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Graduate Priorities Implementation Team
Final Report

June 2006

I. Introduction

A. Charge to the team

The Vision OHIO Graduate Priorities Implementation Team will:

· Consider the questions raised in Vision OHIO about the structure and organization of graduate studies at Ohio University to determine if the lack of a Graduate College will constitute an impediment to achieving the vision of excellence articulated in the Vision OHIO document. If warranted, identify the necessary steps for establishing a Graduate College.

· Review best practices related to the Graduate Priorities at other educational institutions, our peer institutions in particular.
· Communicate with the University community on a regular basis as the team's work progresses.
· Consider the goals of Vision OHIO that are related to Graduate Priorities and outline processes for realizing each goal, including timelines. Meet with constituencies such as Graduate Council and deans to discuss these goals, processes, and metrics related to Graduate Priorities.

· Host focus groups and open forum discussions with affected individuals and units to identify barriers and solutions to realizing Graduate Priorities at Ohio University.

· Meet with other implementation teams, such as Support and Assessment, to help construct processes and timelines and to identify groups who should be responsible for reaching each goal.

· Develop a prioritized budget for implementing the proposed changes.

B. Membership of the team

Josephine Bloomfield, team chair, director, Graduate Studies, Department of English                                                          Duncan Brown, associate professor of telecommunications

Mia Consalvo, associate director, Graduate Studies, School of Telecommunications, 
associate professor of telecommunications
Eddith  Dashiell, assistant provost, Multicultural Graduate Affairs; associate professor of 
journalism
David Drabold, distinguished professor physics and astronomy

Mario Grijalva, associate professor, COM-Biomedical Services

Jay Gunasekera, chair, Department of Mechanical Engineering, distinguished professor of mechanical engineering 
MaryAnn Janosik, dean, Lancaster Campus; associate professor of history
Katherine Jellison, associate professor of history

Mark McMills, associate professor of chemistry and biochemistry

Chuck McWeeny, dean, College of Fine Arts

Mark Mecum, president, Graduate Student Senate

Don Miles, professor, department of biological sciences

Michael Mumper, associate provost, Graduate Studies, professor of political science
Tootie Overby, director, School of Physical Therapy, associate professor of physical 
therapy
Connie Pollard, department administrator, Department of Environmental and Plant Biology

Tim Vickers, assistant director, Center for Teaching Excellence

Dora Wilson, professor of interdisciplinary arts
C. Process Overview

Beginning in early October, the team met on a biweekly basis and addressed the charge from the provost item by item. We began by closely rereading the Vision OHIO document, then listing, discussing, and prioritizing all items related to graduate education. We spent a number of weeks considering these items in light of the department chairs’ reports solicited by the provost for Vision OHIO. We also applied our own study (carried out with the assistance of the Office of Graduate Studies) of the structure and function of graduate education across our peer institutions and across public institutions in Ohio.

In addition, we read published materials on the organization and administration of graduate education and compiled a set of questions regarding best practices in graduate education. We submitted these to graduate directors and administrators across our peer institutions. With the data from that research collated, we met with Michael Williford, associate provost for institutional research and enrollment planning, in order to better understand the relation of the peer institutions to Ohio University and to learn how to best interpret the data we had collected.

When we had amassed all the available data about the strengths, needs, and potential of graduate education at Ohio University, as well as about graduate study in general and best practices in graduate education at our peer institutions in particular, we set out to organize our priorities. We did this by first constructing a set of values and principles upon which we believed such priorities should be based, and then by taking that set of values out to concerned constituencies. We met in public forums with the Faculty Senate, the Graduate Student Senate, the chairs and directors, the graduate directors, and the Graduate Council, all of whom were provided with our values statement at least a week prior to the forums. Based on the input from those forums, we substantially revised our statement of values and created a core of recommendations. Within our own team we then reordered those recommendations into categories (such as “Quality of Life,” “Structure,” etc.), and prioritized our recommendations within those categories based upon input from our forums and on our internal and external research.

After our forums, we met with Marjorie DeWert and Valerie Conley from the Support and Assessment Implementation Team, who helped us consider ways that we could assess the effectiveness of our recommendations, and with their assistance created a framework for evaluation. With help from the Office of Graduate Studies, the Provost’s Office, and the Office of Institutional Research, we then developed prioritized budgets for each of our recommendations.
II. Recommendations

A. Priority Recommendations to Improve Graduate Student Recruitment, Retention, and Success

Priority #1 – Continue Ongoing Recruitment and Retention Initiatives Through 2007-08
In the transition year between existing programs and the implementation of Vision OHIO initiatives, the Graduate Priorities Implementation Team believes it is critical that we not lose further ground in our efforts to improve the quality of graduate students at Ohio University. We recommend that we continue funding two important initiatives that are making a difference in the recruitment and retention of graduate students: the General Fee Buy-Down Program and the International Recruitment Initiative

The General Fee Buy-down: We recommend that the graduate student general fee, especially the fee paid by graduate assistants, be substantially reduced. While we are in the process of implementing fundamental changes in the general fee, we recommend the continuation of the practice of adding $200,000 each year to General Fee Buy-Down for 2007-08. This funding would serve as a bridge until an entirely new approach to the general fee can be developed.   

The International Recruitment Initiative: We recommend that base funding be provided for the ongoing International Recruitment Initiative. Currently, this program is funded through one-time-only and dual-career funds (that will end in 2007-08). Specifically, we recommend that $125,000 be allocated to developing promotional material, funding recruitment travel to fairs and institutions in targeted countries, and expanding the new student and alumni ambassador programs. We recommend that the position of coordinator of international outreach and recruiting be moved from dual-career to base funding in 2007-08.

Priority #2 – Increase the Net Financial Support to All Graduate Students

We recommend a coordinated approach to increasing the financial support we provide to GAs in which we increase stipends and fellowships at the same time that we are decreasing required fees. We believe that this combination is essential to any long-term effort to improve graduate recruitment, retention, and success.  

Decreasing the General Fee: Our goal is to reduce the general fee paid by all graduate students, and especially graduate assistants, to about $100/quarter. This can be accomplished either though a comprehensive reduction in tuition and fees, or through accelerated funding of the existing graduate student buy-down. We strongly prefer the reduction of the general fee for everyone. We urge the tuition subcommittee of the Budget and Planning Council to move quickly to change the way we set the general fee with an emphasis on lowering the fee and making transparent what services the fee supports. If that is not financially viable, we recommend an acceleration of the General Fee Buy-Down program for graduate assistants. In order for this to be effective, however, there must be simultaneous commitment by the University to hold increases in the graduate general fee below increases in the General Fee Buy-Down. The effectiveness of the current buy-down program has been undermined because the general fee has increased faster than the funds available to buy down that fee. 

Increasing Stipend Levels: Our goal is to increase our graduate stipends to the median level of our peer institutions in every field in which we offer graduate degrees. In order to do this, we will need to conduct a survey of our peer institutions to determine the target stipend level for each program. This survey should be conducted by the Office of Graduate Studies in the summer and fall of 2006-07.

Since the Ohio University aspirational peer institutions are not always appropriate peers for our graduate programs, Graduate Studies should determine the suitability of the peers by program and make adjustments where necessary; for instance, they may find that our peers from the Delaware Study offer a more appropriate comparison in the case of particular programs. After the survey is completed, we should develop a systematic mechanism to increase stipends in those fields where we are behind our peers. This correction must be done over several years.

When the desired stipend level is achieved across programs, it must be followed by a commitment to continue to track benchmark stipend levels regularly and make the necessary adjustments to maintain medial stipend levels. While it is impossible to know the precise cost of this initiative until after the survey is completed, we believe that $400,000/year is a sensible beginning. If this amount is insufficient, which is certainly possible, we need to allocate additional funding in future years.

Increasing the Size and Number of Graduate Fellowships: We believe that an adequate number of graduate fellowships is essential to the success of any graduate program. Such fellowships reward the accomplishment of the top-performing students and provide them with the resources necessary to complete outstanding dissertations.  Unfortunately, we currently offer too few fellowships and those fellowships (now funded at $13,000/year) are not large enough to provide the proper reward for excellent performance. We recommend that the five named fellowships be increased to $20,000 each in 2007-08. In addition we recommend adding three new graduate fellowships in 2008-09 and two more in 2009-10. This will result in ten fellowships at $20,000 each, or a total of $200,000. 

Priority #3 -- Increase the Number of Graduate Assistantships Available to Support Teaching, Research, and other Vision OHIO Priorities

We recommend that funding be made available for a “New GA Initiative” that would add ten new graduate assistantships each year for the next five years. This would create fifty new assistantships to assist in undergraduate teaching, faculty research, and community partnerships, and to advance other goals of Vision OHIO. These would be awarded through an annual competition. If the average stipend of these new GA positions is $12,000 and the average tuition scholarship is $13,000, each new assistantship will cost $25,000. This brings the total annual cost of ten new assistantship positions to $250,000.

 Priority #4 – Subsidized Health Insurance for Graduate Students

We recommend that the University subsidize 75 percent of the cost of health insurance for all graduate assistants and suggest that the subsidy be instated over a three-year period. The first year (2007-08) the university would pay 25 percent, the second year 50 percent, and the third years 75 percent. We estimate that when fully implemented, the annual cost of this recommendation will be $750/GA. If 1,000 graduate assistants purchase the health insurance (about 60 percent of the total number of graduate assistants) the cost would be $250,000 in 2007-08. We also estimate that as the subsidized portion increases, the number of students purchasing insurance will go up.  This will increase the cost of the program to $275,000 in 2008-09 and $300,000 in 2009-10.
Priority #5 -- Increase Support for Graduate-Student Professional Development

In order to be successful, graduate students need support beyond simply higher stipends and lower fees. Particularly, we believe that they need increased support for research and effective mentoring into academic careers.

Increased Support for Graduate Student Research: We recommend that the current $25,000 budget for graduate student research support administered by the Graduate Student Senate be increased to $150,000. This would allow the GSS to annually fund up to 100 graduate students (slightly under 5 percent of the current graduate student population) who competitively apply to undertake research travel or attend conferences ($1,000 each) and 20 (slightly under 1 percent of the current graduate student population) who competitively apply for research and creative activity grants ($2,500 each). 
Develop a Preparing-Future-Faculty Program: We recommend the creation of a Preparing-Future-Faculty Program to be housed in the Center for Teaching Excellence. This program would work to help prepare students for academic careers. We estimate that such a program would cost about $60,000 for a director and another $35,000 for 
operating expenses. 
Priority # 6 – Increase Group I Faculty Lines and Faculty Support
Universitywide, department chairs and college deans cite the lack of adequate Group I faculty lines as the chief barrier to their current faculty’s production of research and creativity and to their recruitment, retention, and appropriate mentoring of graduate students. For example, the College of Arts and Sciences currently covers 200 class sections a year with Group III faculty or graduate-student overload teaching. It would require 35 new faculty lines to make up this deficit and to relieve faculty and graduate students of onerous teaching and service strains that can become barriers to research and productivity. Another example is the Russ College of Engineering and Technology, where national rankings are connected to research funding. In order to rise to the ranks of the top 30-50 universities in the next five years, that College would need minimally to hire 10 new faculty to whom they would have to give graduate-student assistance and adequate research time to bring in $250,000 per faculty member per year (the national standard). Even with this number of new faculty, however, they would not reach the Vision OHIO goal of doubling their current research funding in the next five years.

The Faculty Senate, in its resolution on Faculty Improvement of May 15, 2006, demonstrated that OHIO would benefit optimally from an infusion of 200-300 new faculty members in the next ten years, However, because of budget constraints and the uncertain future of some current programs, we recommend that the University selectively and competitively fund ten to fifteen new faculty lines per year for the next three years at a cost of $1 million to $2 million per year. We recommend that this competitive process involve faculty committees, and that proposals be considered college by college. We strongly recommend that a significant number of new hires be dedicated to graduate education and research, and, if necessary, that a separate process be created to address faculty needs involving graduate study and research.
Because a shortage of clerical support is cited across the campus (in all of the initial reports to the provost on Vision OHIO last fall, in addition to the current departmental strategic plans) as a serious impediment to the accomplishment of research and graduate education, we recommend that for every $500,000 spent on new faculty lines, $50,000 be dedicated to clerical support, to be awarded competitively and selectively, as above.
Estimated Investment Necessary to Implement the Recommendations

To Improve Graduate Student Recruitment, Retention, and Success
	
	2006-07
	2007-08
	2008-09
	2009-10

	Continue Ongoing Initiatives
	
	
	
	

	        International Recruitment
	$100,000
	$50,000
	-
	-

	        General Fee Buy-Down
	$200,000
	-
	-
	-

	
	
	
	
	

	Increasing Net Support for

Graduate Assistants
	
	
	
	

	        Bring Stipends Up to Peers
	-
	$400,000
	$400,000
	$400,000

	        General Fee Reductions
	
	$300,000
	$300,000
	$300,000

	        Increases in Fellowships
	
	$30,000
	$60,000
	$40,000

	
	
	
	
	

	Subsidize GA Health Insurance
	
	
	
	

	        75% subsidy
	
	$250,000
	$275,000
	$300,000

	
	
	
	
	

	Increase Number of GAs
	
	
	
	

	        New GA Initiative
	
	$250,000
	$250,000
	$250,000

	
	
	
	
	

	Support for Graduate Student

Professional Development 
	
	
	
	

	        Grad Student Research

        Fund
	$125,000
	-
	-
	-

	        Preparing-Future-Faculty

        Program
	
	
	$100,000
	

	New Faculty Lines/Support
	
	$1,000,000
	$1,500,000
	$2,000,000

	Total Investment Required
	$425,000
	$2,280,000
	$2,885,000
	$3,290,000


Total cost of recommendations = $7,880,000 over four years
Metrics for evaluation of retention and recruitment recommendations:
1. Create final exit check and interview for all graduate students to ascertain why they chose to study at OHIO, rate of progress toward degree completion, job placement or further graduate school placement. Follow up with surveys at one year and five years.  Maintain data for annual comparison.
2. Harvest data from online applications, such as undergraduate or graduate schools from which students entered OHIO. Compare data annually.
3. Continue to monitor number of applications and number of acceptances plus final yield in all graduate programs. Report and assess data annually.
4. Compare data to that of selected peer institutions annually, to determine areas that require additional attention or funding.
B. Priority Recommendations for Structural Changes to Improve Advocacy for Graduate Education and Interdisciplinarity

Priority # 1 -- Establishment of a Graduate College

We recommend that Ohio University establish a Graduate College with clearly delineated responsibilities. The primary purpose of this new unit would be to provide a more effective advocate for graduate education and to work with the Academic Leadership Council, Graduate Council, Graduate Student Senate, departments, schools, and colleges to set Universitywide priorities for graduate education. This unit would not usurp the responsibilities of the schools and departments, but rather would support and advance their activities.

We recommend that the Graduate College be a reconfiguration of the present Office of Graduate Studies. The functions to be performed by the Graduate College (including those currently performed by Graduate Studies) would be the following:

1) Provide Universitywide advocacy for graduate education.
2) Develop Universitywide priorities for graduate education.
3) Serve as an advocate for interdisciplinary graduate programs. 

4) Assist in the assessment process for all graduate programs .
5) Coordinate campuswide assessment activities such as the National Research Council (NRC) doctoral rankings.
6) Coordinate the graduate admissions process.
7) Coordinate graduate recruitment (domestic, international, and multicultural).
8) Conduct the authentication and evaluation of international transcripts.
9) Coordinate and encourage the delivery of graduate programs to off-campus sites, especially regional campuses.
10) Give final approval of all theses and dissertations, including Electronic Theses and Dissertations (ETD).
11) Coordinate the development of new graduate programs both on-campus through the UCC and with the Board of Regents through Regional Advisory Committee on Graduate Studies (RACGS).

12) Coordinate graduate student professional development, including orientation, training of TAs, awarding research funding, awarding fellowships, University awards (Outstanding Graduate Faculty, Outstanding TA, Outstanding Master’s Student, Outstanding Doctoral Student) and to work with the Graduate Council to supervise the nomination of graduate students for national and international awards.

13) Bridge relationships between graduate programs on the Athens campus and regional faculty through University Outreach and Regional Campuses (UORC).
The creation of a Graduate College with the ability to perform these functions successfully will, we believe, require a very modest investment. While new investment in graduate education is essential, we believe those dollars are best spent on efforts to improve graduate education in the departments and schools (larger stipends, more fellowships, GA health insurance, creation of a Preparing-Future-Faculty program, funds for graduate research, etc.). We see the primary benefits of the creation of a Graduate College in the change in status and visibility of the unit and the more central role that the dean would play in setting University priorities.

As we make this recommendation, we are aware that the creation of a Graduate College will require the Graduate Council to determine which faculty will be designated as “graduate faculty.” If a Graduate College is formed, the Implementation Team strongly urges the Graduate Council to define graduate faculty status in the broadest possible way. The Council, we believe, should set minimum standards and allow departments and schools broad discretion to make their own decisions within those minimum standards. While we believe that the Graduate College should maintain a list of approved graduate faculty members, it should not, in the view of the Implementation Team, be given authority to award or withhold graduate-faculty status. Such critical decisions, we believe, must reside in departments and schools.
Responsibilities and Qualifications of the Dean of the Graduate College

We recommend that the graduate dean, whether appointed internally or selected through an external search, be someone who has the following qualifications and abilities: 1) an eminent scholar who has earned the respect of his or her peers in an academic field; 2) a person with demonstrated administrative skills (both financial and managerial); 3) a person with significant knowledge of regional and local trends in graduate education; and 4) a person who understands, and fully embraces, the central role of graduate dean as a powerful advocate for graduate education at Ohio University.
Base Budget Investments Necessary to Create a Graduate College

The costs of creating such a Graduate College as we outline above are associated almost entirely with personnel. In most areas, current Graduate Studies employees could be asked to take on new and more challenging responsibilities. In particular, those staff who would be conducting final graduation checks would need to take on important and difficult new tasks that would require substantial training. In the case that current employees prove capable of taking on the new tasks, we would need to increase their grades and compensation. In the case that the new tasks are outside the scope of members of the current staff, some new hiring at an increased compensation rate may be required.  
One area in which new staff will certainly be necessary is in thesis and dissertation approval. Since we do not yet know how thesis and dissertation approval will work under a Graduate College, it is impossible to precisely estimate those costs. There would certainly need to be a new staff position in the Electronic Thesis and Dissertation (ETD) program. That office is currently overwhelmed as more and more students seek to submit electronically. Beyond that, if the Graduate College is to take over full responsibilities for thesis and dissertation approval, an additional staff member will be necessary. If the approval of theses and dissertations remains in the colleges, this new position would not be necessary.  

In the longer term, it would be important to have a full-time associate dean in the College. The most straightforward and economical way to add this new position might be to redefine the current position of assistant provost for multicultural graduate affairs (currently .67 FTE) as a full-time associate dean. This would redefine the responsibilities of that position to 50 percent multicultural recruiting and 50 percent more general duties as associate dean.
	
	Base Investment

	
	2006-07
	2007-08

	New Staff Member in Thesis and Dissertation Approval*
	$45,000
	

	Upgrade for ETD Director (roughly 10%)
	$5,000
	

	Upgrade for Senior Assistant Dean (roughly 10%)
	$7,000
	

	Upgrade for Assistant Dean (roughly 5%)
	$5,000
	

	Promotions for five Records Managers (roughly 5%)
	$15,000
	

	New Clerical Staff in Thesis and Dissertation Approval
	
	$40,000

	Increase Associate Dean to full time (.33 FTE)
	
	$24,000

	Dean Search (this is a one-time-only expense)
	
	$17,500

	
	$77,000
	$81,500


* This position is necessary whether or not we create a Graduate College

Total base budget investment necessary to create a Graduate College is $141,000 in base funding and $17,500 in one-time-only funding
While it will be up to the provost to determine how the new dean of the Graduate College will be selected, if there is a national search for a new dean, costs should be similar to those encountered during the university’s academic dean searches in 2005-06. The average cost of those searches was $17,500.

Metrics for Evaluation of Graduate College’s Success as Graduate Advocate

1. Annually monitor stipend levels to make sure that we rise to a competitive level with our peers, then stay competitive (meeting or exceeding median peer stipend levels).

2. Monitor fee levels, making sure that they continue to be reduced

3. Keep track of success of the Future-Faculty Program through monitoring of placement, publication, etc.

4. Annually assess graduate-student teaching-evaluation scores to assure that fuller training and lighter loads are leading to better teaching assessments

Priority # 2 -- Reorganization of Research Office

Assuming that a Graduate College is established at Ohio University, we recommend that the vice president for research be made an associate provost who reports to the provost rather than to the president. This would insure that research and graduate-studies needs would be considered by the highest academic officer in the University, who could then assure the convergence of graduate-studies needs and research funds. 
We recommend that, in the case that the president of the University continues to make decisions with the assistance of a Cabinet, both the associate provost for research and the dean of the Graduate College sit on that Cabinet.
Priority # 3 – Calendar Change

The majority of the Graduate Priorities Implementation Team sees the semester as superior to the quarter for graduate education, research, and creative activity, and this view was also the majority one in all of the public forums we conducted this year.  Therefore, we recommend that the University move back to a semester calendar at the earliest opportunity. While we cannot calculate a budget for such a project, the majority of our committee members and constituent groups believe that the change to semesters would produce an improved graduate experience and have a positive effect on graduate student and faculty recruitment and retention.

C. Priority Recommendations for Workload Restructuring: Enhancement of Graduate Education

Priority #1 – Workload Plan
We recommend that the deans ask each of their department chairs or school directors to produce a workload plan for their faculty or to demonstrate that one is currently in place.

Priority #2 – Definition of Workload

We recommend that the term “workload” be understood to include activities unrelated to weighted student credit hours (WSCH), such as mentoring, serving on thesis or doctoral dissertation committees, or performing extensive administrative service.
D. Priority Recommendations for Improvement in Graduate Student Quality of Life: Housing and Daycare
Priority #1 – Housing

1. We recommend that housing information (about the community as well as the campus) be included in the packet of every student accepted to our graduate program, effective in the coming recruiting year. We recommend that by 2007 the current undergraduate Off-Campus Housing Office offer full service to current and prospective graduate students.

2. We recommend that the University make an arrangement with the owners of the newly revamped Mill Street Apartments to reserve 100 units annually for international and graduate student families, effective fall 2007.

3. We recommend that the University invest as soon as possible in the 2- to 3-bedroom graduate and family housing units on the outskirts of the campus that are represented on the University Master Plan.

Priority # 2 – Daycare

We recommend that Ohio University make a commitment to offer daycare to the graduate students and faculty of the University. We suggest that they study the plans of such peer institutions as Washington State University for models of how this can best be done in a way that also supports and stimulates the local economy.
