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JOURNAL OF THE FACULTY SENATE (Norman campus) 
The University of Oklahoma 

Regular session March 16, 1981 -- 3:30 p.m., Physical Sciences Center 108 

The Faculty Senate was called to order by Professor Greg Kunesh, Chair. 

Present: 
Baker Dunn Hayes Lindstrom 
Brown, H. Eick Hebert Lis 
Brown, S. El-Ibiary Hibdon Menzie 
Carpente!" Flowers Karriker Moriarity 
Cheung Foster, J. Kiacz Patten 
Christy Foster, T. Kunesh Rinear 
Covich Graves Lanning Rowe 
Cozad Hardy Lehr Scherman 

Provost 's office r epresentative: Ray 

UOSA representatives: Graham Lee 

Absent: 
Biro Etheridge Locke Smith 
Catlin Gabert Neely Unguru 
Davis Kantowski Pfiester Wainner 

PSA representatives: Clinkenbeard Edwards 
Cowen Eichenfield 
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APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

The Journals of the Faculty Senate for the regular sessions on January 19, 1981, 
and February 9, 1981 were approved. 

ANNOUNCEMENTS 

(1) Spring meeting, General Faculty: The spring semester meeting of the General 
Faculty on the Norman campus will be held at 3:30 p.m., on Thursday, April 16, 1981, 
in Botany-Microbiology 123. ' 

(2) Spring retreat, Executive Committees of the Faculty Council, OSU; The Faculty 
Senate, HSC; and The Faculty Senate, Norman campus: All three Executive Committees 
will participate in a two-day retreat in Shawnee, Aoril 3-4, for in-deoth discussion 
of topics of mutual interest and concern to the faculties on the three' campuses. 
(3) _Speci al Senate meeting - March 30, 1981: The Senate Chair has called a special 
me~t,ng of the Faculty Senate for 3:30 p.rn., Monday, March 30, 1981, in Physical 
Sciences Center 108. · 

ACTIONS TAKEN BY PRESIDENT WILLIAMS. BANOWSKY 

(1) Resumption of the publication of the Faculty Register (Norman campus): In 
acknowledging Senate action of February 9, President William S. Banowsky addressed 
the foll mvi ng comment to the Senate Secretary on February 13: "As you might expect, 
we will need to determine both the need for the publication and its cost. We will 
look into these i mplicat ions and be back in touch with you at a later date." 
(Please see page 15 of the Senate Journal for February 9, 1981.) 

(2) Selection of Norman campus faculty members - University Copyright Committee: 
On February 20, President Willi am S. Banows ky announced his selection of the following 
Norman campus faculty members to serve on the University Copyright Committee: 
Dick Van Der Helm (Chemistry), 1981-82, and Leo Whiner) (Law), 1981-84. (Please 
see page 6 of the Senate Journal for January 19, 1981. 

Selection of two HSC faculty members is pending. The Norman campus EEC representatives 
are Mark Elder (Research Administration) and Marilyn Nicely (Law Library) . 

(3) Selection of faculty replacements - University Councils: On February 20, 
President William S. Banowsky approved the Senate election of the following faculty 
replacements: . 

Academic Personnel Council: Alan Nicewander 
Administrative/Physical Resources Council: _Robert Lusch 

At the same time, President Banowsky announced his selection of the following faculty 
replacement from the nominations submitted by the Senate: Athletics Council: 
Jim Artman. (Please see page 6 of the Senate Journal for January 19, 1981.) 

On February 11, President Banowsky approved the Senate election of Professor 
Alexander Holmes to replace ~rofessor William Weitzel (1979-82) on the Research 
Council. (Please see page 15 of the Senate Journal for February 9, 1981 .) 

ACTIONS TAKEN BY EXECUTIVE COMMITT~E: 

(1) Message of appreciation, Provost Morris: In accordance with the desires of 
the Senate Executive Committee , the Senate Secretary forwarded the fo 11 owing self­
explanatory message of app1~eciation to Dr. J. R. Morris, on March 12, 1981: 
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The Senate Executive Committee would like to express its since~est appreciation 
to you for inviting and financing Faculty Senate representation at the following 

?"\ recent meetings that were of particular relevance to current deliberations of the 
Senate: 

American Council on Education Workshop on Sexual Harassment Policies, 
Memphis Tennessee -- Professor Teree Foster 

University of Florida Conference on Faculty Career Development, Orlando, 
Florida -- Professor David Rinear. 

We are gratified to see such exemplary and noteworthy interest on the part of 
the University administration in enhancing the effectiveness of the Faculty Senate 
on this campus . 

In our opinion, your commendable actions in this matter are in the finest tra­
dition of faculty governance at this University! 

(Please see pages 5 of this Journal.) 

(2) Faculty nominations, Search Committee, Geosciences Dean: On March 3, the 
Senate Executive Committee approved for submission to President William S. Banowsky 
the following slate of nominations for the faculty vacancies on the Search Committee for 
or the Dean, College of Geosciences: 

Geography: James Goodman, John Harlin, Richard Nostrand, 
and Neil Salisbury 

Geology/geophysics: Charles Harper, David Stearns, Patrick Sutherland, 
and John Wickham 

Meteorology: Amos Eddy, Jeff Kimpel, John Pflaum, and Yoshi Sasaki 

INTRODUCTION OF UOSA REPRESENTATIVES 

On March 4, Mr. Ray Oujesky, President, University of Oklahoma Student Association, 
notified the Senate Secretary that the fo l lowing students had been appointed to 
represent the UOSA i~ the Faculty Senate: Todd Graham and ~ang Won Lr~; 

Messrs. Graham and Lee were present at this meeting and were formally introduced t o 
the Senate. 

REPORT OF SENATE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE: March 5 meeting with Provost Morris 

Dr. Kunesh, Senate Chair, reported that the following subjects were discussed at the 
March 5 Senate Executive Committee meeting with Provost J. R. Morris: 

Revisions in title/charges - Administrative/Physical Resources Council and 
Budget Council 

University policy on administrative search committees 
Limits on TIAA-CREF contributions by the University 
Faculty survey, dental pl an 
Faculty survey, fa cu lty compensation issues 

. ACE Memphis workshop on sexual harassment policies 
MASUA exchange program, out-of-state tuition wai v_ers, faculty dependents 
Revisions in Academic Misconduct Code 
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PROVOST MORRIS ' REPORT: Proposal for MASUA exchange program, 
out-of-state tuition waivers, faculty dependents 

On March 13, Provost J. R. Morri s addressed the fol l owing report to P~ofess? r 
Whitmore, Chair, Senate Committee on Faculty ~~elfare, on the recent d1~c~ss1ons 
by MASUA Chief Academic Officers concerning the Senate proposal for wa1v1ng 
out-of-state tuition for faculty dependents : (Please see page 2 of the Senate 
Journal for February 9 , 1981.) 

- - - - - - - - - - -

There was an extensive discussion among the ~~SUA 
Chief Academic Officers on March 4, concerning the proposal to 
waive n on- resident tuition for faculty dependents from i ~SUA 
institutions. Whil e interest was expiessed in tryin g t o achieve 

.such a reciprocal arrangement, almos t all of us saw prob lems. I 
can best char a cterize the situation state-by-state: 

Nebraska f avor s such arrangements, but has b een a d v is ed that 
to ·Iavor a defined group (faculty dependents ) would probably 

·violate ·the equal protection provisions of the Cons titution. 

Missouri is essentially ready to go and sees no p r oblems 
unl~ss the Nebraska concern over the l egality is borne out. 

·1o·wa -is not interes ted. Iowa State's faculty senate voted 
against such b enefits. 

·Ka•n·s•as h a s been unable to ge t state approval to jo i n in 
reciprocity agreements which currently exist betwe e~ Missouri 
and Nebraska for gr aduate student waivers, and the current 

·view is that there is litt le hope for i change in that ~ttitude. 

Oklaho~a. The view here .h a s been that such benefits should not 
Ee provided faculty unl ess t h ey a r e extended to all stat~ 
emp loyees , including non -academic employees of col leges a nd 
universities . 

. Notwithstanding t~e · considerable obstacles in the way of 
~chi eving a reciprocity agreement > it was decided to r eturn to 
our states and explore !he l egal and .. political prob l ems once again 
with the hope of making recommenda tions to the Ch ief Executive . 
Office rs of i~SUA by n ext fall. Ther e is some feeling that it 
would be easier to waive non-resident charge s for a ll students 
from t he ~l!\.SU..\ states , or go to a special r e duced-fee structure, 
than to do it for a special gr oup. 

I will discu.ss the matter with the State Reg.ents staff 
in the near future to see wha t real possibilities might exis t. 
My g uess is that such a program will not be achieve d soon and 
will probab ly ~ever invo l ve 211 of the _MASUA states. 

- - - - - - - - - - - -
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REPORT ON MEMPHIS CONFERENCE: Sexual harassment poli cies 
Professor Teree Foster, along with Associate Provost Joseph Ray and Ms. Ann Glenn of 
the Provost' s office, attended a conference in Memphis, Tennessee, on February 9, 
1981, dealing with sexual harassment policies. Thirty individuals representing 25 
institutions attended the one-day meeting that included the following topics: . 

(1) overview of pertinent federal and state laws 
(2) process of drafting such policies at the various institutions 
(3) adoption of appropriate procedures for enforcing such policies 

Professor Foster noted that all sessions were led by individuals who either were attor-
neys or had some legal training. · · 
.In her opinion, the University of Oklahoma is about the furthest along among the 
institutions represented at that conference. Those attending were very interested 
in the plan approved by the Senate, and many requested copies of that document. 
Interest was expressed particularly in the breadth of the Senate proposal--i.e., its 
emphasis on "unprofessional conduct." 
Professor Foster has delivered to the Senate office a file of related materials that 
are avail able for faculty review and ?tudy. (Please see pa~e 3 of this Journul. 

REPORT ON ORLANDO CONFERENCE: Faculty career deve lopment pl ans 
Professor David Rinear, a member of the Senate ad hoc Committee on Faculty Career 
Development, attended a three-day conference (February 25-27) in Orl ando, Florida, on 
faculty eva l uation and career development. He has submitted to the Committee a great 
deal of pertinent literature co1lected at that meeting. 

In Professor Rinear's opinion, Oklahoma Un iversity is perhaps the only institution 
in the country with a positive, faculty-oriented program for career development and 
improvement of teaching. Almost everyone else seems to be interested primarily in 
getting . rid of non-tenured faculty. 
Professor Rinear feels that one cannot talk about faculty career development wi thout 
getting involved in faculty evaluation. Evaluation is diagnostic; career development, 
prescriptive. 
He concluded his report with a brief review of current deliberations and activiti.es of 
the Senate ad hoc Committee. (Please see page 3 of this Journal.) 

PROPOSAL FOR LIMITING UNIVERSITY CONTRIBUTIONS TO TIAA-CREF 

Background i nformati ?n : . The Senate Executive Committee for the past few 
~n~hs ___ has been co~s ~ de ring. t~e appropriateness and ti me l i ness of a Committee 
_rn1 ~~-1ye __ for_a Joint administration and faculty study of the need, if any 

for l1m1t1ng University contributions to TIAA-CREF. (Please see page 13 of' 
the Senate Journal for Feburary 9, 1981.) 

Senate _action:. Pro;essor Kunesh,_Senate Chair, formally presented the Senate 
Executive ~omm1ttee s recommendation that a joint task force of six administra­
tors and six fa~u~ty m~m~ers be appointed to study the desirability of plac ing 
floor and/o~ ce1l1ng l1m1ts on the University contributions to TIAA-CREF. 
Professor R1near moved approval of the recommendation. 

During the sh?rt d~scu~sion period that followed, Professors West and Flowers 
~xpressed thei r obJect1ons to the proposal . The Senate rejected the motion 
in a 12:18 vote·. ---- · 

..... _. ... .i..::::----·• -- -
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PROPOSED DENTAL INSURANCE PLAN 

Background information: Last month, the Senate Committee on Faculty Welfare 
surveyed Norman campus faculty members for their preferences regarding a dental 
insurance plan. (Please see pages 13, 5-6, and 4 of t he Senate Journals for - - -
February 9, 1981, January 19, 1981, and December 8, 1980, respectively.) 

Copies of the Committee's final report (reproduced below) were distributed to Senate 
members in advance of this meeting. 

Senate action: In the absence of the Committee Chair, Professor Teree Foster moved 
acceptance of the report to be forwarded to President Banowsky with the recommendati on 
that an appropriate dental plan be instituted with faculty coverage at University 
expense and dependent coverage at the expense of the faculty members concerned. With 
two dissenting votes, the Senate approved the proposal. 

- - - - - - - - - - - - -

Memorandum of February 17, 1981, (with mail questionnaire) to Norman faculty: 

The Faculty Welfare Committee of the Faculty Senate is considering a recommenda­
tion to the Senate that dental insurance be ins t ituted as a fringe benefit for 
OU faculty and staff. Dental insurance plans differ from most medical insurance 
plans in that they are designed to encourage preventive care, as well as provide 
partial protection for remedial care. Costs of preventive care and minor resto~ 
rations are almost completely covered; more expensive remedial treatments are 
only partially covered. 
Although not well known to public employees in this region, dental plans are 
common fringe benefits in industry, including the major companies in Oklahoma 
(e.g., General Motors, Shaklee, Bell Telephone, and major oil companies). In 
1978, 50 million persons in the United States had dental insurance , including 
108,000 faculty members in higher education. In 1980, about 180,000 in Oklahoma 
had dental insurance; plans for as many more as being negotiated this year . 
Seven or eight of the Big Ten universities have dental pl ans. In the Big Eight, 
Nebraska has one; Oklahoma State is considering such a plan. 

A typical dental plan for OU faculty and staff would pay the following benefits: 
80% of prevailing cost of preventive and diagnostic care 

(two visits per year for cleaning, x-rays, fluoride treatments) 
80% of fillings, extractions, root canals, gum therapy 
50% of gold crowns, bridges, dentures 
50% of orthodontia 
$1000 maximum per person per year (n6t including orthodontia) 
$1000 maximum per person per lifetime for orthodontia 

The approximate 
be as fo 11 ows : 

premiums for this plan, payable each month for 12 months, would 
for employee only - $9 
for employee plus one dependent - $8 additional ($17 total) 
for employee plus two or more dependents - $22 additional($31 total) 

The cost of premiums for employees only would be paid by the Unive rsity. Additional 
premiums for dependen~s co~ld be paid by the University or by the employees, as is 
done now with our medical insurance. In any case, premiums paid by the University 
could well be construed as replacing a salary raise of equivalent cost. Equivalent. 
salary raises ~re indicated on the questionnaire. HovJever, please note that equi 
lent salary raises would be taxed as income, whereas premiums paid by the Univers 7"ry 
are a fringe benefit and so are no t taxed. As a result, . premiums paid directly by 
the University will purchase more,nsurance than would the equi valent raise. 
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To nelp the Faculty WeHare Corrmittee assess facultv interest in a dental insurance 
plan, please rank order the fol l owing opt ions l through 4, with a figure indicating 
the most desirable option to you~ 

D 
D 
D 
D 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

No dental plan. 

A dental pl an covering employees on ly, paid for entirely by the 
University. (Cost to the University would be equivalent to a 
0.5% salary increase across th~ board.) 
A dental plan coveri ng employees and thei r dependents, paid for 
entirely by the University . (Cost to the University would be 
equival ent to a l .Oo/~ salary increase across -the board.) 
A plan covering employees at Universi ty expense , and dependents 
at employee expense (as with our current medical plan.) ·\ 

\ 
i To institute plan (d) above, an insurance company \vould require about 75% voluntary 

_ 1 enrollment of those persons el i gible. If you have dependents, plea_se answer the 
. \ foll owing question al so: 

, j If plan (d) above were instituted, would you enroll your dependents, 
1 
l and pay the add itional monthly oremium by payroll -deduction ( $8 for one 

· ! dependent, $22 for two or more)? 

\ D i I 

yes 

' , D i ~ no --~- .-------~ , 
~ _;_--.:::;::~- -=--:-:...;.;.;.._,;.. ____ - .................... - .---------- ------

On March 6, Professor Whitmore, Committee Chair , issued the following final 
report, with copies furni shed Senate m~mbers in advance ~f this meeting : 

A tota l of 810 questionnaires were mailed; 440 val id . returns were received 
on time, a response of 55%. Of the 440 persons who responded, 251 indicated 
a first choice only (most desirable option) . The remaining 189 rank ordered 
two or more of th3 options. 

Of the 440 persons who resuonded, 376 or 85% prefer some kind of dental 
insu:rance plan. 240 or 54% prefer a plan which does not cover dependents 
at .University expense. Details are given in the table below. 

,, 

!I I I 1 2 3 r 1 
,· - I lca:t · 

I 
mo.st 
desirable Option· ~ - i 

. q desi·.!:able ! . 

(a) 

(b) 

II 
ii t! 

No dental plan 64 (15%) 10 (5%) I: 22 (139.,) 
i. 135 (77%) 

-- 1 l! - f - li !: 
' ~ i 

Employees only I 33 55 ( 29~.) 11 99 (57%) :l 5 (3%) 
I 

I ; 

i 1! 

, 

! 

I 

i 
: 
! 
! 

t 
·-- --

.(7~ 
-~-- i· --·-· 

(c) 
l t I ,! 

Add dependents i 136 (31%) I 32 (17%) 29 (17%) ,, 35 (20~,) 
! ii I at Univers,ity expense I . I 

_, ..... -... --~---·--·--- ,. 
;_ i 207 (47"o' ) 11 'I :i (d) Add dependents :1 ~- !j 92 (49%) !l 24 (13%) . , 

.,._ __ a_t_. _e~plo_y_e_e_e_x_p_,e_n_s_e ____ ;"--------+1 ------·~!t ______ ·~) _____ -:-

J~~~~l_0_0_9;;_) ___ li_l_8_9_(l_0_0_%_)_/.,_1_74 __ ~i0~%) ;; ___ : 76 (l~?~} ... .' 

1 

Tot~l response 
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PROPOSED REVISIONS: Title/charge, Administrative/Physicai Resources 
and Budget Councils 

Background information: For the past two years, the Faculty Senate has been 
considering the desirability and the appropriateness of transferring the 
responsibility for overseeing the administrative structure of the University 
from the Administrative and Physical Resources Council to the Budget Council. 
(Please see pages 20-24 of the Senate Journal for the special session on 
June 16, 1980, for the complete report of the Senate ad hoc Committee on 
University Council and Committee Structure.) 

lhe Senate Executive Committee at a recent session with Vice President Arthur 
Elbert discussed this matter and received his support of the proposed changes. · 
(Please see page 12 of the Senate Journal for February 9, 1981.) 

The Senate Chair reported that, in a recent meeting with the Administrative 
and Physical Resources Council, he had received the concurrence of · that group. 

The Senate Executive Committee approved fo r Senate consideration the following 
specific proposals that had been distributed to Senate members in advance of 
thfs meeting: 

COUNCIL: -~¢~tnittfdtlft i~d Physical Resources and Planning Council (Norman) 
CHARGE: The Council is charged to recommend to the President and report to 

the Senate on matters concerning the 6¢~inlttf~tt!~ ttf0¢tif~ ¢f 
t~~ ~~t#tftJtt tnd t~i use and development of t he Univers i ty's 
physical resources . The scope of the Council's res ponsibility in 
these areas is commensurate with that of the President and shall 
include planning for the future, as well as evaluation of existing 
systems, uses, and performances. 

In carrying out those responsibilities, the Council shall: 

1. Y¢f~0lit~ ~tri~f~l pt ltti an~ fe¢0te t¢ wtittn~ ~0,~~Jtne~ t~ 
~nt~f~ t~e ift~tttfenitt ¢t tM~ t¢~t~ttttittti itt0tt~tt ¢f tMt 
~MtttOtt. 

Formulate a comprehensive faciliti es pl an that reflects the 
academic, research, and publ ic service responsibiliti es of the 
University of Ok lahoma . Aopropri ate professio_na1 personnel \,1 i1l 
be responsible fo r t he development of the compr~hensive facilities 
~-

2. Formulate genera l policy and r educe to writing guide li nes to 
ensure the effect ive use of existing .physical resources of the 
University, d~d to provi de for t~¢jf orderly, i~¢ reasoned 
expansion, and renovation . · 

COUNCI L: Budget Council (Norman) 

Add t o 2nd paragra ph: It shal l furthe r be the resoonsibili ty of th is Counci l 
to revi el'J a~d fori:lul ate oenei·al oo l icy a_~d reduce to 
writi nq quidelines to ensure the effectiveness of the 
admi ni strative structura of the Universi ty . 

In carrying out these responsibiiit"ies, the Council sha1i : 

Add: 5. Periodic revi ev; of r.1d ua l ar.d pro;:iosed chat~ ~J.C~.:.~-~ 
adr:iinistrut.ive strticture-of the Universi~·y , \·lit.~1 

.. i_) c.~·tic1/iar 
attention to t he horman campus . Tnese reviev1s :. 2-'.:!.ld t,3ke 
.. fo to-cond i sera ti on the s i:.:uc ture , fun cc~ ors, ci.,~ __ !!:.:11·1ber 
of administritTv~ nl~i ;-;:-. .:; ;,nrl rwr,;nnrwl. 
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•Senate action: Professor Ri near moved approval of the ~roposed revisions i ~ 
the title an~ the charge of the Administrative and Physical Resources Council. 
The Senate approved the motion. Professor West next moved approval of th; pro­
posed change in the Budget Council's charge. The Senate approved t he mot,on. 

PROPOSED "TAX SHELTERING" OF OTRS CONTRIBUTIONS 

Background information: For th~ past two year~, S~n~te and Unviersity committees 
have been considering the legality and the desirab1l1ty of "tax sheltering" Oklahoma 
Teacher Retirement System contributions. 

At the February 9 Senate meeting, Professor Eick, Chair of the Senate Comm~ttee on 
Faculty Compensation, announced that he would invite Mr. Leonard H~rper, Director o'. 
Personnel Services on the Norman campus, to address the Senate at its March 16 meeting 
concerning the current status of this matter. (Please see page 13 of the Senate 
Journal for February 9, 1981.) 

Senate Action: Before introducing Mr. Harper, Professor Eick noticed t~at t he Senate 
Committee on Faculty Compensation had recently approved the tax she:terrng proposal• 
He expressed the opinion that the tax sheltering issue "is n?t a si~ple matter" a~d. 
would affect individual faculty members in di fferent ways. ~,s_Committ~e worked d~li­
gently to come up with a plan that '\·wuld be best for the maJonty of tne faculty. 

In his IO-minute, informal remarks, Mr. Harpe~ rev~ewed his past and r~c~nt ac~i~n! of 
the University Employment Benefits Committee in this matter. The C?mm1 t~ee re~e~t_d 
the proposal last year on the basis of OTRS requirements and the Un1vers1ty Chief Legal 
Counsel's opinion. 

The OTRS has changed its requirements this year and is willing to permit the t ax shel­
tering option on an individual basis. The University Chief Legal Counsel is checking 
for any possible IRS code violations. That Committee has recently recommended to 
President Banowsky that the proposal . be approved. Anticipating no major hurdles at 
this time , Mr. Harpe r expects the University to offer -- by July 1, 1981 -- faculty 
and staff the option of "tax sheltering" the OTRS contributions by signing the indivi­
dual "salary reduction agreements." 

Professor West commented that individuals who are now tax sheltering to the allowable 
limit should not ·be thinking of also tax sheltering their OTRS contributions. 
Professor Eick then moved that the Senate endorse the favorable recommendation of the 
University Employment Benefits Committee. ~1ith one dissenting vote, the Senate 
EJ)proved the motion. 

PROPOSED SUMMARY REPORT FORM: Annual evaluation of faculty performance! 

Background information: In.response to a Senate recommendation, Provost J. R. 
Morris last August appointed a joint Deans'Council and Faculty Senate ad hoc 
Committee to prepare an appropriate University-wide summary report form to be 
used in annual evaluations of faculty performance. (Please see pages 3 and 4 
of the _Se nate Journa 1 for September 15, 1980 , and page 8 of the Senate Journa 1 for January 19, 1981.) 

The final report of that Committee, including a proposed summary report form, 
~as submitted to Provost Morris on February 25, 193·1. Shortly thereafter, he 
torwarded that report to the Senate Chair for appropriate Senate consideration. 
Copies were distributed to all members of the Senate in advance of this meeting. -
Senate action: 
and the Senate 
form. Without 
vote. 

Professor Teree Foster, a member of both that ad hoc Committee 
Executive Committee, moved approval of the recommended report 
further discussion, the Senate ftpproved the motion in a 17 to 5 

lhe full text of the Committee report (including the proposed report form and the 
accompanying instruction sheet) is reproduced below . 
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February 25, 1981 

Annual evaluation systems for each academic unit were required by the O.U. Regents 
in 1976 with criteria to be developed by t he facul ty of the unit. These have been 
approved by the dean and the Provost . In 1980 , the Faculty Senate's ad hoc Committee on 
Evaluation Forms rendered a report to the Faculty Senate regarding a proposed standard 
form to record performance and its evaluation on the 0.U . main campus. The report 
included the recommendation that a committee composed of a combination of f aculty and 
members of the Deans' Counci l be appointed to further study the concerns raised by the 
faculty committee in its report. Such a committee was formed at the beginning of the 
Fall Semester 1980. The following report summarizes the views of this committee and 
is intended to focus addi tional discussion by the Faculty Senate and the Deans' Council. 
Why a Reporting Form? 

In order to comply with the letter and the spirit of the laws regarding equity 
and f airness of pay, it is necessary that merit pay increases correlate well with 
performance evaluations for faculty members within a given department. It is the 
responsibility of the Provost to ensure that units of the University are complying with 
that mandate. A way to assist the Provost in this endeavor is to use a reporting form 
such as proposed below. 

These analyses are necessary for several types of problems: first, when individ­
ual faculty members have concerns about their salary increases; second, when outside 
agencies such as the Department of Labor audit O.U. 1 s salary administration or investi­
gate complaints; and finally, when courts require such justification as a result of 
litigation in which the University may become involved . Of course, the forms will be 
used only within the confidentiality limits permitted by law. 
How Will the Form be Used? 

It is planned that the standard form be used to summarize the results of each 
department' s or budget unit's evaluation of its faculty's performance. By design, the 
proposed format i s such that summary information from each unit can be recorded ·on the 
form without changing the current systems of evaluating performance . The form will be 
standardized for the entire University but with adequate flexibility . If approved, -it 
will be no more than a supplement to those evaluation systems already in place. Ir. no 
way is it intended to change current systems . Appropriateness of a unit's current system 
(e.g., adequacy of criteria and objectivity) was not a concern of this committee. 
Probl ems inherent in a particul ar unit ' s system or i ts implementati on must be resolved 
within that unit. The standard form allows the Provost to ensure that the results of 
the unit's system in terms of merit pay are in accordance with the system of evaluation 
used by each unit . Units will also have to i ndicate what amount and/or proportion of an 
indiviaual 1 s increase was determined to be fo r merit if that is not being done already . 

All specific documentation to support the standard evaluation summary would be 
kept at the level where it is ~urrently being kept. Thus, if inquiries required an 
in-depth study of the bases for the summary, spec ific records at a l ower level wou l d 
be consulted. As long as the appraisal system at that lower level is acceptable and 
being i mplemented properly, a summary from that syste~1 is also acceptabl e. Because use 
of numbers in such a reporting form is seen as unpalatable t o many , quantificati on wil l 
not be necessary on the form itself . However , it shou ld be recognized that .in order t o 
arrive at correlati ons between merit pay increases and performance , t he composite , 
overall oerformance must be measured on a rel ative scale for each unit. Therefo re, the 
descript~rs (low, high) of the linear scale on the fo rm wi ll end up as re lative rankings 
when correl ations are calculated by the Provost's Office . 
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The faculty member ' s signature on the form i s merely to indicate that she/he has 
seen the evaluation summary as sent to the Provost's Office. It does not constitute 

.,......an ag reement 'llith the rating. Faculty who specifically do not wish to see the summary 
~rm can opt not to sign it if they express thi s choice (not to sign the form ) in a note 

to Committee A.* 

The form is to be used as a preliminary method to mon i tor the relationsh ip between 
faculty performance and merit pay. The form ,.,,ill be used .2.!!..l.Y_ in finding the relation­
ship of merit pay to performance within a department or unit. There is no i ntention to 
compare across colleges or between departments because such a comparison is not necessary 
to accomplish the i ntended purpose of the form. Furthermore, the form i tself i s 
constructed to emphasize that it summari zes and reports an evaluati on that (a) is 

entirely relative to that particular uni t, (b) is tied only to that unit and to that 
unit's own approved crite ri a (or to an individual faculty membe r' s special assignments , 
if any), and (c) has no absolute value beyond t hat unit. Thus, rel ative scali ngs are 
_valid only fo r the uni t making them , and they cannot be compared among other un i ts in 
any way. 

The form is not intended to be used for evaluation per se. It is recognized to be 
only a summary ofthe detail s included in the unit's complete eval uation whi ch remains 
the basis for actions and deci sions . 

As such, the form will provi de a consistent, historical record of evaluations made 
over the years as a bas i s for justifying the merit sal ary i ncreases given and provide a 
bas i s for comparing the performance of facu l ty members within a unit . This comparison 
does not have to result in a ranking which pl aces each faculty membe r on a separate 
l evel, al though it cou l d if a unit wished . There can be t ies between and among individ­
ual s. For exampl e , if a unit ranks its faculty in onl y two groups , only two level s of 
merit sal ary increases would be justifi ed . Comments can be made directly on the summary 
sheet to emphas ize or focus on reasons for exceptionall y hi gh or low positions on the 
linear scale. 

In summary, the form i s intended to assist the Provost in ensuring that a fair and 
equitabl e performance/reward relationship exists for all faculty within departments 
at O.U. 

Prof. Sidney Brown 
Dean James Burwel l 
Prof. Al an Covi ch 
Prof. Russell Dri ver 

Dean Nat Eek 
Prof. Dee Fink 
Prof. Teree Foster 
Dean Kenneth Hoving 

Assoc. Provost Joseph Ray 
Vice Provost Jerry Weber 
Prof. Tom Love 

*Professor Sidney Brown has reservations about requ1r1ng the opportunity for a 
faculty member to see the summary of his or her evaluati?n . He is conc~r~ed because 
(1) "absence of confi dential ity means that the repor!s wi ll be l ess r ~l, aDle than 
otherwise," (2) "in some instances, the summons to si gn the report wh1 c~ r:iay b~ l ess 
than flattering wil l create one more opportunitt for friction betwee~ cna1r and faculty 
member " and ( 3) "chairs of large departrr.ents w, 11 have to contend vn th yet another 
bureau~ratic probl em in indi vidual conferences to solicit signatures." 
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. _,, Instructions : Summary Report of .n.nnual Faculty -Evaluation 

l. This form is a summary report of performance evaluati ons made by the evaluating unit 
in accord with its own approved criteria and procedures. It is not the evaluation itself. 

~ It simply summarizes and reports the evaluation once it has been made. 
2. Committee A should complete a separate reporting form for each faculty member in each 
unit after the evaluations have been completed. 
3. Comment is encouraged when there are exceptional situations, either high or low, or 
when special clarification is needed. 
4. The evaluation and weightings summarized and reported on thi•s form should conform 
to the criteria developed by the eval uating unit and approved by the Dean and the Provost 
in accord with Regents'policy . When an individual faculty member has a different assign­
ment or is to be judged by special criteria, please note that by checking the box at the 
bottom of the form. 
5. The faculty member 's signature is merely to indicate that the faculty member has 
seen the evaluation summary. It does not constitute an agreement with the rating. 
Faculty who do not wi sh to see the summary form may so indicate in a note to Committee 
A, and Committee A should so indi cate on the form. 
6. The completed farm will be forwarded to the Provost through the Dean for use in 
nonitoring and documenting faculty sala ry administration vlithin indi vidual departments. 
Since the forms request information ,on a relative basis only for the particular unit , 
the summary is va1id only for compa:··isons vlithin the unit. The evaluation itself and 
supportina materials will be filed in the department or Dean's office in accord with 
college practice. 

PROPOSED DISCONTINUANCE OF TWO PROGRAMS AT HEALTH SCIENCES CENTER 

Background informa tion: During the midsemester break the precedi ng week, the Senat e 
Chair was informed for the first time that , at their meeting on March 18 , the Univet'­
sity Board of Regents would consider a proposal to discontinue the clinical dietetics 
and the cardio-respiratory science programs at the Health Sciences Center. 

The HSC Faculty Senate and the Coll ege of Health Faculty Board requested th~ Norman 
Senate to support them in their objections to the Regents ' proposed suspension ot 
the HSC Program Discontinuance Policy. 

Senate action: Professor Kunesh, Senate Chair, formally preserrted the fo llowing 
resolution prepared ,by the Senate officers : 

~W~thout ~ny prio~ notice, the Faculty Senate (Norman campus) was 
notified at 1ts meeting on March 16, 1981 , that the University Board 
o! Rege~ts will co~sider on March 18 a proposal to suspend the Program 
D:scont:nuance Policy at the Health Sciences Center to permit the 
discontinuance of two departments at that Center. 

"T~e Facu~ty Senate (Norman campus) is of the opinion that such precedent­
setting act1on by t he Regents merits further study, particularly in view of the 
fact that the formal policy in question had been approved a few years ago after 
serious deliberations by the Faculty Senates on both campuses. 

"The Facul_ty Senate ~Norman campus) therefore, urges the University Board of 
Re9ents to table any fina l action on the proposal pending appropriate review of 
this matter by the Norman campus Senate. " 

(Secretary 's note: The Norman campus Program Discontinuance Policy was approved 
the Regents on November 10, 1977; the HSC Policy, on December 14, 1978.) 

Without discussion and without dissent, the Senate ~pproved t he resolut ion . 
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RESOLUTION OF APPREC IATI ON : Neustadt family gift, Doris W. Neustadt Wing, Bizzell 
Memorial Library 

Professor Sidney Brown called attention to the fact ihat the Neustadt family of 
Ardmore, Oklahoma, had recently made a total gift of $2 million toward the construc­
tion of the Doris H. Neustadt Wing of the Bizzell Memo rial Library. 

He moved that the Faculty Senate approve the fo llowing resolution of appreciation: 

WHEREAS a major aspect of the current campaign to enhance academic excellence at the 
Univers i ty of Oklahoma is the commendab l e goal of improving and en larging the 
facilities, holdings, and servi ces of the University li braries, 

WH EREAS the faculty on the Norman campus of the University of Okl ahoma believes that 
an outstanding library system is vital to the improvement of the academic 
quality of this institution , 

WHEREAS the Neustadt famil y of Ardmore, Oklahoma, continues to evidence in many ways 
its exempl ary concern for the quality of higher education in Oklahoma, 

BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED THAT the Faculty Senate on the Norman campus of the Univer­
sity of Oklahoma express its sincerest appreciation to the Neustadt family for 
the total gift of two million dollars toward the construction of the Doris W. 
Neustadt \·Jing of the Bizzell Memorial Library on the Norman campus. 

The Senate approved the resolution unanimously. 

ADJOURNMENT 

The Senate adjourned at 4:50 p.m. The Faculty Senate will meet in special session 
at 3:30 p.m., on Monday, March 30, 1981, in Physical Sciences Center 108. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Anth y S. Li~4-
Professor of 

Business Administration 
Secretary, Faculty Senate 


