Annual Report of the Faculty Senate Executive Committee to the Faculty Senate -
September 6, 2016

The Faculty Senate Executive Committee met monthly throughout the 2015-16 academic
year. This report covers the key items discussed during these Executive Committee
meetings.

August 2016: The Executive Committee discussed: the current governance situation and
faculty welfare implications; the Dependent Verification Audit because numerous concerns
were raised by faculty about the cost-benefit of conducting an audit, the timing of the
announcement, and the impact on faculty generally and on those with ten-month contracts;
the review of University Faculty Grievance Committee (UFGC) chairs required by Redbook;
a new priority grading & course evaluation procedure to increase UofL's overall response
rate (which is the national average: 53% - 55%); and anticipated parking changes including
the importance of faculty consultation before decisions are made to help the administration
avoid unanticipated consequences, provide feedback about particular faculty welfare
implications, and to ensure transparency in decision making about matters that have a
university-wide impact.

June 2016: The Executive Committee discussed the facts about the current BoT situation
at that time including those matters that were unknown or uncertain and the faculty
welfare implications, particularly on the appointment, tenure and promotion of faculty. We
worked on a proposed draft statement regarding our concerns about the ongoing
governance impasse to be presented to the Faculty Senate at the July meeting.

May 2016: The Executive Committee reported matters discussed in April 2016 which
included the Qualtrix poll of Faculty Senate members on the question: “Do you have
confidence in President Ramsey’s ability to be an effective leader of the University?” The
final report of the vote is attached. The Executive Committee met with Avery Kolers,
President of the UofL AAUP Chapter, and discussed concern about the short notice received
by the campus community to provide feedback about the Belknap Business Operations
Center. An email was sent out on April 18 regarding meetings on April 21 and 22. The
Executive Committee agreed it would communicate with Harlan Sands, Sr. VP for Fin &
Admin & COQ, about the need for more notice to ensure effective participation. We
discussed the faculty welfare implications stemming from the inability of the Board of
Trustees to take final action regarding positive promotion and tenure decisions. Other
matters discussed included: the perceived lack of transparency in the closure of the City
Café (a local food vendor) at the Medical School and the replacement with a large corporate
vendor; the idea of developing a “Values and Principles” statement similar to the budget
principles distributed for operations decisions; and the shared governance issue relating to
several committees, including HRAC, STEC, EAP, which have not met regularly in the past
year or longer. We noted this challenge to shared governance has been raised consistently
by the Faculty Senate Chair with university leadership. Finally, we were asked by Susan



Howarth, Associate Vice President of Finance & Business Affairs to provide a
recommendation on the budget after a presentation about the new budget parameters.
The Executive Committee recommended: both raises and implementation of the faculty
salary market equity adjustments noting that we did not have the details of how the salary
equity funding would be implemented and we were assured the FSXC will have an
opportunity to provide feedback on the plan; a 3.7% tuition increase to avoid placing the
burden of the Governor's cut to education on students; and funding academic initiatives,
the goals of the 2020 Plan and the implementation of the 21st Century University
initiatives, even if at a slower pace than we would like.

April 2016: The Executive Committee met with Susan Howarth, Associate Vice President
of Finance & Business Affairs provided an update about the budget situation, and Harlan
Sands, Sr. VP for Fin & Admin & COO who confirmed some of the reorganizations including:
the reclassification of 4 of the 5 Vice Provost positions into lower level positions; reducing
senior staff from 15 to 10; the elimination of 2 administrative positions; confirming no loss
of staff positions; and the creation of a new unit of business analytics resulting in a cost
savings of $100,000. The Executive Committee identified a proposed polling process of
faculty in units about continued confidence in President Ramsey’s leadership at the
University including published reports.

March 2016: President Ramsey met with the Executive Committee. He shared the FY 2016
Operating Budget Principles. We discussed several items including: (1) the new
organizational structure under the Senior VP for Finance & Administration/Chief Financial
Officer/Chief Operating Officer; (2) the challenges to effective communication between the
central administration and faculty, including the need for better mechanisms to provide
comments and feedback; and (3) ongoing hiring freezes and waiver requirements for the
colleges and units compared to continued hiring within the central administration. We
asked President Ramsey for information verifying whether staff hiring within the central
administration, particularly within the purview of the COO have increased the overall
number of staff. The President agreed to provide this information.

February 2016: The Executive Committee sent a letter to President Ramsey as a follow-up
on the January 6 Faculty Senate discussion and the subsequent Executive Committee
discussion about the decision not to have a national search for the position of Executive
Vice President and University Provost. Attached.

January 2016: No report.

December 2015: The Executive Committee discussed proposed revisions to the Redbook
Sec. 4.3.5 about sabbatical leave, the University's revised Mission Statement, and a
presentation about the Faculty Survey of Student Engagement (FSSE) Report.

November 2015: The key items discussed were updates about the ad-hoc presidential
compensation committee and a meeting with Leslie Strohm, VP-Strategy & General Counsel
about interpretations of the Redbook criteria for the termination of faculty.

September 2015: The Executive Committee discussed the sabbatical leave rule in the
Redbook and the request from A&S unit chairs about a change. The Executive Committee
decided to not to take any action on the request at this time. We acknowledged that the
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central administration is evaluating the interpretation of the section and consistency of
implementation across the units of the university. We asked the central administration to
share that information with us so we could evaluate the request based on this additional
information.

August 2015: The Executive Committee was asked to review minor proposed changes to
the School of Nursing bylaws and promotion and tenure documents suggested by
University Counsel. The Faculty Senate had already approved the documents for review by
the Board of Trustees, and the School of Nursing sought final approval by the Board of
Trustees at its August meeting. The Executive Committee agreed to request expedited
review by the Redbook Committee to verify that the changes were minor, insubstantial, and
did not affect faculty welfare. The School of Nursing faculty had agreed that the changes
were minor. The Redbook Committee agreed the changes were minor and voted to approve
the changes. The Executive Committee affirmed this recommendation from the Redbook
Committee and forwarded this recommendation to the Provost. The Chair requested the
Redbook Committee to develop a mechanism for input from University Counsel before final
Redbook approval and presentation to the full Faculty Senate.

Professor of Law, Vice Chair of Faculty Senate and
Chair of the Faculty Senate Executive Committee
September 7, 2016



Statement of the Faculty Senate of University of Louisville
July 7,2016

We, the Faculty Senate at the University of Louisville, want to express our concern over
Governor Matt Bevin’s recent Executive Orders regarding the University’s Board of Trustees.
We believe that these actions compromise the Board of Trustees’ independence and may affect
the institutional ideal of democratically-shared governance at the University of Louisville.

We uphold the principles of KRS 164.821 and its 1992 and 1997 amendments, which specify a
separate nominating board, the removal of board members only for cause following specified
procedures, a membership of seventeen appointees reflecting constituencies consistent with the
state population (racial minority and political affiliation), and three members representing
university constituent groups. We are wary of the possible unanticipated consequences for future
boards at the University of Louisville and other universities within the state, potentially resulting
in regular reorganizations when any impasse arises. In short, we uphold the fundamental
principle of our Board as free from outside influence.

We invoke the principles codified in the University’s governing documents, principles which
specify the shared governance of student, staff, and faculty representatives. To the extent that
such principles are threatened by the establishment of the recent board, we fear losing top-tier
faculty, and along with them the quality student education which accompanies an environment of
academic freedom. University accreditation approaches this year and we are mindful of the
demand that university boards be independent. Faculty members are genuinely concerned that
this rushed solution may compromise the independence of the University of Louisville and, as a
result, may damage the long-term interests of the university.

As we continue to serve our campus and community, we look forward to a strong working
relationship with our board. For the sake of all concerned, we hope for quick resolution of the
outstanding legal issues, particularly regarding which board is authorized to act on behaif of the
University of Louisville.
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February 1, 2016
Dear Dr. sey, jlﬂ\)

This letter is written on behalf of the Faculty Senate Executive Committee. The Facuity
Senate Executive Committee held its first meeting this month on January 27, and, at that
time, we had the opportunity to discuss your January 19 note to the Faculty Senate. Thank
you for taking the time to address the concerns expressed by the Chair and Vice Chair. We
appreciate your clarification of details regarding the search process for our permanent
University Provost.

We believe it is important to share with you the concerns that were expressed at the
Faculty Senate meeting on January 6, as well as the views of Executive Committee
members. Here, we would like to clarify the three key concerns raised at the Faculty Senate
meeting, and again in the Executive Committee meeting.

First, we are concerned about the lack of consultation with the faculty, from the outset,
regarding the decision to conduct an internal search for our chief academic officer. We do
not mean to disparage in any way the work of the Interim Provost. No one expressed any
concerns about Interim Provost Pinto during these discussions. The opportunity to
identify the views of the faculty and provide feedback about this decision is important to
the entire University community. In the past, the Executive Committee has been asked for
its input about the hiring process for the Provost position. We would appreciate the
opportunity to develop regular and established channels of communication and feedback
for important issues such as this one.

Second, we are concerned about how the University community was informed about the
decision to conduct an internal search. This kind of information is important to the faculty
and the University as a whole. Two Faculty Senate meetings occurred after the Board of
Trustees decision in October 2015 where this information could have been shared.
Instead, it was released on the last day of University operations before the holiday break,
and at a time when most faculty are unavailable or less connected because they have
finished their work for the semester. Clearly, the timing of the announcement was less than
ideal. Our first opportunity to discuss this as a group was at the Faculty Senate meeting on
January 6, and none of us wanted to raise this when Interim Provost Pinto was present at
the meeting.

Finally, many are concerned about the decisian to conduct an internal search. At the end of
the January 6th Faculty Senate meeting, a straw poll of the faculty in attendance revealed
that over two-thirds of those present opposed an internal search. Many cited the need for
consistency in hiring practices for senior academic officers. One person noted that the
College of Business was not permitted to conduct an internal search for its dean in Fall
2015. Others invoked the general presumption in favor of external searches for high level
University positions. Some commented that a failed national search could tarnish the
University's reputation; others thought the lack of a national search also could tarnish our
reputation. At the Executive Committee, it was noted that both Executive VP for Health



Affairs and Executive VP for Research and Innovation positions were carried out with a
national search.

The Faculty Senate Executive Committee wants to ensure that you are aware of the
concerns expressed at the January 6 Faculty Senate meeting, and to know that we share
these concerns. We appreciate your time addressing this issue and the opportunity to
share this with you.

Sincerely,
Enid Trucios-Haynes

Vice Chair of the Faculty Senate
Chair of the Faculty Senate Executive Committee



