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JOURNAL OF THE FACULTY SENATE (Norman campus)
The University of Oklahoma
Reguiar Session -- February 11, 1980 -- 3:30 p.m., Dale Hall 218

The Faculty Senate was called to order by Profassor Barbara Lewis, Chairperson.
Fresent:

Acock Eick Hockman Menzie Smith
Bishop Etheridge Huettner Neely Sorey
Brawn, H. Flowers Karriker Peters Thompson
Srown, S. Foster, T. Kutner Pfiester Walker
Caldwel] Gabert Lancaster Reynolds Welch
Carpenter Hardy Lehr Rowe Whitmore
Coultar Herrick Lewis Saxon Whitney
Covich Hill Lindstrom Seaberg Yukihiro
Davis Hoag Lis Self

AUQPE representatives: Alonso Guyer

Absent:
Artman Catlin unesh Murray Wickham
Carmack Foster, J. Morris Rinear

Provost's Office representative: Ray

AUQPE representatives: Chism Cowen Donwerth
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APPROVAL OF MINUTES

The Journal of the Faculty Senate for the requiar session on January 14, 1980,
was approvad.

ANNOUNCEMENT:  Spring meeting of General Faculty, Norman campus

The spring semester meeting of the General Faculty on the Norman campus will be
held at 3:30 p.m., on Thursdayv, April 17, 1980, in Room 123, Mizcrobiolocy-Botany
Building.

ANNOUNCEMENT:  Spring Jeint mesting, OSU and QU fxecutive Committees

_—

The Executive Committess of the Faculty Council, Oklahoma States University, and
the Faculty Senate, University ot Qklahoma, will hold their spring semester joint
meeting in Stillwater on Thursday, March 27, 1930.

REMARKS B8Y DR. MILFORD MESSER, UNIVERSITY REGISTRAR

At the invitation of the Senate Executive Committee, Or.
Reg?strarg addressed the Senate concarning recent de
registiration on the Norman campus.

Milford Messer, University
velopments in cemputerizad

?r. Messer noted that registration on this Campus nas been computerized “or about
5 years.

_ ~ About two vears ago, Provest 3arpara Uehling anpointed a committee to

‘_'study various options in the registration procsss. Subsequently, recommendztigns
-were presented to the Deans Council and the administration decided To buy a package

that would gIIQw the University to develoo an "on-line capability." The new

systam was installed for the spring semester registration. The registration packet

has_been‘feplacgd by a card given 2ach student far processing during the o

Fegistration. nvery attempt has been made to improve the registration oprocess for

the s;udents, the departments, and the faculty mempers. Ten terminals in the comouter

area in Buchanan Hall have handled as many as 2,700 transactions on some days.~ o

Or. Messer distributad copies of the "continuous registration report" for the
currant semester (see page 3 of this Journal) and noted the "fantastic” figure of
20,154 schedule changes. The spring semestar final taily will zpparently be about

500-500 larger than last spring's total ragistration.

0
£

He also distributed copies of a aroposed registration schedule that, for the first
time, inciudes advance registration for both the summer session and the tall semester.
He emphasized the point that faculty advisers at the varicus colleges are not
obligatad to be on duty throughout the entire registration schedule. The Provost

nas stated that students must sse their advisers if their respective coliesges re-
guire them to do so. Such conferences, nowever, are to be scheduled at the conven-
jence of the advisers concerned. Heopefully, within a faw years, the system wil]
osrovide the total enrollment record of esach student, as well as the various dagree
requirements in appropriate formaz.

In closing nis Z0-minute, informal presentation, Or. Messer axpressed nis
appreciation for tne cpportunity to dring the Senatz up o date in this mattar
and solicited Tacuity criticisms and suggestions,
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QFFICE OF ADMISSIONS AND RECCROS

Continucus Registration Report
Spring Semester 1580

FRegistcration

Tozal Add/Drop

Nov. 3-9 Advance Regisctraticon 13,217
Dec. 3 Continuous Registracion 165 704
4 " " ' 111 372
5 " " 157 : 464
& " " 132 455
7 " " 116 4863
1C " " 87 535
11 " " ) 96 323
12 " b 93 449
13 ! " g9 377
14 " a 160 206
17 " " ) 80 198
18 o " : 81 , 184
19 " " &3 ' 213
20 " " 121 201
21 - " M 174 238
Totals ) 14,962 - 5,373

Cancellaticons and Suspenrsions ; S330 :

. X 14,632
Jan. 2 Continuous Registracion . 78 152
3 " ' " 25 168
4 " o 80 198
7 " " 5612 333
8 " " 243 157
g " " 512 : 609
10 g " 650 562
11 " : " 708 626
12 " " 494 335
14 Late Registration 29 2085
15 " " 151 1,152
16 " " _ 152 1,495
17 : " : N &7 1,289
18 " " 97 1,503
21 " " 14l 1,424
22 " ) 77 1,125
2 " . 24 954
24 " ! 55 1,108
25 " " 0l 1,356

Totals (Final Hand Count) 19

O e
b
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)
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SELECTION OF FACULTY REPLACEMENTS: University Councils and Committees

VYoting by written bailot en the slate presentea by the Senate Committeze on
Committees and additional nominations made from the floor, the Senate selected
the following facuity replacements:

Academic Program Cguncili: Leon Zelby (EE)
to replace Carl Locke {1977-80)

Resaarch Council: Joakim Laguros (CEES]
to replace Carl Locke (1978-81)

Faculty Appeals Board: Michael Devine (Sciencz and Pubiic Policy)
to replace Carl Locke (1976-830)

[ntramural Committes: Julia Noriin {Social Work)
to reptace B. L. Turner {1977-30)

REPORT BY PROFESSOR BARBARA LEWIS, SENATE CHAIR

Executive Committas meeting with Chairs of dniversity Committees: In Profassor
Lewis' opinion, the recent txecutive Commitiee meeting with the Chairs of %he
30+ University Committees on this campus was productive for the foilowing reasons:

{a) The informal meeting provided the varicus Chairs an opportunity to be-
come aware of other Commiiteas whose activities were in aither related
or overlapoing areas.

(b) There was an -0poortunity to share common concarns, frustrations, and

positive attitudes.
The.consensus of the group was that such meetings snould be held at least oncs
gacn semester,

Executive Committee meeting with Provost J. R. Morris: Noting the apparant lack
of controversial 1Ssues on campus at this time, Professor Lawis rzooried that
several topics were discussad informally at the recent Executive Committes
meeting with Provost J. R. Morris.

The Executive Committes did, however, recommend o the Provost that no acticn ba
taken until some unsoecified future data, suoject to further action by the HSC
Senate, concerning the changes propased by the HSC Senate. Professor Lewis reportad
that a Senate ad_hoc Committes had recantly studied the proposad changes and had
telt that the changes would pose some proolems for the Norman campus. Furthermore,
the xecutive Committee believes that the HSC may prefer to await the arrival of the
new MSC Provost pefore taking further action in this mattsr,

Senate representation at ACE mesting on faculify handbooks: Profassor Lawis renortad
that Profassor Kunesh (Chalr-clect) was in Memphis to participate in an American
Council on Education meeting on faculty handbooks. Frofassor Kunesh joined the
Provost's Office delegation {Ms. Glenn and Mr. Ray) at the conference. He will prasent
a report to the Senate at the March 17 meeting.
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HEPCRT OF THzZ 3ENATE FACTLTY WEIFARE COMMITTE=R

Professor Gary Thompson, Committse Chair, reported on the following items:

Facultv/staff vetitions concerning 12% averase vav rzise, 1980-81: Cn the Norman
campus, 38 faculty members and 1482 agtaff members sizned the Committes-sponsore
petition concerning Fresident Banowsky's announced goal of an average 12-vercent
apy increase for 1980-81, Professor Barbara lLewis, Chair of the Faculty Senate,
and Dr. Dorothy Foster, Chair of the Zmployee ZIxecutive Council, will present %he
petitions tc President Banowsky ard the University Board of Regents Fresident at
the regular meeting of the Regents at 10:00 a.m., on Thursday, February 14, in
Dining Rooms 5 and 5, Cklahoma Memorial Unicn. (3ee pasge 3 of the Sermate Journal
for Jamuary 14, 1980.)

Professor Thomuson exisnded am invitation e 211 interested faculiy members to
attend the February 14 cersmony.
Commitifee studv of Taculty salariss: Last fal Faculty Uelfare Commiitites was
temporarily enlarged by five faculiy members to aszist that Committee in itz study
of faculty salaries on this camtus. FProfessor Themuson prasented a summary rezert
ol the rankings of Norman camius salariss {(by derariments) ameong 70 member institu-
tions of the Natiomal Association of State Universitiss and ;aud-ura“, Coll=ages

and 2 non-member institutions for 1977-73., This report (reproduced on pagss 6-8

of this Journal) will be appended to the faculty petition to b2 presented to the
Fresident and the University Regents on February 1%, The detailsd, lb-rage

report of NASUIC--on which the Faculty Welfare Committee renort was based--will
likewise be forwarded with the faculty pstition mentioned ahove,

1
-+
]

1

Frof. Thompson notsd tha% -one-half of the Norman campus depsriments rank in the
low 20th percentile. Calling the revport data "more powsrful than those of the
Big Eight schools,' he fslt that the very unfavcorable salary situation on campus
needs to be brought to the atiention of the University Regents.

Survey oif faculiy attitudes concerning salarv issues: Frof. Thompson distri:
covies of 2 prelimimary summary of the recent gusstionnaire survey of Norman
camnus faculty attitudes concerning szlary issues. The Committes did not hawva
a "singular interpretation of the raw data' based on 4CC rasvhonses {40 mercent)
to date.

[$]
o
ok
i}
Q.

Approximately 20 percent of the faculty ravored ray raises solalry on the basis
of merit, zmother 10 percaeni favorsd across-the-board ralsns regardlsss of merit,
and the remainirg 7C percent favorad some combination of the twe methods. Frerf.
Thompson called attention %o the stroag support given uomﬂwt»ea A by the faculty,
as well as the overall feeling that treatment received, on an individual lewvel

in fund distribvution was "usually fair."

A final report, with apprepriate c¢ross-tabulatiors, will be presented later to
the Senate and Fresident Bancwsky. DProf. Thompson requested Senats members %o
submit to nim any suggestions for treating and anmalyzing the data.

Tax sheltering oropcsal - CT0S contributions: The University Zmployment Benelits
Committee recently voted not to oroceed in that direction, after considerabls

discussion of this cuestion. A% best, the maximum benafii would amount to only
376-20, In Prof. Thomopson's ovpinion, there are difficuliies with the idea that
"looks good at Iirst sight." (See page 5 of the 3enate Journal for Decemnsr 10,

1979.2
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The University of Oklahoma
MNorman

REPORT OF FACULTY WELFARE COMMITTEE:

Rankings of QU faculty salaries [(by departments)} among 70 member institutions of the
Natignal Association of State Universifies anc Land-Grant Colleges. and 2
non-member institutions {(1977-73).

february 8, 1380

Tne University of Oklanoma is one of 90 members of the National Association of
State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges (NASULGC) and, as such, recaives an annual
report on salaries by rank and department. The OU section of the 1377-78 raport and
the introductory pages are attached. The universities belonging to NASULSC represent
all regions of the country and include seven of the members of the BIG 3, and fifteen
universities from the southwestern Unitaed States. The guality of the universities
Tisted varies from several very prestigious ones to some of lesser repute and, overall,
these 50 institutions would appear to be a rzasnnable rafersnca point for comparison of
QU salaries.

Before turning to a comparison of OU salariss, nlease note that the salary factor
data compare faculty of a given academic rank in a given demartment to all other faculty
of that rank regardless of department. These data are, therafore, not useful for
our purpose. The salary rank data are useful, however, because they compare faculty
salaries at a given academic rank in a given department with all other faculty of that
rank in the same department at other universities. This salary rank data. have been
usad o construct Table 1, whicn is attached.

Several conclusions can be drawn from an examination of Tabig 1. Turnyng F1rst‘to
the department rank column, we find that most QU department salaries rank at the botzom
whzn cbmpared to similar departments at other state universities. Tabie 2 summarizes the
department salary ranks and indicates that 20 of the 33 depar@ments at QU fank in the
sottom 20%; 32 of the 38 rank in the bottom 33-1/3%; and 38 of 38 rank in the bottom
55%. Mot one department ranks above this 35% lavel. -Four d§9§rtmepts \Botany, Conun1—
cation, Foreign Languages, and Geology) rank betwean 50 and 35%. Thae DramaE1c Arts and
Philosophy Departments rank between 33-1/3 and 50%. A1l oth;r ou departmenus rank in
the bottom 33-1/3% with twelve desartments (City Comm. & Reg1onaIFP1ann1ng, Zoology,
Journalism, Petroleum Engineering, Civil Engineering, Arts, Home Economics,
Architecture, Classics, Mathematics, Library Faculty, and Phys1cs) ranking in ?hg
nottom 10%. Overall, OU salaries are 12% below the zbove of the state universities
in this survey.* Even arszas of excellence, such as the Business School and Law
School, rank in the bottom 33-1/3%.

Wnile the above information does not address the aquity issues in the sense of
absolute salaries (i.e., should gualifiad Ph.D. faculty in any department Se paid
512,000 or less regardiess of market factors), this survey indicates tnat virtually
311 QU faculty are poorly paid relative ta their counterparts in other state univer-
sities in the survey. In addition, the survav indicates that ather universities are
adapting to market factors as QU has. Low-pay deoartments at OU are the lowest at other
universities and, vice versa, most universities simpiy pay all of their faculty more
than QU does.

A second issue that can be addressed with the data in Table 1 is the question whether
new or lower-rank faculty are paid bettar than nigherwrank faculty. The resulis ars
split on this issue. The data in the second to the last column of Table 1 show that
new QU ‘assistant professors in 1977-78 were slightly bettar off in a ralative sense
than the faculty at large. For sxamoie, 22 QU departments hired new assistant

*The 1977-78 NASULGC Survey was usad because the 0Y section of the
1978-73 survey was not available at CU.
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professors in 1977-78; and, in 10 cf these 22 instances, the average salaries were in
the upper 50% compared to starting salaries in similar departments at other
universities. In only &4 of these 22 instances, however, were the average salaries in
the top 33-1/3%. MNew assistant professor salaries at OU are aveniy solit among good,
average, and bad relative tTo other state universities.

Once an 1individual joins the QU faculty, the salary results by academic rank
vary from department te department. In 13 of 37 departments, full professors
(or the highest rank professors) are relatively better paid tnan lower academic rank
professors when compared to other universities in the survay. In 12 of 37 departments,
assistant professors (or the lowest rank professors) are relatively better paid
than higher academic rank professors. In 6 departments, associate orofessors are rala-
tively the best paid. In absolute terms within OU departments, average salaries increase
with academic¢ rank in each of the 37 departments with two excaptions - Petroleum
Engineering and Home Zconcmics.

Finally, Table 3 presents 1871-78 data on annual nercantage changes in the
Cansumer Price Index and U.S. Disposable Income Per Capita. These data indicata <hat
in the 1570's our society's disposable income was not eroded by inflation. Unfortunately,
OU fagulty did not share in this increase.

We are grateful to Professor David Huettner {Center for Economic and Management

Research) for gathering the data and preparing this comprehensive racort.

Respectfully submitted,

Temporary additional members:

Susan Caldwell (Art) Davia Huettner (Economics]
Teree Foster (Law) David Levy (History)

Thomas Murray (Civil Engineering) Martin stghkef(awNE}

John Seaberg (Education) John Radovich (CEMS)

Stephen Whitmora (Physics) william Weitzel (Management)

Gary Thompson (Geography;, Chair

Encls 2
i Taple 1
2 Tables 2 and 3






TABLE 2

Summary of QU Department Sz

lary Ranks

Jumber of

Category Departments¥
Bottem 107 1L
Boctom 20% 19
Bottom 33 1/3% 31
Boctom 50% 33
3ottom 357% 37
Total QU Departments 37

#*Departments in ths NASUL

Zollow OU A Committes lines,
Data Sourca: Table 1.

CC Survey
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TABLE 3

Annual Percentage Changes in Consumer Erices
and Disposable Income Per Capita

Consumer Prices

4. 5. Disposable
Income Per Capita

Arnual Percantage Change Annual Percentage Change
1971 3.4 7.2
1972 3.4 5.9
1973 3.8 11.7
1574 12,2 8.4
1973 7.0 9.5
1976 4.0 3.2
1977 6.8 9.3
1978 9.0 10.9
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FINAL EErCRT CF TEE SZNATE TASK FCRCE ON DISCRETICNARY FUNDING

Backsround information: In November, 19?8, with the endorsement of President
Bancwsky, a Senate Task Force was appointed by the Senate Chair to study diz-
retionary funding peclicies and procedurss and to submit appropriate recommenda-
tions. (See page & of the Benate Journmal for November 13, 1973, and alsc pazes
5 and & of the Senate Jourzmal for December 10, 137%.)

Senate action: Prcfesscr John lancastsr, Task Force Chair, formalilly presented
the Task Force rervort and moved its acceptance by the 3enate.

Juring the snsuing discussicn, cuestions were raised concerning

(1} the apparent lack of a mechanism for implementing the
various racommendations,

(2) the lack of any faculty involvement in the dus rrocess, and

(3) the legality of establishing discretionary fund resarves.

At one point, Frofessor Vhitney moved that the word "administration” in
Recommendation 4 (2} be substitutad by the word "faculty.” 3Subseguently,
Professor Feters moved that this gquestion be tabled. The Senats defeatad the
tabling motion, 12 %o 18, The prorosed amendment was later defeated in a
tally of 12 affirmative and 21 negative votes.

With twe dissent votes, the Senate subseguently avoroved the Task Force resuort.

The complete text of the Task Force report appears on pages 11 and 12 of this
TAr
Journal,
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Final Reoort of the Facuity Senate Task Forca an Discretionary Funding

INTRODUCTIGN: February 4, 1980

The Senate Task Force on Discretionary Funding was formed in November, 19729,
and charged with the task of reviewing = University proceduras for allocation
of discretionary funds and suggesting revisions of these pracedures if possible.
[t became evident to the task force members early in their discussions that the
funds allocated in the pas:t were not true discretionary funds, because they were
taken from the General University Budget and raquired budget adjustments by othar
units within the University. Therefore, for the purposs of the ranort, we have
considered such allocations to be special allocations and these funds to he
supplementary funds. ‘e have reserved the term “"discretionary funds" for those
funds generated from non-University sourcas that are available to the administrators
of the University for distribution.

The background information forming the basis for this report was obtained
through consultations with a number of faculty, including some oast chairs of the
oudget and academic programs councils, Provost J. R. Marris, and several Deans
of Colleges within the University. MWe express cur aporeciaticn to them faor their
concern and cooperation and especially to Provost Morris for providing us with
resource materials on the budgetary orocess and the histary of supplemental funding
within the University.

USE OF SPECIAL ALLGCATIONS:

A number of special funding ailocations nhave been made in the University over
the oast few years. These include funds for the Coliega of Business Administration,
the College of Engineering, the School of Petroleum Gedlagy and Engineering, and
the University Library. In each case, the allocations were made in response to
specitic and well-documented needs and were out to gcod use by the units receiving
tThem. -

Making these needs known involved bringing them to the attention of members of
the administration or ta the University Regents. The administration and Resgents, in
turn, responded to these neads by sarmarking special funds for these units. The
source of these funds was the General University Budget.

Funds allocated through such a process have both a positive and a negative
impact on the University community. In a positive sense, immediate neads of saome
units become recagnizad and, to same axtent, rectified. For exampnle, deficiencies
in 1ibrary funding that had accumulated over a number of years were, in mart, repairad
through a single special funding allocation. Similar funding deficisncies had con-
tributed to reduction in the quality of the business administration oprogram to the
point wnere is was in danger of losing accraditation. These deficiencies were
caorrected by special funding allocations, and additional ailocations nave besn
designated for use in raising the quality lavel of the College of Business Administration
to one of at least regional excellence.

Negative aspects oF such haphazard special funding procedures appear when we
consider the effects these allocations have on the other budgetary units of the
University. These effects may be short term or iong term. The short-term effact
s seen when other budgetary units must delay or cancel imolamentation of new Drograms
within their units or scale down on-going coerations. Long-term =2¥fects apopear
when allocation of these funds imooses continuing financial commitments, such as
addition of tanurs-track facuity positions, on the University. Because these special
tunds are derived from the General University budget, 2ach budgetary unit of the
University, in theory, would contribute to them. In fact, nowever, same units wiil
almost always make grsater sacrifices than others, especially when adjusiments in
budgetary allocations must be made in a crisis environment. This contributes fo 2
more subjective, but no less real, negative impact of the scegizl funding ailocation
orocedures.
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There {s the appearance of unequail sacrifice among units and, because there
is no generally known procedure for applying for these funds, the faeling is that not
all units have egqual access tc them. The view of the Task Force is that a system must

be developed that will retain the positive aspect of the special funding procadure, -
while at least minimizing its negative aspects.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The Task Forca submits the following recommendations concerning special funding
orocedures ;

l. That two types of special funding be recognized, Suopiemental and Discretionary.

2. That supplemental funding be utilized for long-range imorovement of oprograms
that would require continuing financial commitment by the University.

3. That some mechanism be established that would allow the development of a
reserve to be used as a source of supplemental funds. This has been done in
various ways by other Universities, such as assessing sach budgetary unit a
cartain percentage or designating a specific percantage of the total University
budget for generation of the raserve before distribution of funds to the various
budgetary units.

4. That a prccedurs for apnlication for these funds and for raviaw of tha applica-

tions should be developed and made known to all units of the University. Appii-

cations should inciude an assassment of the goals of the applicant unit and a

detailed description of the way these funds would enhance accomplishment of these

gcals. Review should include (1} an extarnal assessment of the quaiity of the
apolicant unit and an evaluation of wnat would be required to raise it to the
level proposed in the goals statement, (2] an evaluztion by the administration

of the role of the unit in the University and the impact con the University of

awarding the requested funds, and (3) a statement indicating how continuing

funding commitments would be met by tne University. Recommendation that a unit

.apply for supplemental funding may originate with the unit, the Administraticn,

or the Regants, but the apglication and svaluation procedure must be followed

regardless of the impetus for appiication. Award of thesa funds would be made
onty after recsiving a positive recommendation from the raview procadure.

That discretionary funds be used to respond to immediats problems or coportunities

that do not reguire a long-term commitment for racurrinag funding. Examplies would

be acaquisition of special library coilections and matching funds for major eguin-
ment purchase or building construction. Oiscratienary fund reserves would be
generated from axtra University sources, such as donations to the University

Associates program that has been initiatad by President Banowsky and other non-

earmarked gifts to the University.

6. That orocadures for application for discrationary funds he estabiished and dis-
tributad throughout the University community.

7. That the administration move to implement thesz recommendations at the earliest
possible date. 4We also suggest that the administration investigate the possibpility
of establishing a periodic, external raview procedurs for all orogram units of
the University, whether or not they are seeking suppiemental funding.

(8]

Tne Task Force feels that adoption and implementation of these recommendations will
allow dispersal of specfal funds, whether supplemental or discretionary, to ocroceed in
an orderly manner with maximum consideration of the impact of their award on the
University community as a whole. Hopefully, this will alleviate the concerns fz1t about
the procass currently in use, while preserving its positive Teatures.

Respectrully submitted,

Hayne Cness (Social Work) Michael Langenbach (Education)
Jzvid Etheridge (Music) Sui Lee (University Libraries)
Herbert Hengst {Education) Tom J. Love, Jdr. {AMNE)

David Huettner (Economics) Bernard R. McDonald (Mathematics)

John Lancaster (Botany-Microbiology), Chair Wm. H. Maehl, dr. (College of Liberai Studiest
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SENATE REAPPORTIOMMENT, 1280-33

Background information: As required by the Charter of the General Faculty and
the Faculty Senate (Norman campus), the Senate Chair appointed a Senate ad hoc
Committee last October to tropose the 1380-83 reapportionment of Senate seats.
{See page 2 of the Semate Journal for Cctoker §, 1379.)

The final report of that Committee was distributed to Senate members in advance
of the Februarv 1 Senate meeting.

Senate action: Professor Wpnitney, Committee Chair, moved acproval of that
Committee's report and recommendations for reapportioning Semate seats for the
1980~83 triennium. He called attenticn to the new definition of "regular
faculty,” which, in his opinion, excludss grours that have a'justifiable right"
to pbe represented on the Senate,

Professor Saxon suggested that, whenever the Charter is revised, consideration
ke given to allocating a Senate seat to the University Libraries as such rathsr
tnan olacing that unit in the Provest Direct categery.

Without dissent, the Senate atvroved the Ccmm
action by the General Faculty at the spring m
report and the recommendaticns anpears on pag

tes recommendation Tor final
ting. The full text of the

1% and 15 of this Journal.

t

thi
e
es

(Secretarv's note: In accordance with pertinent erV1~*ons of the Charter of
the General Faculty and the Faculty Senate (Norman campus;, this notice fulfills
the requirement of a 30-day notice in advance of the Geperal Faculty me=ting
scheduled for April 17, 7980 at which tire firal action will be taken in *his
matter. ) :

ADJCTURNMER
The Senate adjourned at 5:15 p.m. The next regular session of the Faculty
Senate will be neld at 3:30 p.m., on Monday, March 17, 1930, in Dale Hall 218.

Respectfully submitiad,

<

Anthony” 3. Lis
Professor of Dusiness Communication
Secretary

o~
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Report of ad noc Committee on Senate Reapportionment, 1980-83:

February 1, 1920

Attached is our recommendation for redapportionment of the Faculty Senate for
1680-83.

The faculty count was generated by using the definitions of regquiar faculty in
the 1879 Faculty Handbook (Secs. 106.1.2, 3.1, and 3.5.2). HNo bur=2au on campus
is set up to provide data of interest to our purpose. The University Budget is
adequate with the excaption of (1) data on ROTC and {2} accurate data on
whether vacancies are being or to te fillad. The following criteria were used
in the count:

Include in count:

1. Regular apoointments at assistant, associate, and full professorial
ranks.

(0]

Vacant positions, either Funded or recruitment in procass.
3. Part-time administrators count in the department of appointment.
Exclude from count:

1. Any position titled either temporary, adjunct visiting, clinical,
acting, instructor, or lecturer.

2. A1V fuli-time administrators above the departmental leval,

The division of seats was made according to the following:

-

i. Each degree-granting division {9) received one seat.

2. The remaining 41 seats were appcrtioned according to percantages,
with highest decimal values rounded to the next highest aumber until
all available seats were zxhausted.

Significant points of this recommendation:

|—

Education and Engineering gained one seat apiece.

Law and Provost Oirect lost one sezat apiece.

Ly P

Aviation was transferred from Frovest Direct to Zducation but, beczuss
no member holds an appointment at the assistant professor or higher, they
were exciuded from the count.

Because this is the first time that the new definitions nave been used, the Senate
office should instruct the various divisions as o whe is eligiole for office and
for voting in future 2lections.

Respectfully submitted,
David Wnhitney (Sociology), Chair

Alan Covich {Zoslozy)
Marilyn Fiowers (Economics)








