a program. In terms of childcare, a request for proposals has been submitted to providers in the area and there is some optimism that an agreement will be made in the coming months.
Next year, the committee will continue to examine and seek creative approaches to provide attractive benefits to faculty and staff that promote health and well-being while also promoting enhanced faculty retention and recruitment.
Respectfully Submitted,
Stephen L. Clarke, Ph.D.

Assistant Professor

Department of Nutritional Sciences
RULES and PROCEDURES – Bob Miller – Year End Report
Rules and Procedures Committee Report for Academic Year 2011 - 2102

First I’d like to thank the committee members, especially Udaya DeSilva and Bob Miller who served their second consecutive terms.

Perhaps the singular most significant event this past year was adjusting the meeting dates of the committee to reflect the actual semester dates.  This should remove a major difficulty in getting things started in the fall semester.

We saw, through no small effort on Tricia White’s part, the second year of electronic elections for council officers and representatives.  A clarifying amendment to the by-laws that clearly prohibited any person from running for two positions simultaneously was also adopted.  A possible motion to change the term length for councilors and to allow consecutive terms was briefly considered and dropped.

Initiation of the process leading to limited electronic attendance for representatives at council meetings was a move that should increase representation and input from the offsite campuses in Tulsa, OKC and Okmulgee.  It should also allow increased continuity of effort since members on trips, or in the field, will also be able to attend meetings.

In addition to rendering the usual judgment calls on various events, this year saw the Rules and Procedures chair given the added position of Parliamentarian.

Tow by-law changes remain to be addressed next year.  The first would concern conflicts of interest when a member, through increased work responsibility, becomes able to vote on or affect committee recommendations independent of the committee.  A second would cover the recruitment of election candidates shifting that responsibility entirely to the departments and allowing for orderly election of unopposed representatives.

Respectfully submitted,

Robert Avakian

Chair

Krehbiel stated that Dr. Avakian has done a very good job and he will be missed.

STUDENT AFFAIRS and LEARNING RESOURCES – Bob Miller – Update/Year End 



Report
STUDENT AFFAIRS & LEARNING RESOURCES

2011-2012 ANNUAL REPORT


Committee members included – Reed Holyoak, Karin Schestokat, Janet Ahrberg, Laura Barnes, Lynne Simpson as a general faculty representative as did Pat Jordan, the Emeritus member was Kay Murphy and student members Jeff Simpson representing the Graduate Students and Megan Gray representing the Undergrad Students.

During the 2011-2012 Academic year, the Student Affairs and Learning Resources Committee addressed three areas of concern and filed one Recommendation with the Faculty Council.  These areas were: 

1. Resources for students who have been bullied or harassed.  The committee was made aware of a possible shortfall of resources for the bullied or harassed student on campus.  The committee met with Vice President for Student Affairs, Dr. Lee Bird, to discuss this mater.  After a thorough discussion with Dr. Bird, the committee came to the conclusion that adequate resources and procedures are in place to resolve issues associated with student bulling and harassment on campus but that many faculty were not aware of the resources or the procedures to make students aware of them.  The committee discussed ways in which they might be made more visible to faculty including presentations to Faculty Council, Department Head Meetings, and during New Faculty Orientation.  The committee wishes to thank Dr. Bird and her staff for their willingness to share information with the committee.


2. The Role of the Graduate College at OSU Tulsa and the Center for the Health Sciences including library resources.  The committee investigated the role of the Graduate College at OSU branch campuses where graduate degrees are awarded with Deans Sheryl Tucker of the Graduate College and Sheila Johnson of the Library.  We learned that Dean Tucker, who is new to OSU, is developing new methods for integration of the Graduate College at the three campuses and is working to make resources more available to graduate students and to make both faculty and students more aware of those resources.  Dr. Johnson clarified the problems with availability of on-line resources at the outlying campuses.  She explained that the budgets and administration of the libraries at OSU Tulsa and the CHS are independent of the Stillwater library and its Dean and that vendor require separate site licenses for each campus.  Therefore, if the budget of the library at OSU Tulsa or CHS cannot support a license, these resources are not available to the students at those campuses.  She explained that whenever OSU Stillwater negotiates at license, they try to include the other campuses.  The committee wishes to thank Deans Tucker and Johnson for the helpful discussions.


3. Attendance Policy for students in the reserve or active armed forces.   The committee explored the need for a clarification of the Policies and Procedures letter on Attendance to include statements of accommodation for students that miss class because of military service.  After reviewing the policy, the staff policy on the same issue and the policies of other universities, the committee has submitted a Recommendation to the Faculty Council addressing changes to the wording of the P&P Letter for action at its May 2023 meeting.  
Respectively Submitted, 

[image: image3.jpg]%WL/




Regents Professor of Microbiology & Molecular Genetics

Committee Chair

Miller introduced the following recommendation. This recommendation was difficult to write-up because the attendance policy is already under review according to recommendation 11-12-01 from the Faculty Committee. When reading the recommendation, the new material that is to be added is in bold. The material that is currently in the recommendation is in regular print. The changes according to the Faculty Committee are in italics. And the changes suggested by the Administration are in red. What the SALR committee would like to do is add sub-paragraphs 7 and 12. 7 specifically states both the responsibility of the student and the faculty member to work for accommodations for classes missed. The registrar reminds us that if the term of duty is long enough that a student would not be able to complete the courses, the university already has in place a refund policy and ways for the student to withdraw as long as they are in good standing. The last paragraph also came from the committees reading of various documents where they discovered that both the syllabus attachment and the materials student responsibilities and rights miss states the policy as it is actually stated in the P&P letter. 12 is added to remind those offices that these publications need to be updated.
Title:       Revision of OSU Attendance Policy to Clarify Absence due to Military Service


The Faculty Council Recommends to President Hargis that: the proposed changes to the OSU Attendance Policy (2-0217) recommended but the Faculty Committee of the Faculty Council in Recommendation No. 11-12-01-Faculty be further modified as follows (Note:  The changes recommended in 11-12-01-Faculty are Italicized while the material specific to this recommendation is in Bold type.  Changes suggested by the Administration to the text of Recommendation 11-12-01-Faculty are in red and have not been reviewed by the Faculty Committee of the Faculty Council):

1.07 Absence due to Military Service 

A. All students are entitled to leaves of absence from their studies at OSU in order to engage in military service as is authorized by federal law without loss of status or seniority.  

B. Faculty members shall work with the student to find a reasonable accommodation for such absences.  

C. Students engaging in military service are required to give notice of such service in advance in writing or orally to the instructor-of-record for each of their classes, either in person or through an appropriate officer of the uniformed service in which the service will be performed, except in extraordinary circumstances. No advance notice is required if the giving of such notice is precluded by military necessity (as per regulations prescribed by the Secretary of Defense) or, under all of the relevant circumstances, the giving of such advance notice is impossible or unreasonable. In all instances, students engaging in military service must submit copies of official written orders issued by the proper military authority.

1.07 1.08. Students who will be absent from class for sponsored activities shall provide prior notification of their planned absence to their course instructor as early as possible. 

1.08 1.09. Faculty at their discretion may require homework, reports, papers, compositions, and projects to be turned in ahead of or after the missed classes and examinations to be taken before or after any planned or unplanned absence.

1.09 1.10. In units in which there is routine video and/or audio-recording of lectures, students may request access to recordings of missed lectures from the faculty member. Similarly, access to PowerPoint or other multimedia presentations may be requested by students. The decision to grant access to materials from missed lectures lies with the faculty member who sets the attendance policy for the course and has the authority to determine the circumstances under which accommodations for absences are permitted.
1.10 1.11. If a student believes that a faculty member has denied a reasonable and appropriate request, the student may appeal the decision to the Department Head. Since class attendance is a critical component of learning, such appeals would be considered on a case-by-case basis and granted only in the most extreme circumstances.
1.12 Attendance policy statements in “The OSU Student Rights and Responsibilities” handbook and in the “OSU Syllabus Attachment” should, at all times, be consistent with this policy.
Rationale:

The OSU Attendance Policy emphasizes the importance of class attendance and affirms the role of the faculty member in determining what accommodations are appropriate when students are absent from class.  The proposed revision clarifies and affirms both the students and faculty member’s duty to inform and to work together to develop an appropriate accommodation when students in the active and reserved arm forces of the United States must miss class due to orders from their military unit.  

The Attendance Policy currently in force is listed below for reference.

POLICY 2-0217 (approved July 2009)

1.01 Class attendance is a critical component of learning. Students are expected to attend and participate fully in all scheduled class meetings.

1.02 A written attendance policy should be provided to students within the non-restricted add period of the semester. The non-restricted add period is defined as the sixth class day of a regular semester, or the third class day of an eight-week session, or the proportionate period for block or short courses. (For additional information see P&P 2-0206: Adding and Dropping Courses and Withdrawing from the University.)

1.03 Faculty may choose to set a maximum total number of excused, sick, and unexcused absences. Faculty may also specify when absences will not be excused under any circumstance.

1.04 If no policy is provided, no penalty may be assessed for class absences although students may not be allowed to make up certain in-class activities such as presentations and “pop” quizzes.

1.05 Faculty are encouraged to provide reasonable accommodation for students who are required to participate in sponsored activities of the University. For the purpose of this policy, a sponsored activity of the University includes any activity sponsored by an academic college or department, by an organization recognized by Campus Life, or by intercollegiate athletics.

1.06 Faculty may require written documentation from the designated University sponsor for a sponsored activity and/or require that the organization demonstrate that it has no reasonable option in scheduling the activity except during regular class periods.

1.07 Students who will be absent from class for sponsored activities shall provide prior notification of their planned absence to their course instructor as early as possible.

1.08 Faculty at their discretion may require homework, reports, papers, compositions, and projects to be turned in ahead of the missed classes and examinations to be taken before the planned absence.

Approved: 

Faculty Council, March 10, 2009 

Instruction Council, March 13, 2009 

Council of Deans, April 9, 2009 

Executive Team, July 2009
Krehbiel asked for questions or comments. Seeing none, a vote was called. Motion passed.
Report of Liaison Representatives:
Staff Advisory Council – Debbie Stump

Stump stated that the SAC is finalizing their year as well. The first electronic elections were held this year and went really well.
May 17th is the annual staff picnic. Staff who have been at OSU at the five year increments will also be acknowledged and receive a pin. SAC is also working on staff scholarships. These applications have been received and a committee is reviewing them now. Bartels asked the results of the election? Stump said the new members will be announced tomorrow at the SAC meeting. In June the new officers will be elected.
GPSGA – Jeff Simpson
Simpson said this was his last meeting as the President of the GPSGA and he thanked the council for continued involvement with the Graduate students. The faculty recipient for the Phoenix Award this year was Dr. Ramamurthy Mahalingam from Biochemistry and Molecular Biology. GPSGA did give out two awards this year for the first time that will become an annual event. This was for the Outstanding Graduate Coordinator and the Outstanding Graduate Support Staff. These are student nominated awards. The staff support person was Donna Birchler from the school of International Studies and the outstanding graduate coordinator was Dr. Murat Hancer from HRAD.
Simpson introduced the new GPSGA President Rachel Eike. 
Women’s Faculty Council – Barbara Miller
Miller said that the Woman’s Leadership Initiative had decided at their last meeting that they wanted to start a mentoring program. Rather than what has been started for undergraduates where there is a faculty member who has a research project and an undergraduate who would like to do research and trying to match them up topic related/project related; they wanted to initiate this so they asked the Women’s Faculty Council to help. We agreed to work on this with them to try to approach women in leadership at OSU who have projects they are interested in try to match them up with young women faculty who wanted some leadership experience. This would be project related – trying to match them up with projects. They are hoping to get this off the ground by fall. If anyone knows any women faculty members who are interested, please let Barbara Miller, Melanie Page or Chris Ormsbee (who is the head of the Women’s Leadership committee) know. Miller introduced the new president of the WFC, Dr. Melanie Page. Krehbiel asked if there would be a general announcement going out to faculty regarding this item? Krehbiel stated that there are several women faculty members in Animal Science that could potentially be interested. Miller anticipates an announcement going out. If anyone knows a woman in leadership position on campus who may have projects the group plans to approach them and ask for their assistance with this new initiative. 
Student Media Board – Sue Jacobs
Jacobs announced that the Student Media Board had some by-law changes. One is they changed the name of the school from the former School of Journalism and Broadcasting to the School of Media and Strategic Communications. Secondly they expanded the board by two members to include the KXZY advisor and the KXZY student general manager. And finally the by-laws where changed regarding the qualifications of Editor-in-Chief candidates. Instead of requiring a candidate to have been sub-editor of the O’Colly it was changed to needing newsroom experience. This was to cover transfers from other programs or community colleges who had experience to make it easier to find someone to become the summer editor.
New Board appointments are: Gary Shutt was named the Administration Representative; the new broadcast faculty advisor is Jack Hodgson; Justin Racette was appointed to fill the KXZY student general manager spot. Other new staff are Mike Martin. Who was selected as the O’Colly summer Editor-in-Chief. The summer Editor-in-Chief does everything by him or herself. Jonathon Sutton was selected Editor-in-Chief for the fall semester. 
Old Business – None
New Business – Introduction of new Councilors attending as guests
Krehbiel welcomed all the new council members who were elected in March: Dr. Shelia Kennison, A&S – Dr. Melanie Page, Barney Luttbeg and Karen McBee; CASNR – Carol Jones, Yanqi Wu and Nathan Walker; CEAT – Gary Young; COE – Georgette Yetter; Library – Victor Baeza; Multi-cultural – Chanjin Chung. 
Ken Bartels presented Clint Krehbiel an engraved gavel and thanked him for his service as chair for 2011-2012. Krehbiel thanked everyone and said that it’s been a very good experience. When you come in as an assistant professor your very skeptical and even fearful of administration. Faculty Council has provided an opportunity to interact with administration and potentially make a difference on campus. Ultimately you grow to realize that we all put our pants on one leg at a time and we all in this together. To make OSU a better place and Krehbiel has enjoyed interacting with everyone on the council. He looks forward to the next year. With this said, he passed the gavel to Dr. Ken Bartels to adjourned the meeting. 
The meeting adjourned at 4:30 p.m. The next regular meeting of the Faculty Council is Tuesday, August 14, 2012 in Jones Room, ConocoPhillips Alumni Center
Respectfully submitted,

Udaya DeSilva, Secretary
