Summary Update Number 10, January 14, 2005

Lionel M. Raff
Regents Professor
Chair of the General Faculty

The purpose of this and previous Summary Updatekeep all Faculty
informed of recent events that have occurred and of imggcurrently in progress. All
Summary Updates may be found on the webpage for thetyF&ouncil.

Recommendations and Resolutions Passed by Faculiyoll

At the January 11 meeting, the Faculty Council approved @oenreendation to
President Schmidly and one Resolution.

Recommendation on "Market-Driven Salary Increases"

In April of 2001, the Faculty Council passed a recommendatiéiresident Halligan
“"that an amount of $2,000 be given to tenured and terackfaculty in addition to increases
given in an anticipated merit-based raise program”. M wiePresident's Schmidly's Restore,
Reward, Grow initiative, the Council passed the follaywiacommendation withdrawing the
Market-Driven Salary Increase recommendation of 2001

The Faculty Council recommends to President Schmindly; Faculty Council Recommendation
01-04-01-BUDG, ..., be withdrawn and be replaced with theviatlg Resolution and
Recommendation:

Resolution: The Faculty supports President Schmidly'toResReward, and Grow Faculty
program, which is aimed at bringing average faculty sdawy rank and department to the Big
12 average, replacing vacant faculty positions, and ggpthkia faculty over the next decade.

Recommendation:

1. The President annually report to the Faculty progressioging faculty salary averages to
those of the other Big 12 schools by rank and department.

2. The President annually report to the Faculty progressioging faculty-student ratios to
those of the other Big 12 schools.

The rationale for the action is thag¢dtdent Schmidly's Restore, Reward, Grow initiative
is far more advantageous to the Faculty and to theelsity than the 2001 recommendation,
which proposed relatively modest changes to faculty salard did not address the issues of
restoring and growing the faculty. The recommendationggassanimously.

Resolution for Optional Record of Class Rank om$caipt



The following resolution passed with only one dissenting:vote
The Faculty Council resolves that the Academic Stalsdand Policies Committee, in
conjunction with the Provost, conduct a series of opamisrto explore the pros and cons of the
following proposal:

Undergraduate students should be permitted at their optlwawveoone or more of the following

appear on their formal transcript upon request:

(1) Overall weighted class ranking with rank in evdags,

(2) Weighted class ranking for courses in the fieldafcentration with rank in every course in
the field of concentration and related courses,

(3) No class ranking of any kind.

Class ranking in the field of concentration is defiasdhe ranking for each course in the field of
concentration, and courses that have the same sulgdigtgs classes in the field of
concentration. The weighted average incorporatesuimbder of credit hours associated with
each class.

It is specifically intended that the student may regjtragiscripts with different options applied
depending on the recipient. It is expected that thelé&wéc Standards and Policy Committee
will present a specific recommendation on this isgubeaJune 2005 meeting of Faculty
Council.

The Problem:

At present, the grades given at Oklahoma State Universityltiecome so high that they no
longer serve the purpose for which they were intende@very college, the average
undergraduate GPA for all students in 2004 was at leastit.@me college reaching 3.4. In
the Arts and Sciences College in 2004, 37.0% of all undergragraates were "A" and 31.2%
were "B". Consequently, in a large class of 200 studdmse will be, on average, 74 grades of
A and 62 grades of B. As a result, there is no wagltany difference between the number 1
student in the class and the student whose classsr@dk The same situation exists for the B
students: Number 75 looks the same on the transcript aseéMur26. As a result, students are
often penalized by not having their transcript refleetttiie excellence of their work. Many
industrial firms no longer consider grades in theinfgipractices because of their lack of
content. In my own department, we do not require applidantaculty positions to include
transcripts with their applications because we knowttletranscript contains very little useful
information.

In addition to the above problem, the lettedmg system often causes a great deal of
student and faculty anguish. In the above example, studenb@&t 75 will probably be just a
few points below the A cutoff line. Itis unlikely théiet professor's grading system has
sufficient resolution to truly distinguish two students vaine separated by just a few points.
Yet, number 74 receives an A while number 75 has a gradessighad. This situation is the
root cause of many grade appeals.



For over a year, the Academic Standards andi®®ICommittee of the Council has been
working on a proposal for a Rank-in-Class grading systeserve as a complement to the letter
grading procedure currently in use. The resolution passée January 11 meeting authorizes
the Committee to set up meetings in each college to disoubsrefine the proposal so that it
serves the students, the faculty and the University viteas my hope that each of you will
participate in these discussions, read and study the ptogaodgrovide us with your critical
comments and, most importantly, with your suggestions fprarement.

For your convenience, | summarize below thergsgelements of the proposal as it now
stands:

Guiding Principles:

1. Academic freedom is of paramount importance. It inegprotected.
2. The proposal should be complementary to, not aceplant for, the letter grading system.
3. The proposal should be student-friendly and cause no har

Mechanism and Implementation

The proposal is that in addition to the letter gragerted for each course, the instructor in
charge of the course will also assign a rank-in-di@ssde the box used to report the letter grade.
Thus, an instructor might report "B 23" for a given studedlicating a grade of B and a class
rank of 23. If the number of students in the clagsting W grades is 50, the software will
record this as 23/50 on the transcript with a percentileesaf 55.1%. The percentile average
(PA) will be computed by weighting each course percentieesby the number of hours credit
the course carries, summing the result for all couesssdividing by the total credit hours
attempted. This is the same procedure used to computdthe G

Discussions with the IT Division suggest thatilt take approximately three months to
implement the software required to electronically repamk-in-class and print appropriate
transcripts as described below.

Scope

A rank-in-class system is ideally suited to larger e@asdt is not well suited to courses
with smaller enrolliment, special courses, or graduatesesurConsequently, as presently
formulated, rank-in-class (RC) grading is being proposeglfonlundergraduate courses with
numbers in the range 1000 to 4999 with a total enrollment of 1@ategr In addition, RC
grading will not be used for special courses such as heoarses or courses whose students are
selected by some stringent criteria as determined byollege deans.

Academic Freedom



The professor in charge of the course shall have authordvaluate the student's rank-in-
class as he/she deems appropriate. For example, aoamsigigothetical undergraduate class
with 20 students. Suppose that the top three studentsdtatiseare so closely bunched that the
professor decides that his/her grading system does not Uifigeest resolution to accurately
rank order these three students. In such a caseagtieging the students in order of decreasing
total points scored, the reported ranks-in-class might be

1,1,1,4,5,6,7,8,9, 10, 10, 12, 13, 14, 15, 15, 15, 18, 19, 20.

The top three students are each assigned a RC of "1h tNi& ranking, the professor has stated
that the performance of the top three students is¢ady the same to permit differentiation. In
the example shown, the professor has also made tledstermination for students number 10
and 11 by assigning them both a RC of 10, and for students J&nd &7 by assigning each a
RC of 15.

Just as any professor can assign all igtéetes as "A" in a course, he/she can also assign
every student a RC of "1", thus stating that in hisdpnion, all students are academically
equivalent. Academic freedom prevails. The RC sysiemlg affords the faculty the
opportunity to be more accurate in their grading; it doe$omo¢ anything upon the faculty.

Student-Friendly Nature of the System

As currently structured, the proposal givehedudent the option of requesting any of
three different transcripts. He/she can ask that ttascript show only letter grades and GPA.
In this event, the transcript will be identical to tvee presently available to the students.
However, he/she can also request a transcript thatssti@aRC for each course in the field of
concentration along with the PA in these coursesallyi the student may elect a transcript
showing the RC in all courses along with the correspgnidital PA. It shall even be possible
for a student to elect to send one transcript to otenpal employer, a second type of transcript
to an different employer, and the third type to anotfdre benefits of the system to the student
are obvious.

Current Usage at Oklahoma State University

I think it is relevant to note that two colleges at @klaa State University, Vet. Med. and
the Center for the Health Sciences, already emplaylin-class grading system for internal
evaluation of their students. Their representativeheikecutive Committee of the Faculty
Council report that the system works well.

Responses to Date

The proposal has been presented in brief form to all deassociate deans save one.
Their responses have varied between stating the propagaitisy of further consideration to
positive support. Dr. Strathe has some concernsiieahgnds to convey to me. The SGA
officers appointed a three-person committee to exathmg@roposal. Two of the three members
of this committee favored the proposal; one was oppogéds was before we modified the



proposal to include the three transcript options previouslyidesc After this was done, a
random sampling of 100 students in the food court of thee@tudinion on Monday, January 10,
produced 98 favorable responses and two opposed.

College Forums to Discuss Proposal

The times and dates for these meetings hawehbeen set. | will transmit a notice when
they have been so that you may plan accordingly. dfroeeting conflicts, you would be
welcome at the corresponding meeting in another college

Relocation of Journals Published Prior to 198Mheoltibrary
Annex

This issue has been extensively discussed in Synwpdates Number 7, 8, and 9. These
are posted on the Faculty Council's webpage and may besedd®sclicking on "Updates” on
the left side of the front page of the site.

On Wednesday, January 12, a preliminary meetingn@ldsetween the Library Dean
and Administration, the Officers of the Faculty Colintiembers of the Student Affairs and
Learning Resources Committee and the Research Caremitthe Faculty Council, and the
Library Advisory Committee. Two graduate students wer@ @iesent. Dr. Marlene Strathe,
Provost, chaired the meeting. Two issues were oratite:t
1. Design a workable, short-term plan for redistributiegig between the main Library and the
Annex so that important research journals (some, mosi]) can be returned to the main
library.

2. Discuss viable ideas for a longer range plan to delallwittations at the library regarding
space and its use.

The meeting was cordial and, in my opinimmstructive. The principal result was a
compromise plan that will provide significant relief feisearch faculty and graduate students
who need easy access to journals, particularly thosatdaot presently available electronically
in complete form, and the Library Administration and osh&ho would like the Library to be
more of a place where students come to study, visit,d&ake internet, eat, etc. as opposed to a
place that is primarily for scholarly study.

Dr. Strathe opened the meeting by summarizing the miregaation in the Library. It
presently has a capacity of about 1.5 million volumese total collection is about 2 million
volumes plus 1.5 million volumes of government documeiitee Library is down to about
1,100 seats. Dr. Strathe then stated two solutionshibatansiders to be unacceptable. These
are the use of discipline-specific libraries housed ifeidiht locations and solutions that
eliminate even more seats in the Library.



After these preliminary remarks, protractsgussion followed about various possible
solutions. The compromise plan that seemed to haigmificant majority in agreement is as
follows:

1. Non-library functions such as the Honors Programhbeilinoved out of the Library to free
the space for peer-reviewed journals. The Provost itedidhat this would done in the near
future.

2. Backroom functions, such as processing of incoming joaksals, will be moved to
remote sites to free additional space.

3. The legal collection is currently available on-linewill be moved to the Annex.

4. All peer-reviewed journals that are available as-in complete form will be moved to the
Annex. As more volumes of journals are put on-line,éhoarnals will also be moved to the
Annex.

5. The discussions about the possibility of creadifgculty lounge in the basement of the
Library will be reconsidered. If this plan is abandorasttitional space will become available to
house journals.

6. The possibility of moving entire collections, suclathshe government documents, instead
of just partial collections was discussed. The problera isehat the Annex is not ready to
receive all of this material. There are coststme involved to make this happen. The Provost
indicated that she would examine what could be dorigsratea.

7. Dean Johnson told us that at present 144,000 volume$éawenoved to the Annex.
However, she also added that many of these are notggewed journals. These items could
remain housed in the Annex without causing difficultiesesearch efforts. She will work to
determine the percentage of the 144,000 volumes that arelgptivatineed to be returned to the
main Library.

8. With all of the above actions, Dean Johnson eséichthat about 28,000 square feet of
additional space for shelving journals could be realiZHue key questions now are (A) how
many journal volumes can be stored in this amount of spat€éB) how many of the 144,000
volumes currently at the Annex are peer-reviewed journadle do not yet have these data. If all
these journal volumes will not fit into this space&lezision-making procedure will need to be
developed for determining which journals to return to thearhdrary. There was some brief
discussion of this point, but no decisions were reached.

9. As additional journals are received by the Librtrg,storage problem will continue. To
some extent, this will be offset by additional jourria@soming available electronically which
would permit these hard print volumes to be moved to theXAwithout damaging the research
effort. However, if this is not enough to accommodhagéertewly received volumes, movement
of journals to the Annex will have to continue until adxhial space for the Library is
constructed.



An open meeting in the Browsing Room of tHer&iy is scheduled between 2 to 4 PM on
Friday, January 21. Everyone is invited. The above comige will be distributed and
discussed with the objective of incorporating improvemeantschanges.

Given the fundamental difference of views ahwhat a library should be, I think the
compromise outlined above is fair and reasonableomdowill be completely happy about it, but
when fundamental views clash in this manner, compromigeienly possible avenue of
approach. | have asked Dean Johnson to provide regulatsrepme so that | may keep the
Faculty informed of progress along the lines outlimethe compromise.

General Faculty Votes on Proposed Changes to Appénd
(ATTENTION - IMPORNT NOTICE)

This notice was circulated in Summary Updatebker 9. Its importance is such that it
bears repeating.

A committee of faculty and administration hasrbeorking for almost a year revising the
policy document dealing with matters of Appointments, Teramd Promotion that was called
Appendix D of the Faculty Handbook. The new documelttb@icalled the Faculty Policy
Statement. The basic thrust of the revisions igpasate the implementation procedures from
the Faculty Policy Statement and move the procedureditfesent part of the Faculty
Handbook. The revisions also include statements desgribe new Research Professorships
that were approved earlier this year and the ClinicaleBsorships that have just been approved
by the Council.

At present, the document has been referred teatdty Committee of the Council chaired
by Professor Linda Austin, English. This committes baen charged to report its
recommendations to the Executive Committee of thenCibat our meeting on February 1. |
anticipate that the Faculty Council will consider thegmsal and vote on February 8.
Immediately following the Council's vote, the mattell presented to the General Faculty for
mail-in vote. You will have one week to return youlidiaso you need to be prepared in
advance. The Regents will consider the proposal etNtach 4 meeting.

The Faculty Council has posted two versions optbposed Faculty Policy Statement on its
website. The first is a clean version of the finaftdrahe second tracks the additions, deletions,
and relocations relative to the original Appendix D doauinea text highlighting and side
boxes. | urge each of you to study these documentsamnaey any concerns or suggestions you
have to Dr. Linda Austin, English. You may also conveyrycomments to me, Lionel Raff,
Chemistry, and | will see that they are transmittethe Faculty Committee.

Nominations for Election of Councilors, Secretamd Vice-Chair of
the Faculty Council



(ATTENTION - IMPAORANT NOTICE)

At the February 8 meeting of the Council, nonara for one-third of the councilors, the
secretary, and the vice-chair of the Council must l@aice. | urge you take an active interest in
these elections. The Council serves as your advaadtgoice. Itis no stronger than the
support provided by the General Faculty. Please considemmgng for a position on the
Council. Work to persuade faculty whom you believe wouldesemil to run.



