Faculty Senate Agenda
September 20, 2010
3:30 p.m.
Call to order
Approval of Minutes
May 3, 2010 Regular & Organizational Minutes
President's Report: Senator Whitlock
New Business:
• Report on Encompass (an institutional repository) and the move toward
electronic submission of thesis and dissertations - Carrie Cooper & Jerry
Pogatshnik (informational only)
• Posthumous Degree for Robert Hundley-Doria
• Policies for Review – Sherry Robinson
Protecting Human Subjects in Research
Animal Care and Use
•

Report from Council on Academic Affairs
(CAA agenda is included in the Senate packet.)
(See separate PDF file for the curriculum forms. –  pages)

Report Overview & Questions:
Executive Committee Chair: Senator Taylor
Faculty Regent: Senator Frisbie
COSFL Representative: Senator McKenney
Provost: Senator Vice
Student Government Association: Caleb Armbrust
Financial Planning Council: Senator Taylor
Strategic Planning Council: Senator Noblitt
Standing Committees:
Academic Quality Committee: TBA, Chair
Budget Committee: Senator Johnson, Chair
Committee on Committees: Senator Butler, Chair
Elections Committee: TBA, Chair
New Senators Orientation Committee: Senator Rainey, Chair
Rights and Responsibilities Committee: TBA, Chair
Rules Committee: Senator McKenney, Chair
Welfare Committee: Senator Eser, Chair
Adjournment

FACULTY SENATE MINUTES
May 3, 2010
The Faculty Senate of Eastern Kentucky University met on Monday, May 3, 2010, in the South
Ballroom in the Keen Johnson Building. Senator Ware called the ninth meeting of the academic
year to order at approximately 3:30 p.m.
The following members were absent: F. Awang*, A. Back, L. Bosley*, L. Collins*, S. Harrel, M.
Hesse, K. Krampe*, M. Martin, M. McAdam, K. Minor, R. Mott, G. Pradhan*, S. Pressley, G.
Purdue*, A. Shordike*^, B. Staddon, J. Vice*, D. Whitlock*
*indicates prior notification of absence
^ SUB Elaine Fehringer attended for A. Shordike

Visitors to the Senate: Caleb Armbrust, SGA; Bob Brubaker, Psychology; Gregory Corbett,
SSEM; Tina Davis, Registrar; Andrew Holcomb, SGA; Robert Mahaney, AFIS; Bill Phillips,
Education; Matt Pianalto, Philosophy & Religion; Sherry Robinson, Provost Office; Danny
Roush, ASLIE; Tom Schneid, SSEU; Judy Short, Baccauleaute & Graduate Nursing; Jing Wang,
Physics & Astronomy; Mary Whitaker, Baccauleaute & Graduate Nursing; Deborah Whitehouse,
Health Sciences
ANNOUNCEMENTS:
Senator Ware announced that Senators Whitlock and Vice will not be at today's meeting because
of a flight delay in their return from Brazil.
Senator Ware expressed her appreciation to Senator Whitlock for providing refreshments for the
senators during the past year.
APPROVAL OF MINUTES:
The April 5, 2010 minutes were approved as written.
REPORT FROM THE PRESIDENT: Senator Whitlock
Senator Whitlock shared the following in his written report to the Senate.
Senator Whitlock expressed his appreciation to the Senate for the work completed during the
past year. However there is much work left to do. One of the most instructive things about the
budget survey presented at the last Senate meeting was the overwhelming support for improved
compensation. This issue has risen to the top of the priority considerations of the Strategic
Planning Council and the Financial Planning Council. The campus community is well aware of
the fiscal and political restraints in the current budget cycle in regard to compensation. With
public school teachers facing what will effectively be a cut of two days' salary, there would be
little understanding of raises in higher education.
The fact also remains that future ability to improve compensation is going to depend on several
factors –the ratio of net to gross tuition must be improved, discretionary revenue must be
entrepreneurially generated, and there must be more efficient and effective reallocation of existing
resources to address compensation improvements. Efforts have already begun to address these
matters, but success will require a more concerted and dedicated effort by all concerned.
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There were other points in the survey that are instructive and indicate areas where better
communication is needed on sources of funds and the long-term strategic importance of actions
taken. For example, while it is true that general fund dollars have been used for property
acquisitions, these were not recurring dollars that could be used for recurring expenses such as
salaries. As some of these properties are rented, this is an effective way to turn one-time dollars
into recurring income.
Senator Whitlock expressed concern with the mindset of some that there have been decreases in
the number of faculty on this campus. The facts are otherwise. University-wide faculty lines
have increased modestly, but steadily over the past several years. True, some departments have
lost lines, but the gains of others have more than offset them. These reallocation decisions are
based on enrollment generated needs. Senator Whitlock recognizes the concern over increases in
staff lines. Many of these have been soft money funded (grants and contracts), and he agrees
that staff lines need to be reduced - through attrition - in some of the educational and general
funded areas.
Later today, the report from the Council on Academic Affairs includes proposals for the Doctor
of Nursing Practice and the Ed.D. in Counseling. The Ed.D. in Educational Leadership is already
in place and EKU's current SACSCOC Level Five provides for up to three doctoral programs.
There seems to be concern that if these two proposals are both implemented then others cannot
be considered. Please be aware that Dr. Michael Johnson, EKU's point of contact with
SACSCOC, has indicated that to move from Level Five to Level Six distinction the fourth
program just needs to be submitted for review. So please do not be overly concerned with the
Level Five or Six distinctions. Rather, decisions should be made strategically for the University,
based on the educational needs of students and the professions and on the capacity of the
University to properly mount a program. Both of the programs being presented were approved
at the joint meeting of the Strategic Planning Council and Financial Planning Council.
The SPC and the FPC have finished their collaborative work on the 2010-2011 budget and
Senator Whitlock has approved their recommendations. The budget is now being built based on
those recommendations and on the assumption that there will be a 1.5% budget reduction and a
5% increase in undergraduate, resident tuition. The "use it or lose it" policy approved by the
Senate at its last meeting is being implemented. There will also be a drop fee in place next year.
Its intention is to cause fewer students to shop courses with the intention of dropping some
during the semester.
A plan of action is also being developed for the University should the state not have a budget by
July 1. While it is doubtful this will become a reality, it is best to be prepared.
NEW BUSINESS:
NSSE Report. Senator Ware shared a copy of the NSSE (National Survey of Student
Engagement) report as an informational item. Senator Ware emphasized that our students rate
faculty very highly in this report.
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Posthumous Degree for Ryan Middleton. Senator Biggin moved approval, seconded by Senator
Day, to award a Posthumous Degree for Ryan Middleton, a Communications Disorders major in
the College of Education. Motion carried.
Faculty Handbook. Senator Schmelzer moved approval of the 2009-10 and 2010-11 Faculty
Handbook, seconded by Senator J. Palmer. Motion carried.
Report from Council on Academic Affairs. - Senator Wade reported for Senator Vice
New Programs
1. Doctor of Nursing Practice (D.N.P.)
2. Doctor of Education (Ed.D.) in Counselor Education & Supervision
3. Minor in Personal Finance
4. Fire Protection Administration B.S.
5. Fire, Protection, and Safety Engineering Technology B.S.
6. Fire, Arson, and Explosion Investigation B.S.
7. Occupational Safety B.S.
8. Certificate in Emergency Management
9. Certificate in Homeland Security
10. Minor in Emergency Management
Program Suspension
11. Fire and Safety Engineering Technology B.S.
12. Minor in Fire and Safety Engineering Technology
-Modify the minor to reflect course prefix changes within the Fire and Safety Curriculum
13. Post-Master of Science in Nursing Certificate
-Revise Post-Master’s Admission Certificate
14. Post-Master of Science in Nursing Certificate
-Revise General Information in Catalog text
15. Master of Science Nursing (M.S.N.) Program
-Revise number 4 of Advanced Nursing practice outcomes to meet updated
terminology for advanced nursing requirements from an accrediting body
16. Master of Science Nursing (M.S.N.) Program Progression Plan
-Revise Progression Plan Policy
17. Social Work Minor
-Revise course requirements within the Minor
18. Wildlife Management B.S.
-Add BIO 382W as option to BIO 382 in list of major requirements
19. Music B.M.
-Add the following courses to the degree: MUS 161, 162, 261, 262
20. Clinical Psychology M.S.
-Substitute the S version of PSY 857 to fulfill requirements for the M.S. in Clinical
Psychology
21. Associate Degree in General Studies (A.G.S.)
-Add new Psychology Concentration to the program
22. Master of Arts in Education (MAEd) – Library Science
-Revise the program to change LIB 769 to LIB 801
23. Rank I – Library Science
-Revise the program to change LIB 769 to LIB 801
24. English B.A.
-Removal of a block of "diversity" courses from the creative writing and technical writing emphases. The
courses include ENG 360, 361, 362, 363, 364, 365 and 366; removal of a three-hour theatre requirement
from the creative writing and technical writing emphases
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Action Items
The Council approved the following item in the April 15, 2010, CAA meeting:
25. Clarification for Credit/Non-Credit Coursework, Catalog Revision
26. Progressive Admissions Plan
27. General Studies B.A. Degree, Catalog Revision
28. Baccalaureate Degree Requirements, Catalog Revision
Information Items
The Council reviewed the following items in the April 15, 2010, CAA meeting and will take action on
them in the May meeting:
29. Associate Degree in General Studies (A.G.S.), Catalog Revision
-Add new language for Optional Departmental Concentration and University Requirement
30. Safety, Security, Emergency Management M.S., Ergonomics - New Option
31. Safety, Security, Emergency Management M.S., Ergonomics - New Certificate

Senator Ware announced that she invited representatives from each of the colleges who wished to
speak about upcoming doctoral proposals, prior to the discussion on items #1 and #2. The
College of Business and Technology and the College of Justice and Safety declined the invitation
to speak at this time, but the other three colleges have representatives present to discuss
upcoming proposals.
Dean Gale, College of Health Sciences, discussed the proposal for the Doctor of Nursing Practice.
He reminded that the Nursing profession is moving toward this degree and eliminating the
masters degree; so it is necessary for this proposal to be approved in order for their program to
continue. Earlier this year the Governor approved legislation to allow the regional
comprehensives to offer the Doctor of Nursing Practice.
Dean Phillips, College of Education, discussed the proposal for the Doctor of Education (Ed.D.)
in Counselor Education & Supervision. No additional resources are needed to start the doctoral
program. One additional full time faculty member has already been hired for this program;
however, if the proposal isn't approved, she will teach in the masters program. Senator Wilson
asked if schools are advertising for doctoral-level counselors to provide service. Dean Phillips
answered that a doctoral degree isn't required but it would be beneficial. Dean Phillips further
stated that as the legislation is currently written, only doctoral degrees in the area of education
can be offered at the comprehensives.
Bob Brubaker, Chair of Psychology in the College of Arts & Sciences, discussed the upcoming
proposal for a Doctor of Psychology degree in the area of Clinical Psychology. There is student
demand for the program, specifically from current graduates of the clinical masters program. The
American Psychological Association mandates doctoral degrees as the entry level for Clinical
Psychologists. So in some states, and Kentucky happens to be one of them, special
accommodations have been approved for masters-level people to practice; but clearly the field is
pushing in the direction of doctoral level training. The proposal should be brought to the Senate
soon.
Senator Howell shared that Occupational Therapy also has a doctoral proposal which should be
coming to the Senate soon.
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Senator Wade moved approval of item #1 (Doctor of Nursing Practice), seconded by Senator
Taylor. Motion carried.
Senator Wade moved approval of item #2 (Doctor of Education (Ed.D.) in Counselor Education
& Supervision), seconded by Senator Taylor. The motion failed for lack of support.
Senator Wade moved approval of item #3, seconded by Senator Taylor. Senator Ware asked to
go on record as voting against the motion. The majority were in favor and the motion carried.
Senator Wade moved approval of items #4-11, seconded by Senator Matthews. Motion carried.
Senator Wade moved approval of items #12-24, seconded by Senator Taylor. Motion carried.
Senator Wade moved approval of item #25, seconded by Senator Taylor. Motion carried.
Senator Wade moved approval of item #26, seconded by Senator Noblitt. Motion carried.
Senator Wade moved approval of item #27, seconded by Senator Johnson. Motion carried.
Senator Wade moved approval of item #28, seconded by Senator Frisbie. Motion carried.
Items #29-31 were presented as informational items only.
REPORT FROM SENATE CHAIR: Senator Ware
Senator Ware thanked everyone for their service on Senate during the past year.
Senator Ware congratulated Dr. Janna Vice on her new appointment as Provost.
Senator Ware thanked Secretary Pauletta King and Parliamentarian Bob Miller for their support,
assistance, and patience during her tenure as chair.
Parliamentarian Miller presented Senator Ware with a gavel as a token of appreciation for her
service as Senate chair for the past two years.
REPORT FROM FACULTY REGENT: Senator Frisbie
The Board received a number of updates at its quarterly meeting. On the financial side, VP
Newsom reported that the university is on track in spending and revenue relative to its 2009-10
budget. There is an anticipated overspending in the area of student financial aid of approximately
$2-2.5 M. This problem began last year when $4.5 M was overspent in this budget line.
Corrective measures were put in place for this year, and those measures are reducing the budget
imbalance in this line, although the imbalance cannot be eliminated in one year since EKU must
honor continuing commitments made to students last year. This line is being monitored
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and EKU remains within the scope of its overall budget. This assessment was corroborated in a
report made by VP Conneely, who also reported that Enrollment Management is creating a
five-year strategic plan via its Enrollment Management Advisory Committee. That plan will set a
goal of increasing university enrollment to 18,000 within five years. Enrollment Management is
also reviewing data on financial aid expenditures to determine which programs are less effective in
terms of recruitment and retention, with the goal of reallocating financial aid monies into the more
effective programs.
James Street reported on four large capital projects that are under way on campus. Both the
Performing Arts Center and Phase I of the New Science Building are approximately 67%
complete, with project completion dates in Summer 2011. The Noel Studio for Academic
creativity is approximately 75% finished and should become operational in August of this year.
Walters Hall is on schedule to reopen in August. Combined, the projects represent over $110 M
worth of construction and renovation, creating over 300,000 square feet of new space and greatly
enhancing space in a large dormitory and the library.
The Board took a number of actions, including several personnel related actions. President
Whitlock's contract was extended for one year (until July 2014), which keeps him at the
maximum 4-year period allowed for presidential contracts. The Board feels that President
Whitlock is doing an outstanding job leading this institution. There is sentiment on the Board that
President Whitlock's performance deserves to be recognized with increased compensation.
However, the Board honors the President's position that increasing his salary at this point is not
appropriate until economic conditions allow for similar recognition of the contributions of other
members of the EKU team – faculty and staff.
Pat Costello (Mathematics & Statistics) was approved for Foundation Professor. Emeritus
Faculty status was approved for Dorothy Carter (Foreign Languages & Humanities), David Elias
(English & Theatre), Rebecca King (Foreign Languages & Humanities), Theodor Langenbruch
(Foreign Languages & Humanities), Bruce MacLaren (History), Barbara Ramey (Biological
Science), Doug Rogers (Communications), Julien Bolling (Special Education), Joanna Dickey
(Curriculum & Instruction), Martin Diebold (Special Education), Brenda Foley (Associate Degree
Nursing), Ella Hunter (Baccalaureate & Graduate Nursing), and Susan Willis (Family &
Consumer Sciences).
The Board approved 32 program revisions and one new program (Certificate in Financial
Literacy) that came through the Senate and CAA. It also approved revisions to the Policy on
Policies and the creation of the Authorization for Regulations Policy, both of which had been
recommended by the Senate. The Board also approved a Green Purchasing Policy which
establishes that "green purchasing" is a value of the university and suggests options that should
be considered when making purchases for the university. The Board approved an On-Line
Learning Model for Distance Education that was presented by Provost Vice. The full model will
be presented to the Board in June.
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In financially related actions, the Board approved a contract with a new external auditing firm,
Crowe Horwarth, which takes over from Deloitte and Touche.
The Board meeting occurred before the Legislature and Governor agreed to a state biennial budget,
and before the CPE's meeting to establish tuition ceilings for the state institutions. Therefore, the
Board authorized its Executive Committee to act on its behalf in setting new tuition rates to the
maximum allowed by the CPE. There was strong indication that the maximum authorized by the
CPE would be in the 4-6% range. Later that same week, CPE authorized the comprehensive
universities to increase tuitions by up to 5%, so EKU’s base tuition rate will go up by 5%. EKU
will change its charges for online course work to a per credit basis (regardless of whether or not
the student is otherwise full- or part-time), and that charge will be 130% of the base tuition rate.
Also, the Board approved a 5% increase in residence hall rates (rates were not increased last
year), a 2% increase in meal plan rates, and an additional $12 recreation fee for students taking 5
or more credits.
In order to simplify the property and other relationships among EKU, the EKU Foundation, and
the Arlington Association, the EKU Board, with the blessing of the EKU Foundation Board,
transferred the Arlington house and about 15 acres to the Foundation (the Foundation already
held the rest of the Arlington property). The Arlington Board is looking at changes to the
Arlington bylaws that are necessitated by this transfer and some other changes that will enable
Arlington to operate in a more businesslike fashion. In terms of service to members, these
changes should not be perceptible.
The EKU Board will next convene for a regular quarterly meeting on June 7th.
REPORT FROM COSFL: Senator McKenney
COSFL will meet in September in conjunction with the Governor's conference on trusteeship.
REPORT FROM PROVOST: Senator Wade reported for Senator Vice
The luncheon with the Provost for this Wednesday is canceled. However, Senator Vice has
stated that she plans to continue the lunches again next year.
STUDENT GOVERNMENT ASSOCIATION: Caleb Armbrust and Andrew Holcomb
Mr. Armbrust announced that next year the Student Government Association would like to
encourage more faculty/staff interaction. SGA plans to work closely with the Office of First Year
Programs to help new freshman transition more smoothly from high school to college life.
Mr. Holcomb announced that SGA plans to work on additional green initiatives at the
University. One program being considered is a bike rental service.
REPORT FROM FINANCIAL PLANNING COUNCIL: Senator Ware
The Strategic Planning and Financial Planning Councils held two joint meetings in April.
Financial priorities, budget, and implications were discussed in light of goals discussed to date by
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the SPC. Proposed tuition increases, housing and student fees, and strategic request for funds
were discussed. Of particular note are the following:
•
•
•

Two doctoral proposals will be presented to the Faculty Senate for a vote on May 3.
The councils are committed to establishing a compensation pool for staff and faculty to meet needs in
economic times such as those we are in at the present time.
Faculty development funds were approved for $600 effective Fall 2010, and the motion approved by the
senate for a rollover of said funds was also approved.

REPORT FROM STRATEGIC PLANNING COUNCIL: Senator Taylor
The next meeting will be on Wednesday at 2pm.
Academic Quality Committee. Senator Shordike reported that the Committee met regularly
during the 2009/2010 academic year. Co-Chairs attended all CAA and General Studies
Workgroup meetings, and a representative served on the Final Examination Policy Draft
Committee. Relevant information from these meetings was brought to the committee for review.
The Committee reviewed and gave language recommendations regarding House Bill 160 and, in
response to House Bill 160, drafted a "Resolution Regarding Legislative Mandates Affecting
Numbers of Hours and Course Requirements for General Education and Degree Programs" which
was passed by the Senate in January.
Budget Committee. Senator Johnson reported that the committee still needs to develop the
guidelines for the disbursement of the faculty development funds and that will be the first
priority for the fall semester.
This year the committee brought forward the faculty development funds and the roll over
proposition which has come to fruition through the Financial Planning Council and Strategic
Planning Council. Also this year, the chair of the Senate Budget Committee became a member on
the Financial Planning Council.
Rights & Responsibilities Committee. Senator J. Palmer reported on two main issues.
1) The recently approved Policy on Policies states that "University policies should be reviewed on a periodic
basis (a five-year cycle is recommended) to ensure the currency and accuracy of the policies." Therefore
about half of the policies are overdue for review. In the coming months the committee members will be
sending requests for review to the interpreting authorities for the policies that appear most outdated or most
in need of review.
2) The University Promotion and Tenure Policy will be modified. The modification will include
streamlining the policy as well as changes in the reconsideration and appeal procedures and the use of
"collegiality" as a criterion. The policy may also recommend the use of "public engagement" as a criterion.
At the request of the Provost's office, a member of the R&R Committee and the Executive Committee
attended an RPT Institute workshop on the latter criterion to learn more about this. A draft revision of the
P & T policy will be sent to the Rights and Responsibilities Committee early in the Summer.

Rules Committee. Senator McKenney reported that the Committee's principal charge for
2009/2010 was to re-examine term limits for faculty senators. Formerly there had been no term
limits, but in the fall of 2006 a new policy went into effect limiting senators to two consecutive
3-year terms, with the possibility of further re-election after at least a one year hiatus. The
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committee reviewed practices at EKU's benchmarks and other Kentucky Universities and
surveyed EKU faculty senators. The survey results showed that 52% of the senators preferred
the current term limits and therefore no further action was required.
The Rules Committee also reviewed the Senate's Internal Procedures and the By-Laws of the
Faculty Senate (in the Faculty Handbook, Part VII) and did not see any changes to recommend
for 2009/2010.
Two issues to be reviewed next year are 1) faculty regent process and 2) consideration of
allowing nominations from the floor for Senate Vice Chair at the May meeting.
Faculty Welfare Committee. Senator Ciocca reported that several items were discussed at the
joint meeting with the University Benefits committee on April 26th.
Over the last 2 years (Benefits years 2008 and 2009) there has been an upward trend of
approximately 13% of all claims (medical and prescriptions). Further, at the current rates and
benefits, the extrapolated trends of costs and claims pointed to a gap of approximately
$2,000,000 between premiums and expenditures.
The Benefits committee was asked to consider several plan to help reduce costs. Two options
were at the forefront.
OPTION B2 - This option will reduce cost at the expense of a slight increase in the monthly premium
and in a decrease of the benefits, namely in the deductible and maximum out-of-pocket expenses and an
increase in the cost for Tier 3 prescriptions.
OPTION B4 - This option kept most benefits the same, with a slight increase in the cost of emergency
room treatment and a slight increase in monthly premium.

The vote was close and by a margin of only 1 vote the Benefits Committee recommended Option
B2. This issue will be reviewed again at the next Benefits meeting on August 18th.
ADJOURNMENT
Senator Wade moved to adjourn at approximately 5:15 p.m.

FACULTY SENATE MINUTES
May 3, 2010
Approximately 10 minutes after First Meeting Concludes
The Faculty Senate of Eastern Kentucky University met on Monday, May 3, 2010, in the South
Ballroom in the Keen Johnson Building. Senator Ware called the organizational meeting of the
academic year to order at approximately 5:25 p.m.
The following members were absent:
F. Awang*, A. Back, S. Ballard, M. Bhandari, W. Borowski, L. Bosley*, L. DeBolt*, M. Gerken,
S. Harrel, K. Krampe*, M. Martin, A. Matthews, S. Merlin, K. Minor, R. Mott, G. Pradhan*,
G. Purdue*, C. Rhee, A. Shordike*^, B. Staddon, J. Vice*, D. Whitlock*
*indicates prior notification of absence
^ SUB Elaine Fehringer attended for A. Shordike

NEW BUSINESS:
Senate Chair Election. Senator Taylor was nominated for Senate Chair at the April meeting.
Senator Taylor was unanimously elected to continue to serve as chair.
Senate Vice Chair Election. Senator Noblitt was nominated for Senate Vice Chair at the April
meeting. Senator Noblitt was unanimously elected to serve as vice-chair.
Academic Quality Committee (1 vacancy). Senator Price was nominated. Senator Wray
moved to accept by acclamation, seconded by Senator Schmelzer. Motion carried.
Budget Committee (2 vacancies). Senators Chapman and Biggins were nominated. Senator
Hensley moved to accept by acclamation, seconded by Senator Park. Motion carried.
Committee on Committees (2 vacancies). Senators Rousch and Wang were nominated.
Senator Schmelzer moved to accept by acclamation, seconded by Senator Johnson. Motion
carried.
Elections Committee (2 vacancies). Senators Redmond and Nelson were nominated. Senator
Johnson moved to accept by acclamation, seconded by Senator Wray. Motion carried.
Executive Committee (3 vacancies). The following were nominated: 1) Senator Jones; 2)
Senator Day; 3) Senator J. Palmer. Senator Frisbie moved to accept by acclamation, seconded by
Senator Biggins. Motion carried.
New Senator Orientation (1 vacancy). Senator Pressley was nominated. Senator Frisbie
moved to accept by acclamation, seconded by Senator Walz. Motion carried.
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Rights & Responsibilities Committee (1 vacancy). Senator McKenney was nominated.
Senator Frisbie moved to accept by acclamation, seconded by Senator Biggins. Motion carried.
Rules Committee (no vacancies).
Welfare Committee (3 vacancies). The following were nominated: 1) Senator Bhandari; 2)
Senator Eser; 3) Senator DeBolt. Senator Frisbie moved to accept by acclamation, seconded by
Senator Biggins. Motion carried.
COSFL (1 rep & 2 alts). The following were nominated: 1) Senator McKenney; 2) Senator
Mott; and 3) Senator Pressley. Senator McKenney was elected to serve as the COSFL
representative by ballot vote. Senators Mott and Pressley will serve as alternates.
ADJOURNMENT:
The meeting adjourned at approximately 5:45 p.m.
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Protecting Human Subjects in Research
Policy Statement
In compliance with Title 45 Code of Federal Regulations Part 46 (45 CFR 46), Protection of Human Subjects,
the University is responsible for ensuring that research investigators protect the rights, privacy, and welfare of
individuals recruited for participation in research. The Institutional Review Board (IRB) is responsible for
overseeing the use of human subjects in research projects conducted at the University or conducted by
University faculty, staff, or students at locations other than those owned by the University. The jurisdiction of
the IRB includes the authority to review, approve, require modifications to, or deny approval of research
protocol applications submitted by faculty, staff, and student investigators. The process of review serves to
ensure the safe and ethical conduct of research that ultimately will protect the rights and welfare of human
subjects in an atmosphere of mutual trust and scientific integrity in the pursuit of knowledge. All research
projects shall be submitted for IRB review and approval prior to the initiation of research activities. The IRB
authority and jurisdiction is outlined further within this policy.

Entities Affected by the Policy





Students, faculty, and staff in departments, colleges, or units conducting activities involving humans
as research subjects
Subrecipients participating in activities involving human research subjects
IRB members
Sponsored Programs staff

Policy Background
The National Research Act of 1974 established the National Commission for the Protection of Human
Subjects of Biomedical and Behavioral Research. This Commission published the Belmont Report
articulating the ethical principles that guide the conduct of research with human subjects and continue to
serve as the foundation of Title 45 Code of Federal Regulations Part 46 (45 CFR 46). In the design, conduct,
approval and review of research, EKU officials, IRB members, and investigators adhere to the basic
principles set forth in the Belmont Report: respect for persons, beneficence, and justice.
The purpose of this policy is to outline the University’s accountability with regard to the protection of human
research subjects. The policy explains the responsibilities of individuals participating in activities involving the
use of human research subjects and of the Institutional Review Board (IRB).
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Institutional Review Board (IRB) Authority and Jurisdiction
IRB Authority
The IRB has the authority to:

Review and approve, require modifications in (to secure approval), or deny approval for all research
activities covered by this policy

Conduct continuing review of research covered by this policy at intervals appropriate to the degree
of risk, but not less than once per year

Observe or have a third-party observe the consent process or the research and review the research
documentation

Suspend or terminate approval of research that is not being conducted in accordance with the IRB’s
requirements or that has been associated with serious harm to subjects
IRB Jurisdiction
45 CFR, Part 46, Protection of Human Subjects defines research as “a systematic investigation, including
research development, testing and evaluation, designed to develop or contribute to generalizable
knowledge.” Projects that meet the criteria outlined in this definition that are conducted at the University or
conducted by University faculty, staff, or students at locations other than those owned by the University are
subject to review and approval by the IRB. This policy is applicable regardless of whether the project
involves funding from an external agency.
Systematic investigations conducted by graduate or undergraduate students that involve the use of humans
as subjects and that are intended to contribute to generalizable knowledge must be reviewed and approved
by the IRB. This includes, but is not limited to, independent undergraduate research projects and honors
theses, graduate theses, and dissertations.
Class projects that are designed to teach research methods to students, however, are not typically classified
as research and therefore are not ordinarily subject to IRB review. These projects are overseen by an
advising faculty member, who is responsible for ensuring that appropriate precautions are taken with regard
to the protection of participants. While most class assignments are designed to teach research methods and
are not the type of activities typically overseen by the IRB, there are instances when the nature of these
projects is such that participants could be put at risk of harm. Class projects involving participants outside the
classroom are subject to IRB review if they meet either of the following criteria:
1. Are undertaken with the intention of producing results that will be submitted for peer-reviewed
publication or presentation or otherwise made available to a broad general audience
2. Involve any type of activity that places the participants at more than minimal risk, considering both
the probability and the magnitude of harm

Policy Procedures
Selection and Operation of the Institutional Review Board
1.
2.
3.

Membership shall be appointed by the University’s president or his/her designee. Two or more
alternates may also be appointed to function in the absence of a voting member if necessary.
Each IRB member shall be appointed to a term of not more than three years, and no member may
serve more than two consecutive three-year terms.
The University’s IRB shall be composed of at least five members with varying backgrounds to
promote an adequate review of research protocols. The IRB shall include at least one member
whose primary concerns are in a scientific area and at least one member whose primary concerns
are in a nonscientific area. The IRB shall include at least one member who is not otherwise affiliated
with the University and who is not part of the immediate family of a person who is affiliated with the
University. The IRB shall not be composed entirely of members of one profession, and efforts will
be made to assure a diverse membership in regard to gender, ethnicity, and culture.
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The University’s IRB voting membership shall include faculty/staff members representing areas in
which human subject research typically occurs and at least one person with no affiliations with the
University.
Representatives from the offices of Sponsored Programs, Institutional Research, and University
Counsel shall also serve on the IRB as ex-officio members.
The IRB may, at its discretion, invite individuals with expertise in special areas to assist in the review
of issues which require expertise beyond that available on the IRB; these individuals may not vote
with the IRB.
No IRB member shall participate in the initial or continuing review of any project in which the
member has a conflicting interest except to provide information requested by the IRB.

IRB Review Considerations
In reviewing research protocols, the IRB shall consider the following:

Risks and Benefits: The IRB assesses whether the risks to participants are reasonable in relation to
the anticipated benefits to the participants or to society. In particular, the IRB reviews proposed
studies to ensure that the risks are minimized to the greatest extent possible. To an extent, the IRB
considers the scientific merit of the study design because it would be unethical to place human
subjects at risk for a study with flawed methodological procedures likely to yield little or no reliable
information.

Equitable Selection of Research Participants: The selection of participants should be equitable and
free of coercion. The IRB considers the research setting and study purposes, including whether the
proposed study intends to involve vulnerable and special classes of subject populations such as
children, students, prisoners, subjects with cognitive disorders, or economically disadvantaged
individuals.

Identification of Participants and Confidentiality: The IRB considers the methods for the selection of
and contact with participants, including how participants’ privacy and confidentiality will be insured.
The IRB also considers the importance of the research, the sensitivity of information sought from
participants, and the special procedures devised by the investigator for protecting private or personal
information.

Informed Consent: The IRB reviews the process described by the investigator for obtaining informed
consent, including where, when, and how consent will be obtained.
Exempt Review Procedures
Projects that are exempt from human subject regulations must be classified as such through review by the
IRB. To qualify for exemption, the only involvement of human subjects must be in or more of the following
categories as defined by 45 CFR, Part 46, Protection of Human Subjects:
1. Research conducted in established or commonly accepted educational settings, involving normal
educational practices, such as (i) research on regular and special education instructional strategies,
or (ii) research on the effectiveness of or the comparison among instructional techniques, curricula,
or classroom management methods
2. Research involving the use of educational tests (cognitive, diagnostic, aptitude, achievement),
survey procedures, interview procedures, or observation of public behavior, unless: (i) information
obtained is recorded in such a manner that human subjects can be identified, directly or through
identifiers linked to the subjects; and (ii) any disclosure of the human subjects’ responses outside
the research could reasonably place the subjects at risk of criminal or civil liability or be damaging to
the subjects’ financial standing, employability, or reputation
3. Research involving the use of educational tests (cognitive, diagnostic, aptitude, achievement),
survey procedures, interview procedures, or observation of public behavior that is not exempt under
category two, if: (i) the human subjects are elected or appointed public officials or candidates for
public office; or (ii) federal statute(s) require(s) without exception that the confidentiality of the
personally identifiable information will be maintained throughout the research and thereafter.
4. Research involving the collection or study of existing data, documents, records, pathological
specimens, or diagnostic specimens, if these sources are publicly available or if the information is
recorded by the investigator in such a manner that subjects cannot be identified, directly or through
identifiers linked to the subjects
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Research and demonstration projects which are conducted by or subject to the approval of
department or agency heads, and which are designed to study, evaluate, or otherwise examine: (i)
public benefit or service programs; (ii) procedures for obtaining benefits or services under those
programs; (iii) possible changes in or alternatives to those programs or procedures; or (iv) possible
changes in methods or levels of payment for benefits or services under those programs
Taste and food quality evaluation and consumer acceptance studies, if: (i) wholesome foods without
additives are consumed; or (ii) a good is consumed that contains a food ingredient at or below the
level and for a use found to be safe, or agricultural chemical or environmental contaminant at or
below the level found to be safe, by the Food and Drug Administration or approved by the
Environmental Protection Agency or the Food Safety and Inspection Service of the United States
Department of Agriculture

If any activity falls outside of these categories, the research must be reviewed through expedited or full review
procedures. Research protocols submitted for IRB review for exempt status shall be forwarded to one of the
voting faculty/staff committee members on a rotating basis for review and approval.
Expedited Review Procedures
Certain types of research that involves no more than minimal risk may be reviewed through the expedited
review process. To be eligible for expedited review, a project must present no more than minimal risk and
involve only procedures in one or more of the research categories outlined below. Unless otherwise noted,
these categories are applicable regardless of the age of the subjects. The expedited review procedure does
not apply where identification of the subjects and/or their responses would reasonably place them at risk of
criminal or civil liability or be damaging to the subjects’ financial standing, employability, insurability, or
reputation, or be stigmatizing, unless reasonable and appropriate protections will be implemented so that
risks related to invasion of privacy and breach of confidentiality are no greater than minimal. The research
categories designated by 45 CFR, Part 46, Protection of Human Subjects as eligible for expedited review are
as follows:
1. Clinical studies of drugs and medical devices only when condition (a) or (b) is met.
a. Research on drugs for which an investigational new drug application is not required. Note
that research on marketed drugs that significantly increases the risks or decreases the
acceptability of the risks associated with the use of the product is not eligible for expedited
review.
b. Research on medical devices for which (i) an investigational device exemption application
is not required; or (ii) the medical device is cleared/approved for marketing and the medical
device is being used in accordance with its cleared/approved labeling.
2. Collection of blood samples by finger stick, heel stick, ear stick, or venipuncture as follows:
a. From healthy, nonpregnant adults who weigh at least 110 pounds. For these subjects, the
amounts drawn may not exceed 550 ml in an 8 week period and collection may not occur
more frequently than 2 times per week; or
b. From other adults and children considering the age, weight, and health of the subjects, the
collection procedure, the amount of blood to be collected, and the frequency with which it
will be collected. For these subjects, the amount drawn may not exceed the lesser of 50 ml
or 3 ml per kg in an 8 week period and collection may not occur more frequently than 2
times per week.
3. Prospective collection of biological specimens for research purposes by noninvasive means.
Examples: (a) Hair and nail clippings in a nondisfiguring manner; (b) deciduous teeth at time of
exfoliation or if routine patient care indicates a need for extraction; (c) permanent teeth if routine
patient care indicates a need for extraction; (d) excreta and external secretions (including sweat); (e)
uncannulated saliva collected either in an unstimulated fashion or stimulated by chewing gumbase
or wax or by applying a dilute citric solution to the tongue; (f) placenta removed at delivery; (g)
amniotic fluid obtained at the time of rupture of the membrane prior to or during labor; (h) supra- and
subgingival dental plaque and calculus, provided the collection procedure is not more invasive than
routine prophylactic scaling of the teeth and the process is accomplished in accordance with
accepted prophylactic techniques; (i) mucosal and skin cells collected by buccal scraping or swab,
skin swab, or mouth washings; (j) sputum collected after saline mist nebulization.
4. Collection of data through noninvasive procedures (not involving general anesthesia or sedation)
routinely employed in clinical practice, excluding procedures involving x-rays or microwaves. Where
medical devices are employed, they must be cleared/approved for marketing. (Studies intended to
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evaluate the safety and effectiveness of the medical device are not generally eligible for expedited
review, including studies of cleared medical devices for new indications.) Examples: (a) Physical
sensors that are applied either to the surface of the body or at a distance and do not involve input of
significant amounts of energy into the subject or an invasion of the subject’s privacy; (b) weighing or
testing sensory acuity; (c) magnetic resonance imaging; (d) electrocardiography,
electroencephalography, thermography, detection of naturally occurring radioactivity,
electroretinography, ultrasound, diagnostic infrared imaging, doppler blood flow, and
echocardiography; (e) moderate exercise, muscular strength testing, body composition assessment,
and flexibility testing where appropriate given the age, weight, and health of the individual.
Research involving materials (data, documents, records, or specimens) that have been collected or
will be collected solely for non-research purposes (such as medical treatment or diagnosis). Note
that some research in this category may be exempt from the HHS regulations for the protection of
human subjects. This listing refers only to research that is not exempt.
Collection of data from voice, video, digital, or image recordings made for research purposes.
Research on individual or group characteristics or behavior (including, but not limited to, research on
perception, cognition, motivation, identity, language, communication, cultural beliefs or practices,
and social behavior) or research employing survey, interview, oral history, focus group, program
evaluation, human factors evaluation, or quality assurance methodologies. Note that some research
in this category may be exempt from the HHS regulations for the protection of human subjects. This
listing refers only to research that is not exempt.
Continuing review of research previously approved by the convened IRB as follows:
a. Where (i) the research is permanently closed to the enrollment of new subjects; (ii) all
subjects have completed all research-related interventions; and (iii) the research remains
active only for long-term follow-up of subjects; or
b. Where no subjects have been enrolled and no additional risks have been identified; or
c. Where the remaining research activities are limited to data analysis.
Continuing review of research, not conducted under an investigational new drug application or
investigational device exemption where categories two (2) through eight (8) do not apply but the IRB
has determined and documented at a convened meeting that the research involves no greater than
minimal risk and no additional risks have been identified.

If any activity falls outside of these categories, the research must be reviewed through full review procedures.
Research protocols submitted for IRB review for expedited review shall be forwarded to one of the voting
faculty/staff committee members on a rotating basis for review and approval.
Full Review Procedures
Research protocols for projects involving greater than minimal risk shall be submitted for full IRB review
during a convened meeting of all IRB members. Meetings are scheduled on a monthly basis during the
academic year and are scheduled between semesters as needed for the review of research protocols. A
simple majority of the members of the IRB shall constitute a quorum with the stipulation that at least one
member whose primary concerns are in a nonscientific area shall be present for the review. For the project to
be approved, it must receive the approval of a majority of those members who are present at the meeting.
At its discretion, the IRB may also request full review for other projects, particularly those that involve
protected populations of subjects, regardless of the level of risk involved. Protected populations include
children, prisoners, mentally impaired individuals, and pregnant women and fetuses.
IRB Investigator and Key Personnel Training
Investigators, key personnel, and faculty advisors (for student projects) shall be required to complete training
on the use of human research subjects by completing an educational program that is acceptable to the IRB
and shall furnish a copy of training documentation prior to submitting research protocols for IRB approval.
Training documentation is valid for a period of three years, after which time, investigators shall furnish
updated training documentation. Current training documentation is required for all investigators, key
personnel, and faculty advisors (for student projects) prior to the approval of research protocols submitted for
IRB review.
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Ensuring Informed Consent
In clear and non-technical language which is appropriate to the subject, subjects must be informed of:
1. The fact that the study is research.
2. The purposes of the research.
3. The expected duration of the subject's participation.
4. The procedures to be followed.
5. Any reasonably foreseeable risks or discomforts.
6. Any benefits to the subject or to others which may reasonably be expected from the research.
7. Appropriate alternative procedures or courses of treatment, if any, which might be advantageous to
the subject.
8. The extent, if any, to which confidentiality of data and privacy of subjects will be maintained.
9. For research involving more than minimal risk, whether any compensation and whether any medical
treatments are available if injury occurs.
10. Whom to contact for answers to pertinent questions about the research, subjects' rights, and
research-related injury to the subject.
11. A statement that participation is voluntary, refusal to participate will involve no penalty or loss of
benefits to which the subject is otherwise entitled and the subject may discontinue participation at
any time without penalty or loss of benefits to which the subject is otherwise entitled.
When appropriate, one or more of the following elements of information shall also be provided to each
subject:
1. A statement that the particular treatment or procedure may involve risks to the subject (or to the
embryo or fetus, if the subject is or may become pregnant) which are currently unforeseeable;
2. Anticipated circumstances under which the subject's participation may be terminated by the
investigator without regard to the subject's consent;
3. Any additional costs to the subject that may result from participation in the research;
4. The consequences of a subject's decision to withdraw from the research and procedures for orderly
termination of participation by the subject.
5. A statement that significant new findings developed during the course of the research which may
relate to the subject's willingness to continue participation will be provided to the subject;
6. The approximate number of subjects involved in the study.
Informed consent shall be documented by having the subject (or legally authorized representative) sign the
written consent form and receive a copy. The investigator or research team member must also sign the
consent form. The IRB may waive the requirement to obtain a signed consent form if it finds either:
1. That the only record linking the subject to the research would be the consent form and the most
serious risk would be breach of confidentiality; or
2. That the research involves no more than minimal risk and involves no procedures for which written
consent is normally required outside of the research context.
For research studies of minimal risk involving the use of questionnaires, the required elements of informed
consent may be included in an introductory letter or information attached to the instrument which includes a
statement that completion and return of the questionnaire (hard copy or electronic) will constitute consent to
participate in the study.
Research Involving Children
While there are often compelling reasons for including children as research subjects, research involving
children should be avoided unless the use of adults in the research would not provide access to the data
needed for a particular research protocol. The exemption categories are applicable regardless of a subject’s
age with the exception of parts of exemption category 2. Research involving the use of educational tests with
minors is exempt. However, the exemption for research using survey or interview procedures does not apply
to research involving children, and the exemption for observations of public behavior does not apply to
research involving children if the investigator participates in the activities being observed.
Additional precautions are required for research involving children that does not qualify for exemption. For
projects to be approved through expedited or full review procedures, adequate provisions must be made for
soliciting the permission of the children’s parents or guardians as well as the assent of the children, when in
the judgment of the IRB, the children are capable of providing assent. In determining whether children
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involved in the research are capable of assenting, the IRB shall take into account the ages, maturity, and
psychological state of the children involved. This judgment may be made for all children involved in a
protocol or for each child, as the IRB deems appropriate.
Children who are wards of the state may participate in research activities only if the activities are related to
their status as wards or are conducted in schools, camps, hospitals, institutions, or similar settings in which
the majority of children involved as subjects are not wards.
The IRB may waive the assent and parental permission requirements in accordance with the provisions for
waiving informed consent. In addition, the IRB may waive parental permission requirements if it determines
that a protocol is designed for conditions or for a subject population for which parental or guardian permission
is not a reasonable requirement to protect the subjects (i.e., neglected or abused children) provided that an
appropriate mechanism for protecting the children is substituted.
To approve research that represents greater than minimal risk to children, the IRB must be assured that the
risk is justified by the anticipated benefit to the children and that the relation of the anticipated benefit to the
risk is at least as favorable to the subjects as that presented by any available alternative approaches.
Research Involving Prisoners
Additional precautions are required for research involving prisoners, who because of their incarcerated state,
may be under constraints that would prohibit their ability to make a truly voluntary and uncoerced decision of
whether to participate in a research project. Research may involve prisoners only if the following conditions
exist:

The research must represent one of the following categories of permissible research:
o Study of the possible causes, effects, and processes of incarceration, and of criminal
behavior, provided that study involves no more than minimal risk and no more than
inconvenience to the subjects
o Study of prisons as institutional structures or of prisoners as incarcerated persons, provided
that the study presents no more than minimal risk and no more than inconvenience to the
subjects
o Research on conditions particularly affecting prisoners as a class
o Research on practices, both innovative and accepted, which have the intent and
reasonable probability of improving the health or well-being of the subject

Any possible advantages accruing to the prisoner through his or her participation in the research,
when compared to the general living conditions, medical care, quality of food, amenities , and
opportunity for earnings in the prison, are not of such a magnitude that his or her ability to weigh the
risks of the research against the value of such advantages in the limited choice environment of the
prison is impaired

The risks involved in the research are commensurate with risks that would be accepted by
nonprisoner volunteers

Procedures for the selection of subjects within the prison are fair to all prisoners and immune from
arbitrary intervention by prison authorities or prisoners

The information is presented in language that is understandable to the subject population

Adequate assurance exists that parole boards will not take into account a prisoner’s participation in
the research in making decisions regarding parole, and each prisoner is clearly informed in advance
that participation in the research will have no effect on his or her parole

Where the IRB finds there may be a need for follow-up examination or care of participants after the
end of their participation, adequate provision has been made for such examination or care, taking
into account the varying lengths of individual prisoners’ sentences, and for informing participants of
this fact
Research projects involving prisoners require full IRB review. A majority of the IRB shall have no
associations with the prison(s) involved. In addition, a special representative shall be appointed to participate
in the protocol review who is a prisoner or a prisoner representative with appropriate background and
experience to serve in that capacity.
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Continuing Review and Reporting Requirements
Projects approved as exempt are exempt from further review and come with no additional reporting
requirements for the investigator unless the investigator wishes to modify the research design. Any changes
from those outlined in the original application for exempt status must be reviewed and approved by the IRB
prior to implementation, regardless of whether the changes result in a change in the project’s exempt status.
Projects approved through expedited or full review procedures require annual continuing reviews. Not less
than annually, investigators shall submit a completed continuing review form for each year the project is
active. If the IRB determines that a project necessitates continuing review at more frequent intervals, the
investigator shall be informed of the reporting requirements at the time when approval is granted.
Investigators are required to file a final report with the IRB within thirty days of the project’s completion. If
investigators wish to continue the project beyond the initial approval period, they shall request approval to do
so prior to the project’s expiration date.
Project Suspension and Termination
The IRB has the authority to temporarily suspend or permanently terminate approval of a research protocol
that has been determined to not be conducted in accordance with the research protocol approved by the IRB
or that has been found to represent unexpected serious harm to research participants. The IRB may also
suspend or terminate research activities for which reporting requirements have not been followed.
In the event of project suspension or termination, the investigator will be notified in writing by the IRB
immediately upon such action being taken by the IRB. In the case of a suspended project, the investigator
will be provided with a list of conditions that must be met in order to continue with the research and a
timeframe within which to comply. Research activities shall not resume until the investigator has been
notified by the IRB that the suspension has been removed.
Reporting Problems with Approved Research
At the time of IRB approval, investigators are informed of their responsibility to immediately notify the IRB of
any unexpected problems, injuries, or increased risks to human subjects participating in the research within
10 days of the occurrence. If no such events have been disclosed to the IRB, the investigator shall certify
such on at least an annual basis through the continuing review and final reporting process.
If an individual other than the investigator believes that any research misconduct has taken place in the
project, he or she shall immediately notify the institutional official. The institutional official shall form a review
committee consisting of the IRB Chair and at least one other IRB member to conduct an investigation of the
allegations, beginning with an interview with the research team. The results of the investigation shall be
reported to the full IRB, who will responsible for prescribing a corrective action plan to address the
noncompliance or terminate the project altogether. The IRB has the authority to suspend the project at any
point in the investigation following the initial interview with the research team.

Definitions
Adverse Event

An unexpected or serious negative event occurring in the conduct of a
research project. All adverse events must be reported in writing to the IRB
within 10 days of the occurrence.

Assent

A child’s affirmative agreement to participate in research. Mere failure to
object to should not, absent affirmative agreement, be construed as assent.

Beneficence

Requires that researchers maximize the potential benefits to participants, or
to society, while minimizing the potential risks of harm. The extent of
protection depends on the risks and benefits of the proposed research. All
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participants should be treated in an ethical manner. Benefits to participants,
or in the form of generalized knowledge gained from the research, should
always outweigh the risks. If there are any risks resulting from participation in
the research, then there must be benefits, either to the participants or to
society.
Children

Persons who have not attained the legal age for consent to treatments or
procedures involved in the research, under the applicable law of the
jurisdiction in which the research will be conducted. In Kentucky, the legal
age for consent is eighteen years.

Federalwide Assurance (FWA) A written agreement that establishes standards for human subjects’ research as
approved by the federal Office for Human Research Protections and is executed by
the institutional official.
Human Subject

A living individual about whom an investigator conducting research obtains (i) data
through intervention or interaction with the individual or (ii) identifiable private
information.

Informed Consent

Requires that participants are provided with information about the research project to
assist in their informed decision of whether to participate, are given explicit
assurances of the voluntary nature of their involvement in terms that are easy to
understand, and are not under duress or pressured to serve as participants.

Institutional Official

The individual with the authority to provide compliance assurances to federal agencies
and for issuing other official documentation on behalf of the University. EKU’s
institutional official is the Associate Vice President for Research.

Institutional Review Board
(IRB)

The EKU body charged with ensuring the University’s compliance with federal
regulations governing the protection of human research participants.

Interaction

Communication or interpersonal contact between investigator and subject

Intervention

Both physical procedures by which data are gathered and manipulations of the
subject’s environment that are performed for research purposes

Justice

Requires that subjects be selected fairly and that both the risks and benefits of
research are distributed evenly. Investigators should take precautions not to select
participants simply because of convenient availability, manipulability, their
compromised positions, or because of social, racial, sexual, economic, or cultural
biases institutionalized in society.

Minimal Risk

The probability and magnitude of physical or psychological harm that is normally
encountered in the daily lives, or in the routine medical, dental, or psychological
examination of healthy persons

Prisoner

Any individual involuntarily confined or detained in a penal institution. Prisoners are
considered a protected population and may only be included in research activities
when there is a compelling reason for their inclusion.

Private information

Private information includes information about behavior that occurs in a context in
which an individual can reasonably expect that no observation or recording is taking
place, and information which has been provided for specific purposes by an individual
and which the individual can reasonably expect will not be made public.

Quorum

A simple majority of the voting members of the IRB

Research

A systematic investigation, including research development, testing and evaluation,
designed to develop or contribute to generalizable knowledge

Respect of Persons

Recognition of the personal dignity and autonomy of individuals with special protection
of those persons with diminished autonomy. In addition, respect means honoring the
privacy of individuals and maintaining confidentiality

University

Eastern Kentucky University
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Responsibilities
Department Chairs



Review the technical merit of research protocols and recommend them for IRB
review at their discretion

Division of
Sponsored
Programs



Provide administrative support to the IRB, including the maintenance of
applicable records, processing of research protocols for review, recording of
minutes from IRB meetings, and other activities necessary for the efficient
operation of the IRB
Provide guidance to investigators on the interpretation of federal regulations
governing the use of human research subjects
Provide reports to all IRB members on projects that have been approved
through the expedited review process or approved for exemption
Manage the IRB training system and records
Ensure that activities proposed for external support have been reviewed and
approved by the IRB prior to the release of any awarded funds
Facilitate the review and investigation of human subjects-related complaints
from all sources
Notify investigators of required reports and follow up on delinquent reports
Update committee membership rosters with the Office of Human Research
Participants when IRB membership changes
File and update the University’s Federal-wide Assurance to the federal Office
of Human Research Protections as required










Faculty Advisors










Institutional Official





Investigators






Complete and maintain current (every three years) certification in human
subjects research for investigators by completing an educational program
acceptable to the IRB (All members of student thesis committees for projects
involving human research subjects are encouraged to complete training as
well).
Advise students throughout process of protocol development, submission, and
review as well as in the implementation of the research project
Guide students in the development of the research protocol to ensure that the
content, quality, and timing of the submission meet the requirements of the
IRB
As the responsible investigator, ensure that student researchers are aware of
their responsibilities as investigators and ensure that the IRB is immediately
notified in the event of research-related unanticipated events or findings during
the study that would affect the risks or benefits of participation
Ensure the timely submission of required continuing review and final reports
for student projects
Maintain records related to student projects for a period of not less than three
years from the date the final report is filed with the IRB
Oversee the University’s compliance with federal regulations governing the
protection of human research participants
Approve the University’s Federal-wide Assurance to the federal Office of
Human Research Protections
Serve as the primary contact for allegations of research misconduct and
arrange for IRB investigations of such allegations
Complete and maintain current (every three years) certification in human
subjects research for investigators by completing an educational program
acceptable to the IRB
Prepare the research protocol using forms provided by the IRB and reflecting
compliance with this policy
Be available to answer questions or make adjustments if needed during the
IRB review process
Implement and conduct the research activities as outlined in the IRB-approved
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IRB Chair










IRB Members








research protocol
Appropriately supervise students and other personnel involved in the project
Immediately inform the IRB of any adverse reactions, injuries, or increased
risks for human subject participants
Request IRB approval for any changes needed in the research protocol and
await approval prior to implementing changes
Submit continuing review documentation on an annual basis or more
frequently if requested by the IRB unless protocol has been approved for
exemption
File the final report with the IRB within 30 days of the completion of the project
or immediately upon discontinuing the project unless protocol has been
approved for exemption
Maintain records relating to the project for a period of three years from the
date the final report is filed with the IRB and make available such records for
inspection at the request at the IRB
Immediately notify the IRB if leaving EKU, regardless of whether the
investigator plans to continue the research at another institution
Review research protocols in a timely manner
Provide suggestions to investigators regarding submitted research protocols
when needed
Provide guidance to other IRB members during reviews of expedited protocols
or applications for exemption
Provide guidance to faculty, staff, and student investigators in the
development of research protocols as requested
Participate in the review of all research protocols submitted for full review
Lead meetings of the IRB as scheduled or called
Review documentation for annual reviews, requests for extensions, and
requests for modifications for protocols approved through full review, projects
reviewed by the Chair through the expedited review process, and projects
reviewed through the expedited review process by members who are not
currently on the IRB
Participate in the investigation of allegations of research misconduct as
requested by the Institutional Official
Review research protocols in a timely manner
Provide suggestions to investigators regarding submitted research protocols
when needed
Participate in the review of all research protocols submitted for full review
Attend IRB meetings as scheduled or called
Review documentation for annual reviews, requests for extensions, and
requests for modifications for previously approved protocols reviewed by the
IRB member through the expedited review process
Participate in the investigation of allegations of research misconduct as
requested by the Institutional Official

Violations of the Policy
Failure to comply with this policy could result in the termination or suspension of the applicable project or the
ineligibility to publish research results of activities for which prior IRB approval was not granted, including
publication in professional publications and in the form of student theses. Requests for approval of new
protocols will not be honored for investigators who have not filed required reports with the IRB in a timely
manner.
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Interpreting Authority
Associate Vice President for Research

Statutory or Regulatory References
Code of Federal Regulations for Protecting Human Research Subjects

Relevant Links





EKU Institutional Review Board website
Code of Federal Regulations for Protecting Human Research Subjects
Human Subjects Regulations Decision Charts
Health and Human Services Policy Guidance

Policy Adoption Review and Approval
Policy Revisions
Date
July 29, 1999
May 3, 1999
April 22, 1999

Entity
Board of Regents
Faculty Senate
Council on Academic Affairs

Action
Adopted
Recommended Support
Recommended Support

Entity
Board of Regents

Action
Adopted

Policy Issued
Date
March 21, 1973
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Summary of Updates to
Policy 4.4.12: Protecting Human Subjects in Research
Policy 4.4.12 was updated in 2009 to more effectively convey the University’s responsibility for
compliance with 45 CFR, Part 46, Protection of Human Subjects. Changes reflected in the new policy will
not impact the current operation of the IRB, as it is currently operating in accordance with the federal
regulations.
The following is a summary of changes from the previous policy:


The new policy more clearly outlines the responsibility of the Institutional Review Board (IRB)
and defines its membership and appointment terms.



The most significant changes were made to the “Responsibilities” section of the policy to outline
responsibilities of various offices, which did not exist in the previous policy.



The revised policy more clearly documents the process for seeking IRB approval in each of the
three levels of review (exempt, expedited, and full reviews), and to better define types of
research that may be reviewed in each category.



The new policy includes reporting requirements (i.e., including continuing reviews and final
reports) that are outlined in the federal regulations and are now a formal part of the IRB
process.



The required elements of informed consent were updated to be in compliance with federal
regulations and to facilitate investigator understanding of the consent process.



Review considerations were added to the policy to define the types of issues that are evaluated
by the IRB during the review process.

4.4.13P

Eastern Kentucky University
Policy and Regulation Library

Volume 4, Academic Affairs
Chapter 4, Academic Research
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Approval Authority: Board of Regents
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Responsible Office(s): Graduate Education and Research
Effective: June 4, 2009
Expires: January 31, 2011
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Humane Care and Use of Animals in Research
and Teaching Activities
Policy Statement
It is the policy of Eastern Kentucky University to ensure the proper care, use, and humane treatment of animals
used in research and teaching activities and to maintain an animal care and use program that is managed in
accordance with applicable local, state, and federal laws and regulations. In doing so, the University complies with
applicable provisions of the Animal Welfare Act (AWA) and other state and federal statutes and regulations
relating to animals. The University is guided by the “United States Principles for the Utilization and Care of
Vertebrate Animals Used in Testing, Research, and Training,” and the University’s animal care and use program
is based on the Guide for the Care and Use of Laboratory Animals (Guide).
This policy is applicable to all research, training, experimentation, biological testing, teaching, and related
activities at EKU involving animals, regardless of whether the activities are supported by externally sponsored
agreements or University funds. This policy is also applicable to such activities occurring at another institution as a
consequence of subgranting or subcontracting from EKU.

Entities Affected by the Policy









Deans
Chairs
Faculty and staff responsible for animals or participating in activities involving animals
Students participating in activities involving animals
Subrecipients participating in activities involving animals
Sponsored Programs staff
Institutional Animal Care and Use Committee (IACUC) members

Policy Background
The University acknowledges and accepts responsibility for the humane care and use of animals involved in
research, training, experimentation, biological testing, teaching and related activities. As partial fulfillment of this
responsibility, the University makes a reasonable effort to ensure that all individuals involved in the care and use
of laboratory animals understand their individual and collective responsibilities for compliance with this policy as
well as all other applicable laws and regulations pertaining to animal care and use.
The University has established an Institutional Animal Care and Use Committee (IACUC), which is qualified
through the experience and expertise of its members to oversee the University’s animal program, facilities, and
procedures. As partial fulfillment of this responsibility, the University relies on the IACUC to represent society’s
concerns regarding the welfare of animals used in projects associated with the University.
The purpose of this policy is to outline the University’s accountability with regard to the care and use of animals in
research, training, experimentation, biological testing, teaching and related activities. The policy explains the
responsibilities of individuals involved in such activities and of the IACUC.
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Criteria
The following criteria are requirements for IACUC approval of projects involving animals:
1. The principal investigator has conducted a thorough literature search for options to address the following
three elements:
a. Reduction (i.e., use of innovative statistical tests/packages requiring fewer animals)
b. Replacement (i.e., use of an animal considered lower/lowest on the sentience scale)
c. Refinement (i.e., use of minimally invasive or stressful procedures; use of analgesia)
2. The principal investigator has provided written assurance that the activities do not unnecessarily
duplicate previous experiments.
3. Procedures involving animals, including use of restraints, will avoid or minimize discomfort, distress, and
pain to the animals, consistent with sound research design.
4. The principal investigator has considered alternatives to procedures that may cause more than
momentary or slight pain or distress to the animals and has provided a written narrative description of the
methods and sources used to determine that alternatives were not available.
5. Procedures that may cause more than momentary or slight pain or distress to the animals will:
a. be performed with appropriate sedatives, analgesics, or anesthetics, unless withholding such
agents is justified in writing by the principal investigator for scientific reasons and will continue
for only the necessary period of time;
b. involve, in their planning, consultation with the attending veterinarian; and
c. not include the use of paralytics without anesthesia.
6. Alternatives to animal use have been considered, such as the use of computer models or non-vertebrate
species.
7. Animals that would otherwise experience severe or chronic pain or distress that cannot be relieved will
be painlessly euthanized after the procedure or, if appropriate, during the procedure.
8. Methods of euthanasia used are in accordance with the American Veterinary Medical Association
(AVMA) Panel on Euthanasia (Journal of the American Veterinary Medical Association (JAVMA), 2001,
Vol. 218, No. 5, pp. 669-696) unless an alternate method is justified in writing by the principal investigator
for scientific reasons and specifically approved by the IACUC.
9. The animals’ living conditions will be appropriate for their species and contribute to their health and
comfort. Food or fluid restrictions must be justified in writing by the principal investigator for scientific
reasons and specifically approved by the IACUC.
10. Medical care for animals will be available and provided as necessary by a qualified veterinarian.
11. Personnel conducting procedures on the species being maintained or studied will be appropriately
qualified and trained in those procedures.
12. Activities that involve surgery include appropriate provision for pre-operative and post-operative care of
the animals in accordance with established veterinary medical and nursing practices and in compliance
with AWA regulations and the Guide.
13. No animal will be used in more than one major operative procedure from which it is allowed to recover
unless scientifically justified by the researcher and specifically approved by the IACUC.

Policy Procedures
Selecting the Institutional Animal Care and Use Committee (IACUC)
The EKU IACUC consists of, at a minimum, five members to include: a Veterinarian who is certified in or has
training or experience in laboratory animal science and medicine, at least one practicing scientist with experience
in research involving animals, at least one member whose primary concerns are in non-scientific areas, and at
least one member who is not affiliated with the University in any way other than as an IACUC member and who is
not a member of the immediate family of a person who is affiliated. The Director of Sponsored Programs shall
also serve as non-voting advisory member. The Associate Vice President for Research shall serve as the
Institutional Official responsible for providing IACUC compliance assurances to federal agencies.
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Submission of Protocols for IACUC Review
Investigators are responsible for completing the IACUC application form and all applicable attachments and
obtaining IACUC approval prior to the initiation of any activity involving animals.
Review and Approval of Protocols
Upon receipt of an IACUC application, Sponsored Programs will assign a protocol number and forward the
application to IACUC members for review. In a timely manner, IACUC members will review the protocol and
return completed evaluation sheets to Sponsored Programs. Any IACUC member who wishes to do so may
request a convened meeting of the full committee prior to the approval of the protocol. If a full committee review is
not requested, the protocol will be reviewed via the designated reviewer method. If the IACUC requests additional
clarification on any aspect of the application, the investigator is responsible for promptly responding to the request
prior to the issuance of an approval. If the majority of IACUC members approve the protocol during a convened
meeting with a quorum of members present or if designated reviewers approve the protocol unanimously, the
Chair will issue an approval letter to the principal investigator
Amendments to Approved Protocols
Investigators may request IACUC approval to amend previously approved protocols. IACUC approval must be
granted prior to the implementation of the changes. Amendment requests shall be submitted in writing to the
IACUC and shall include a complete description of the purpose or rationale for the amendment and the specific
changes (IACUC Form A). Amendments shall be distributed to IACUC members for review, and any member
may request a convened meeting of the full committee to review the request. If a full committee review is not
requested, the amendment will be reviewed via the designated reviewer method. If the majority of IACUC
members approve the protocol during a convened meeting with a quorum of members present or if designated
reviewers approve the protocol unanimously, the Chair will issue an approval letter to the principal investigator.
Continuing Review of Approved Protocols
Protocols will be approved for a period of not more than three years, and all approved protocols are subject to
continuing review on an annual basis. If no adverse events are noted on the Continuation Review form (IACUC
Form C), formal IACUC review is not necessary, and the IACUC Chair may issue the approval notification for the
continuation of the previously approved activity. If adverse effects are noted, the continuation protocol will be
forwarded to the IACUC for formal review prior to approval. Any changes to the protocol must be submitted as an
amendment and may not be implemented until IACUC approval has been granted. If an activity is to continue for
more than three years from the date of the initial IACUC approval, a new application must be submitted for review.
A final report is required within 30 days of the activity’s end date (IACUC Form F).
Review of University’s Program for Humane Care and Use of Animals
At least once every six months, the IACUC shall review the University’s program for humane care and use of
animals using the Guide as a basis for evaluation. This review includes an inspection and evaluation of the
animal care facilities.
Reporting
The IACUC will submit semi-annual reports of its evaluation of the University’s animal care and use program,
including its inspection of the animal care facilities to the Institutional Official.
The Institutional Official shall submit annual reports to OLAW. The reports shall include any change in the status
of the institution, any change in the description of the University’s program for animal care and use, and any
changes in IACUC membership. The reports shall also provide notification of the date on which the IACUC
conducted its semi-annual evaluations of the institution’s program and facilities.
The Institutional Official shall provide prompt notification to appropriate authorities of the circumstances and
actions taken with respect to any serious or continuing noncompliance, any serious deviations from the provisions
of the Guide, or any suspension of an activity by the IACUC.
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Records
The following records related to the use of animals in research and teaching activities shall be maintained by the
University:

Copy of the Assurance of Compliance with Public Health Service (PHS) on Humane Care and Use of
Laboratory Animals

Minutes of IACUC meetings, including records of attendance, activities of the committee, and committee
deliberations

Records of applications, proposals, and proposed significant changes in the care and use of animals and
whether IACUC approval was granted or withheld

Records of semi-annual IACUC reports and recommendations (including minority views) as forwarded to
the Institutional Official

Records of accrediting body determinations
The University shall maintain IACUC records for a period of three years. Records that relate directly to
applications, proposals, and proposed changes in ongoing activities reviewed and approved by the IACUC will be
maintained for the duration of the activity and for an additional three years following the completion of the activity.
Training
All IACUC members shall complete appropriate training programs as detailed in the University’s PHS Assurance.
All investigators and other individuals engaging in animal activities are required to complete an appropriate
training program prior to initiating any activities involving animals and prior to the IACUC granting approval for
protocols submitted for review. IACUC records shall document appropriate training for all investigators and other
involved individuals. Training certificates shall be valid for a period of three years, at which time individuals are
required to renew their training certifications. In addition, principal investigators are responsible for providing and
documenting protocol-specific training for their employees and students who participate in activities involving
animals.

Definitions
Animal

Any living vertebrate, excluding humans

Animal Facility

Buildings, rooms, areas, enclosures and vehicles (including satellite facilities in
which animals are housed for more than 24 hours) that are used for animal
confinement, transport, maintenance, breeding, or experiments inclusive of surgical
manipulation.

Animal Welfare Act

The Act passed by Congress to insure humane care and treatment of animals used
in research and during transportation in commerce and to prevent the sale and use
of stolen animals

Euthanasia

Humane death for an animal accomplished by a method that produces rapid
unconsciousness and subsequent death without pain or distress, or a method that
utilizes anesthesia produced by an agent that causes painless loss of consciousness
and subsequent death

The Guide

The Guide for the Care and Use of Laboratory Animals

IACUC

Institutional Animal Care and Use Committee: the governing body responsible for
overseeing the University’s animal care and use program, facilities, and procedures

Institutional Official

The Associate Vice President for Research: the individual with the authority to
provide compliance assurances to federal agencies and other for issuing other
official documentation on behalf of the University

Quorum

A simple majority of the voting members of the IACUC

Subrecipients
University

Institutions to whom the University subgrants or subcontracts on a sponsored project
Eastern Kentucky University
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Responsibilities
Attending
Veterinarian








Department Chairs




Division of
Sponsored Programs







Graduate Thesis
Advisors







Institutional Animal
Care and Use
Committee

Participate in semi-annual review of University’s program for humane care and
use of animals
Be on call for the University’s animal care program, including the provision of
treatment in emergency situations
Maintain a written veterinary care program that addresses, at a minimum, the
following components:
a. Preventive medicine
b. Surveillance, diagnosis, treatment, and control of disease
c. Management of protocol-associated disease or disability
d. Anesthesia and analgesia
e. Surgery and postsurgical care
f. Assessment of animal well-being
g. Euthanasia
Be available to serve as a consultant during protocol planning and
implementation
Provide medical care to specified animal subjects in need of medical attention or
approve medical care for designated species
Serve in an advisory capacity to the IACUC in the areas of laboratory animal
medicine and care and the appropriate use of animal in research
In applicable academic areas, facilitate faculty awareness of the animal care and
use policy and IACUC submission procedures
Review IACUC protocols from faculty within their departments and recommend
them for submission to the IACUC
Provide administrative support to the IACUC, including the processing of
application and reporting forms for review by the IACUC and the maintenance of
applicable records
Ensure that activities proposed for external support have been reviewed and
approved by the IACUC prior to the release of any awarded funds
Provide support for the review and investigation of animal care and use concerns
and complaints from all sources
Provide support to the Institutional Official in preparing annual reports to OLAW
Provide support to the Institutional Official in promptly notifying appropriate
authorities of the circumstances and actions taken with respect to any serious or
continuing noncompliance, any serious deviations from the provisions of the
Guide, or any suspension of an activity by the IACUC.
Maintain current training for the care and use of animals from an educational
program acceptable to the IACUC
Provide guidance to advisees on the submission of protocols for IACUC review
Ensure that students participating in animal activities have been properly
informed of any risks and have received training on animal care and safety
issues related to the activity
Monitor and supervise graduate students to ensure the appropriate care and use
of animals at all times
Ensure that IACUC reporting requirements are followed for each protocol

EKU’s Institutional Animal Care and Use Committee (IACUC) is responsible for
overseeing the institution’s animal program, facilities, and procedures. The following are
specific responsibilities:

Complete semi-annual review of University’s program for humane care and use
of animals

Inspect the University’s animal facilities at least once every six months
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Institutional Official





Investigators










Prepare reports of the IACUC evaluations and submit to Institutional Official
describing the nature and extent of the institution's adherence to the Guide and
the PHS Policy
Make written recommendations to Institutional Official regarding any aspect of
the University’s animal care and use program, facilities, or personnel training
based on the semi-annual review of the program and/or other IACUC
deliberations
Review and approve, require modifications to, or withhold approval of activities
related to the care and use of animals
Review and approve, require modifications to, or withhold approval of proposed
changes to previously approved activities
Notify investigators and the University in writing of its decision to approve or
withhold approval of protocols for activities or changes to previously approved
activities
Conduct continuing review of each previously approved activity on an annual
basis and a complete review at least once every three years
Review and investigate animal care and use concerns and complaints from all
sources
Suspend activities for failure to comply with the Animal Welfare Act, the Guide,
or the University’s policy
Facilitate the review and investigation of animal care and use concerns and
complaints from all sources
File annual reports with OLAW
Provide prompt notification to appropriate authorities of the circumstances and
actions taken with respect to any serious or continuing noncompliance, any
serious deviations from the provisions of the Guide, or any suspension of an
activity by the IACUC.
Prepare protocol and submit to the IACUC for approval prior to the initiation of
any activity involving animals
Obtain prior approval for the use of facilities in the Department of Biological
Sciences animal quarters
Maintain current training for the care and use of animals from an educational
program acceptable to the IACUC
Provide protocol-specific training to all personnel and students participating in
activities involving animals
Adhere to applicable federal, state and University policies and guidelines in the
conduct of all activities involving animals
Notify the IACUC immediately and seek prior approval for any proposed changes
to approved protocols
Complete, on an annual basis, the continuing review form for ongoing projects
File a final report with the IACUC within 30 days of the activity’s end date

Violations of the Policy
Individuals who fail to comply with this policy may face consequences imposed by the IACUC. Such ramifications
include project suspension or termination and ineligibility to publish research results of activities for which prior
IACUC approval was not granted, including professional publications and/or theses or dissertations.
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Interpreting Authority
Associate Vice President for Research

Statutory or Regulatory References


The Animal Welfare Act

Relevant Links






The Guide for the Care and Use of Laboratory Animals
Institutional Animal Care and Use Committee (IACUC) Application Materials
http://grants.nih.gov/grants/olaw/olaw.htm
United States Government Principles for the Utilization and Care of Vertebrate Animals Used in Testing,
Research, and Training
United States Department of Agriculture’s Animal Welfare Information Center
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EASTERN KENTUCKY UNIVERSITY
Serving Kentuckians Since 1906
Office of Associate Provost
for Academic and Faculty Affairs

TO:

Members of the Faculty Senate

FROM:

Janna P. Vice, Chair
The Council on Academic Affairs

DATE:

August 31, 2010

SUBJCT:

CAA Agenda for Faculty Senate

CPO 46, 212 Coates Building
521 Lancaster Avenue
Richmond, Kentucky 40475-3102
Phone: (859) 622-8812
FAX: (859) 622-8136

As a result of the Council on Academic Affairs’ meetings on May 20, June 17, and August 19, 2010, the
following items are presented for the Faculty Senate’s agenda on September 20, 2010.

Curriculum Proposals
Page
New Option
1. Safety, Security and Emergency Management Ergonomics Option

1

New Certificate
2. Safety, Security and Emergency Management Ergonomics Certificate

4

New Concentrations
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Anthropology Concentration within the Associate of General Studies program (A.G.S.)
Sociology Concentration within the Associate of General Studies program (A.G.S.)
Political Science Concentration within the Associate of General Studies Program (A.G.S.)
History Concentration within the Associate of General Studies Program (A.G.S.)
Mathematical Sciences Concentration with the Associate of General Studies Program (A.G.S.)

6
8
10
12
14

Program Suspension
8. Correctional and Juvenile Justice Studies Minor

Eastern Kentucky University is an Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Employer and Educational Institution

16

Program Revisions
9. Journalism B.A. – add JOU 305W as an option for JOU 305
10. Public Relations B.A. - add JOU 305W as an option for JOU 305
11. Journalism Minor - add JOU 305W as an option for JOU 305
12. Sociology Minor in Deviance/Criminology – revise program requirements
13. Biology M.S. – replace BIO 710 (dropped course) with BIO 810 from each program
and option
14. Master of Fine Arts in Creative Writing – To alter the existing catalog description of the MFA
program’s curriculum and exit requirements to reflect significant changes agreed upon by the
current faculty members teaching in the program. These include: 1) Revised dates for the
Summer and Winter Residencies; 2) A formal creative thesis (previously not required); 3) A
written exit examination (previously not required).
15. History Teaching B.A. – reflect the dropped courses (HIS 415 and 450) and the course changes
(HIS 290 and 450W)
16. Master of Music in Theory/Composition – revise required courses
17. Master of Arts in Teaching – revise General Information, course requirements, program
requirements, Catalog language
18. Student Teaching Section – revise program requirements, add Field Experience required hours
19. Correctional and Juvenile Justice Studies B.S. – remove restrictions on free electives and
remove Requirement students live within 60 miles of campus
20. Correctional and Juvenile Justice Studies B.S. – add CRJ and PLS elective options to major
requirements
21. Certificate in Intervention Strategies – remove the specific restrictions on courses listed as
Correction Electives.
22. Certificate in Youth Services – remove restrictions on electives
23. Criminal Justice B.S. –add COR elective option to Major Requirement; decrease COR core
requirements by 3 credit hours; increase CRJ electives from 15 to 18
24. Police Studies B.S. and A.A. – add COR elective options to Major Requirements

Page
18
20
22
24
26
28

38
40
42
46
49
51
53
55
57
59

Action Item
The Council approved the following item in the May 20, 2010, CAA meeting:
25. Associate Degree in General Studies (A.G.S.) Catalog revision –
add new language for Option Departmental Concentration and University requirement

61

Information Item
26. Course Registration Policy Revision (Regulation 4.1.12R)
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63

Critical & Creative Thinking:
Ways to Look at Half a Glass of Water
Faculty Senate Chair’s Report
 Eastern Kentucky University’s fall enrollment is 16,515. That’s a 2 percent increase
from this date last year.
 A Chronicle of Higher Education Survey of chief financial officers reveals that 62%
believe the worst is yet to come. (10/25/09)
 In 2008-2009, the for-profit sector of higher education enrolled less than 10 percent of all
college students but received approximately 23 percent of the federal student aid dollars.
(Approximately $24-billion dollars)
 Western Kentucky University in June approved a $382 million budget that covered its
fixed-cost increases, funded 16 new full-time faculty positions and an Aug. 1 salary
increase of 2 percent for faculty and staff in addition to the 1.5 percent boost to base
salaries that went into effect July 1.
 Western Kentucky University part-time members received a 10% increase in stipends.
 The U.S. Senate Education Committee investigated ―
For-Profit Schools.‖
Financial stewardship in higher education too often stops at balancing the budget. Annual
budgets are important but our annual budgets are not clearly indicating our trends and are not
allowing us to do meaningful comparisons.
We also need to know student enrollment by program, cost per student, and alumni participation
in our annual funding. Student enrollment numbers need to be timely so we can analyze trends
and attempt to make adjustments. Not doing this can allow our competitors to make and
establish market gains before we even have a chance to react.
"If we get fixated on balancing the budget, we will never have any control of costs," and that will
lead to higher tuition and deteriorating academic quality, Mr. Thomas C. Longin (consultant). "If
you simply focus on getting out of the hole you're in, you'll just get in deeper."
EKU needs to know what it is getting for its investments. Each year we need to review a
breakdown of net revenue by program. This means knowing every penny that we earn and every
penny that we spend. Establishing an accounting system to handle this net revenue model may
be costly, but it would provide EKU with the kind of data needed to conduct meaningful
strategic financial planning.
For example, how much does a university's _________ program/department cost on a per-credithour basis? What is the student demand for that major, and how does the course load for fulltime professors in the _________ program/department compare against national/like institution’s
averages?
In a publication from the American Council of Trustees Institute for Effective Governance,
―
Cutting Costs: A Trustees Guide to Tough Economic Times‖ the following key questions are
suggested:

-

-

-

How does spending on student instruction compare with spending on administration?
How has it changed over time – in other words, which sector is growing more
rapidly?
Specifically, what is the expenditure per full time student (FTE) for ―
institutional
support‖ (expenses not related to instruction) as reported to the federal government,
and what percentage of total expenses does it represent? How does it compare with
spending by the school’s peer institutions?
Insist that sub-categories of institutional support be clearly detailed: executive level
management, legal expenses, lobbying and public relations, travel, etc.
Compare institutional support expenditure with direct expenditure per full-time
student for instruction—the cost of teaching. Given the complexities of different
student programs, it will also be useful to see the expense per student credit hour for
instruction.
How have faculty and administrative salaries moved over time, relative to inflation?
How has the number of faculty changed relative to enrollment?
How has the number of administrators changed relative to enrollment?
What does each and every academic program cost? How many students does each
program serve relative to its cost?

We need accurate and timely enrollment data, financial information, and marketing reports about
our various programs. This information would help us to identify where most of our costs are
located, and allow us to analyze their value. Then we can begin meaningful critical and creative
thinking that would benefit EKU and the Commonwealth of Kentucky.
Other Points of Interest:





On-line courses
Faculty liability for outside the classroom activities
Kentucky Retirement
EKU Middle College

Percent Full-Time Faculty
Centre College
Kentucky State University
Appalachian State University
Murray State University
Berea College
University of Kentucky
Transylvania University
Morehead State University
University of Louisville

2002
100.00%
97.20%
96.30%
96.00%
87.60%
80.10%
80.00%
72.60%
71.80%

2003
100.00%
97.20%
96.30%
96.00%
87.60%
80.10%
80.00%
72.60%
71.80%

2004
92.80%
95.50%
95.40%
73.50%
100.00%
78.60%
96.30%
76.00%
71.60%

2005
92.80%
95.50%
95.40%
73.50%
100.00%
78.60%
96.30%
76.00%
71.60%

2006
91.40%
96.80%
97.40%
72.30%
85.50%
79.10%
84.40%
70.80%
70.70%

2007
91.40%
96.80%
97.40%
72.30%
85.50%
79.10%
84.40%
70.80%
70.70%

2008
94.50%
81.60%
96.20%
67.90%
81.50%
82.00%
85.00%
73.40%
72.80%

Eastern Kentucky University
Western Kentucky University
Northern Kentucky University

65.50%
59.40%
54.50%

65.50%
59.40%
54.50%

59.70%
57.70%
58.10%

59.70%
57.70%
58.10%

56.60%
62.70%
57.00%

56.60%
62.70%
57.00%

62.30%
63.30%
48.90%

2007
17
19
18
16
18
14
11
12
11
9
8

2008
19
23
22
21
21
14
12
12
16
9
10

Full-Time Undergrad Student to Faculty Ratio
Appalachian State University
Western Kentucky University
Murray State University
Northern Kentucky University
Eastern Kentucky University
Transylvania University
Berea College
Centre College
Kentucky State University
University of Kentucky
University of Louisville

2002
5
5
6
6
7
8
8
9
11
12
13

2003
5
5
6
6
7
8
8
9
11
12
13

2004
18
20
17
17
17
14
12
12
11
9
8

2005
18
20
17
17
17
14
12
12
11
9
8

2006
17
19
18
16
18
14
11
12
11
9
8

2008 Comparison
6-Year Grad
Rate

4-Year Grad
Rate

Percent FullTime Faculty

Centre College
Transylvania University
Appalachian State University
Berea College
University of Kentucky
Murray State University
Western Kentucky University

82.20%
69.60%
64.10%
63.80%
57.70%
49.10%
47.30%

80.90%
63.50%
40.00%
44.40%
28.50%
33.00%
20.60%

94.50%
85.00%
96.20%
81.50%
82.00%
67.90%
63.30%

% Pell
Recipients
Among
Freshman
13.00%
23.00%
16.00%
82.00%
17.00%
28.00%
36.00%

Eastern Kentucky University

37.70%

13.70%

62.30%

57.00%

% Age 25+
Students

% Part-Time
Students

Centre College
Transylvania University
Appalachian State University
Berea College
University of Kentucky
Murray State University
Western Kentucky University

0.20%
0.60%
8.70%
5.60%
9.50%
19.20%
19.10%

0.30%
1.00%
6.50%
3.20%
10.60%
16.80%
19.70%

2.30%
0.00%
0.50%
7.20%
1.00%
1.80%
1.30%

30
29
25
25
26
25
24

26
23
20
21
21
19
18

Eastern Kentucky University

23.70%

19.50%

1.00%

23

18

Average
Institutional
Grant Aid
$13,810
$10,090
$1,678
$22,218
$5,746
$6,004
$4,843
$1,554

% Nonresident ACT Composite ACT Composite
Alien Students 75th Percentile 25th Percentile

Percentage of Freshman Receiving Pell Grants: Percentage of full-time, first-time degree/certificate-seeking
undergraduate students who received Pell grants.
Average Institutional Grant Aid / Full-Time First-Time Students: Average amount of institutional grants
(scholarships/fellowships) received by full-time, first-time degree/certificate-seeking undergraduate students.

UNDERGRADUATE ENROLLMENT BY MAJOR
Majors > 194 in 2009
FALL FIVE-YEAR HISTORY
2005
BS in Elementary Educ (P-5)
BS in Criminal Justice
BSN in Pre-Nursing
BS in Psychology
BS in Fire & Safety Technology
ASN in Pre-Nursing
BS in Occupational Science
BBA in General Business
BSW in Social Work
BBA in Accounting
BBA in Marketing
BS in Middle Grade Educ

761
642
550
420
219
294
228
216
267
250
129
158

2006
776
687
488
416
229
257
223
227
247
242
165
138

2007
862
683
493
408
254
294
248
310
226
252
205
152

2008
850
685
491
437
358
258
256
298
244
246
236
172

2009
790
744
604
465
426
348
305
255
247
244
239
195

NUMBER OF UNDERGRADUATE MAJORS
REPORTED IN 2009
NUMBER OF PROGRAMS BY COLLEGE
< 50 Majors
College of Arts & Sciences
College of Business & Technology
College of Education
College of Health Sciences
College of Justice & Safety
Total Programs

54
33
10
30
18
145

< 10 Majors
37
17
8
15
13
90

NO Majors
18
10
5
10
4
47

To:
From:
Date:
Re:

Faculty Senate
Malcolm P. Frisbie
20 September 2010
Regent’s Report

7 June 2010, Regular Quarterly Meeting of the Board of Regents
The Board acted upon a number of academic proposals that came to it via the Senate and CAA. Included in
these actions was the approval of a new doctoral program in Nursing Practice (DNP). In addition, the Board
approved 51 other program proposals which included new majors, new minors, new certificate programs, many
program revisions and one program suspension. The Board also approved the Progressive Admission Plan,
which will steadily raise our criteria for full and clear admission between this fall and the summer/fall of 2014. At
that point, students will need to have a composite ACT score of at least 19, among other criteria, to qualify for
full admission to the university with no academic restrictions.
A substantial portion of the Board meeting was devoted to financial concerns of the University. The Board had
authorized its Executive Committee to set tuition levels for this year on its behalf during the period between the
April and June meetings, after actions had been taken by the legislature and CPE. As you know by now, those
tuition increases were set at 5% for undergraduate tuition, 4% for graduate tuition, and a change in online
course charges to a per credit basis at 130% of the in-state per credit charge. At the June meeting, the Board
heard reports about the financial status of the University and reviewed the budget proposal for 2010-2011,
which, of course, needed to be built using projected tuition revenues. The Board approved the budget proposal
for EKU and for Model Laboratory School.
Several features of the budget deserve highlighting. The budget anticipates a further reduction of up to 1.5%
(slightly more than $1M) in our base budget appropriations from the state during the year. We do not know
whether this will happen, but the economy remains sluggish, and so there is reason to believe that a further
reduction in state appropriations will come our way. Building the budget with a projected reduction in place
provides us with a cushion with which to absorb a hit, if one should materialize. Because we are also carrying a
contingency fund in the budget, we are in a position to deal with a somewhat larger reduction if necessary. This
is not to say that appropriation reductions will not hurt – we are not doing things that we otherwise would do
because of concern about future reductions. What this budgeting does do is give us the ability to meet painful
cuts in a more planned fashion than we otherwise would be able to do.
Within the budget, there are several redistributions of funds that may be of interest to you. The budget increases
the allocation for insurance benefits by $1.1M in recognition of rising medical costs, and in keeping with the
philosophy that the university needs to provide for its employees as well as possible, even if it is unable to grant
salary and wage increases. Because the employee scholarship benefit has been heavily used, the budget also
adds $200,000 to that budget line. With the increases in tuition, our financial aid liabilities also rise. Thus, the
budget includes a $1.1M increase in the line for tuition-tied financial aid. Academic Affairs and Student Affairs
continue to scrutinize our various scholarship programs with an eye toward redistributing monies there so that
we can be as effective as possible at attracting and retaining students with our expenditures. Several
redistributions within the budget result from strategic initiatives that emerged from the joint work of the Financial
Planning and Strategic Planning Councils. These include adding $120,000 for faculty development, allocating
$100,000 to create a base operating budget for our growing online instruction efforts, adding $25,000 to the
EKU Now program budget, increasing by $100,000 the budget of Enrollment Management for recruiting
initiatives, and increasing funding for the Honors Program by $50,000. The last item provides a few more
resources for the Honors Program, but leaves that program substantially below its former funding levels, when it
was largely funded by endowment-generated income.
On another note, six members of the EKU Board participated in the annual Governor’s Conference on
Postsecondary Trusteeship on 12-13 September. In addition to Board members, a number of EKU
administrators and leaders participated, with several serving as session moderators or panelists. The
conference targeted twin themes: increasing student success and becoming more efficient and effective with
limited financial resources. Several speakers from outside our state system – e.g., Elizabeth Gutierrez from the
Lumina Foundation for Education, Cheryl Blanco from the Southern Regional Education Board, and William
Kirwin, Chancellor of the University System of Maryland – provided views from afar, and were both enlightening

and inspiring. At EKU, we are already thinking and working in many of the areas they highlighted, which is
gratifying. Challenges remain, so we will be discussing and moving forward this year, I am sure, in both areas.
The EKU Board will next convene for a regular quarterly meeting on 24 September 2010.
Please feel free to contact me for further information about any of these items or to discuss topics of concern to
you.
Respectfully submitted,
Malcolm P. Frisbie
622-1507 / malcolm.frisbie@eku.edu
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Report for the EKU Faculty Senate Meeting on Sept. 20, 2010
COSFL MEETING
Monday, September 13, 2010
The Coalition of Senate and Faculty Leadership met Sept. 13, 2010 from 10:55 a.m. to 11:45 a.m. in conjunction with the Governor’s
Conference on Postsecondary Education Trusteeship, which was held at the Cincinnati Airport Marriott in Hebron, Ky.
Attendees:
John W. Taylor, EKU (Faculty Senate Chair)
Ron Morrison, Morehead State (Faculty Regent)
Ed Conner, KSU (Faculty Regent)
Bob Staat, U of L (Faculty Senate Chair, Board of Trustees)
Luanne Goldsby, JCTC (Associate Professor)
Carol Bredemeyer, NKU (VP Faculty Senate)
Debra Anderson, UK (Vice Chair Senate)
Peg Munke, Murray State (President of the Faculty Senate)
Patricia Minter, WKU (Faculty Regent)
Nancy McKenney, EKU (Faculty Representative to the CPE)

Report from Faculty Representative to the CPE
Nancy McKenney, the Faculty Representative to the Council on Postsecondary Education, summarized actions of the Council since
January of this year. During 2010 the CPE will have a total of 6 regular meetings and a retreat. (The difference between a regular
meeting and a retreat is that news media are not invited to a retreat.) For 2011 the CPE has decided to hold only 4 regular meetings
and a retreat as this will save money and staff time. The final meeting of this year with be held on the campus of EKU on Nov. 4-5,
2010.
Recent actions of the CPE include:
1) The Adoption of Core Academic Standards
On Feb. 10, 2010, Kentucky became the first state to adopt statewide Core Academic Standards for English/language arts and
mathematics. A resolution was signed by the Kentucky Boards of Education, the Education Professional Standards Board, and the
CPE at the KCTCS offices in Versailles. (Thus we now have our own “Treaty of Versailles”!)
2) Budget Proposal for Higher Education for FY11-FY12
CPE President Robert King did an outstanding job of building consensus among the university presidents and working with legislators
to develop a very reasonable budget proposal for higher education for the coming biennium. He deserves credit for these efforts and
for the amount of cooperation that he achieved even though ultimately the Kentucky General Assembly failed to provide the level of
funding that the CPE had requested. For FY11 the public universities and KCTCS are faced with a 1.4% reduction in funding, and for
FY11 there is an additional reduction of 1%. Kentucky’s general fund base for higher education in FY12 will be $105 million dollars
less than it was in FY08; this represents a total funding reduction of 9.7% over a four year period.
3) CPE President’s Annual Evaluation
Dr. King earned high marks from Council members and also from key constituent groups such as legislators, university presidents,
and CPE staff members. As a result of this strongly positive evaluation, Dr. King’s contract has been extended through June 30,
2015. Both the Council and President King agreed that a salary increase would not be appropriate or possible, given the current
budgetary situation.
4) Strategic Plan for the CPE
By statute, every 5 years the CPE must develop a new strategic plan. Work on the 2011-2015 Strategic Plan began earlier this year
and has been conducted by the Strategic Agenda Work Group, chaired by Council member Lisa Osborne. Most Council members,
including Nancy McKenney, are on this work group. Council members also serve on one of four sub-work groups which were formed
to recommend objectives, strategies, and metrics in these areas:
1. College readiness
2. Student success
3. Efficiency and innovation
4. Research and economic development
These four areas are intended to replace “The Five Questions” in the previous plan. Dr. King’s “Plan of Work” approved by the
Council at this meeting will focus on these four priorities.

5) 2011-2015 Statewide Diversity Policy and Framework for Institution Diversity Plan
The CPE passed this policy at this month’s meeting. It is an umbrella policy under which each state university and KCTCS will
develop their own individually tailored diversity policies. Nothing in the CPE policy requires that institutions attain or maintain
specific percentages of minority group enrollment. The campus diversity plans must address, at a minimum, these four areas: (1)
student body diversity reflecting that of the Commonwealth or the institution’s service area, (2) achievement gaps, (3) workforce
diversity, and (4) campus climate. Institutions must submit their individual plans to the CPE no later than March 15, 2011.

Discussion by COSFL Members:
COSFL President Peg Pittman Munke asked if COSFL had had any input into the CPE President’s evaluation. The Faculty
Representative to the CPE was the only faculty member to do an evaluation of Dr. King. Members present felt that when the next
evaluation is done, there should be participation by COSFL members. One of our goals for the coming year will be to make sure that
this happens.
Questions were asked about the CPE’s new strategic plan, and both the COSFL President and Faculty Rep. consider the plan to be
essentially a re-framing of the same ideas implicit in the “Five Questions” that come from the current strategic plan. Several people
emphasized that COSFL has enjoyed a much closer and more collaborative relationship with the CPE during the tenures of Dr. Robert
King, Peggy Pittman Munke, and Nancy McKenney. The influence of COSFL could be seen in changes that were made in the
Transfer Bill (HB160), and there was public acknowledgment by the CPE of COSFL’s contributions. It is also beneficial to COSFL
that Peggy is doing an internship at the CPE and has frequent opportunities to give input on behalf of COSFL. She has been invited to
meet with the provosts from the public institutions when they have their next meeting at the CPE. There is a plan to share via the listserv “What Provosts Want Faculty to Know.” Peggy also wants to provide the provosts with a similar communication, “What Faculty
Want Provosts to Know.”

Election of COSFL Officers for 2010-2011
Last year’s COSFL officers were re-elected for the coming academic year:
Peggy Pittman Munke (Murray), President
Mixon Ware (EKU), Vice President
Nancy McKenney (EKU), Secretary
Molly Kerby (WKU), Treasurer
Next Meeting;
Members agreed that some meetings might be held on Friday afternoons and others on Saturday mornings in order to give the
maximum number of faculty an opportunity to attend at least some meetings. It was also felt that holding meetings at the CPE Offices
in Frankfort would be beneficial in promoting collaboration between COSFL and the CPE. The next meeting will be in October in
Frankfort on a Friday afternoon, date and time TBA.
Minutes submitted by,
Nancy McKenney, COSFL Secretary and Faculty Rep. to the CPE

