Vision OHIO Undergraduate Priorities Final Report

1.0 Introduction 

1.1 Charge to the Team (the details of the charge are in the Appendix)

· Summarize best practices related to realizing Undergraduate Priorities at other educational institutions -- our peer institutions in particular.

· Prepare a succinct statement outlining the distinguishing qualities and experiences associated with undergraduate education at Ohio University.

· Propose an Academic Plan for Undergraduate Education at Ohio University consistent with National Prominence Goals 1, 2, and 4 in Vision OHIO, with a timeline, a budget, and identification of who is accountable for each goal.

· Propose recommendations to integrate the reviewing function of the Program Review process and the contributions of individual departments and schools to the University Academic Plan.

1.2 Membership

	Roger Aden
	Professor, School Of Communication Studies

	Caryn Asleson
	Assistant Dean,  Arts & Sciences

	Lysa Burnier
	Professor, Political Science

	Jenny Chabot
	Associate Professor, Human and Consumer Services

	JoAnn Dugan
	Associate Professor, Education

	Raymond Frost
	Professor, Management Information Systems

	Warren Galbreath 
	Assistant Professor, Social Work (Eastern)

	Sherrie Gradin
	Professor, English

	Rich Greenlee
	Associate Professor, Social Work

	Patrick Heery
	Student, HTC

	David Ingram, chair
	Professor, Physics and Astronomy, Vice Chair of Faculty Senate 05-06

	Wendy Merb-Brown
	Director, Learning Community Programs, University College

	Ben Ogles
	Dean, Arts & Sciences

	Allyn Reilly
	Professor, Music

	Ken Sampson
	Associate Dean, Russ College of Engineering & Technology 

	Marty Tuck
	Associate Provost, Academic Affairs

	Wanda Weinberg
	Head of Reference, Alden Library


1.3 Process Overview

The committee met every other week for the Fall, Winter, and Spring quarters. During Fall Quarter the charge was examined and the approach to addressing it was determined. During the Winter quarter the team broke up into subcommittees, some of which continued into Spring quarter. Details of the subcommittee memberships, charges, methods of data gathering, and reports can be found in the Appendix and at our Web site
. In total approximately 1,000 hours was spent by committee members in developing this report. 

In addition, the First-Year Engagement (FYE) executive committee helped greatly in the process, and four of its members were members of the Undergraduate Priorities committee and many of our other committee members were members of FYE subcommittees.

Most of our recommendations come directly from the goals of Vision OHIO. We have examined the goals in detail and discussed at great length how they might be achieved. Some of the recommendations were given in the original document. For others we have informed our discussions by looking at what we considered to be the best practices of ourselves and others. As noted above, we have also been assisted greatly by the First- Year Engagement committee.

The study of the best practices of our peers, plus University of Michigan (UM), Ohio State University (OSU), and Indiana University/Purdue University at Indianapolis (IUPUI), led us to include recommendations that were not explicitly envisaged in Vision OHIO. For example, we found that the University of Michigan has an excellent Web site to encourage undergraduate research
, so a recommendation to that effect has been included. In looking at examples of best practices at Ohio University, we learned of little gems of best practices that we think can be propagated across the University. For example, the College of Business is using electronic portfolios for students very effectively and at low cost.

The 29 recommendations of the committee follow in the next section. We have tried to be brief and succinct.  The reader will be referred to the Appendix when more details concerning a particular recommendation are available. Additional documentation submitted by others regarding these recommendations may also to be found in the Appendix. Also, since the first two charges (the best practices summary and the succinct statement on undergraduate education) do not involve any explicit recommendations, the reports on these are also in the Appendix.

Finally, this report should be treated as a draft report for input to the Academic Plan for Ohio University. Thus, this document is by no means as polished at it might be. It is a stepping stone to the future, a future that is not defined but will be guided by the goals of Vision OHIO. 

2.0 Recommendations

As the committee has discussed the prioritization of its recommendations, it has become obvious that there are many ways of prioritizing them in terms of benefits and costs. However, we believe the test of any recommendations currently under consideration should be how they match with the following major themes (in no particular order):

Use Learning Outcomes to Improve the Curriculum

Expand Learning Beyond the Classroom

Improve First-Year Student Engagement and Retention

Firmly Establish Faculty Development

We believe that it is in these areas that the goals of Vision OHIO for Undergraduate Education can be best addressed and significant gains can be achieved.  It also is through these that we can achieve the broader goal of Ohio University; being a nationally prominent research University in selected research areas, with a diverse body of students, faculty, and staff, with a strong and sustainable financial base; and with service to the region, state, nation, and the world.

Our 29 recommendations can be distinguished by their cost in dollars, their cost in people’s time, or their cost in terms of action by committees and/or officers of the University.  There are some among them that are low-cost in all areas and should be implemented immediately because of the benefits they bring (e.g. expansion and consolidation of Office of Nationally Competitive Awards (ONCA). There are others that have been recognized now as a great benefit to the University and are already being implemented (e.g. establishing a Faculty Development Office). There are other highly recommended actions that are essential and of great benefit. These will take time to fulfill because of their costs (e.g. those recommendations associated with improving first-year student engagement and retention) that require putting more Group 1 faculty in first-year classes. This requires the recruitment and retention of many more Group 1 faculty over several years.

In summary, the 29 recommendations contained herein are to us the obvious needs of the University in regard to undergraduate education and should form the basis of its Academic Plan for Undergraduate Education. We acknowledge that these recommendations will be difficult to compare when it comes to making choices. Some may ultimately change over time as the University’s Academic Plan is revised. They represent the needs of undergraduate education at Ohio University as seen by this committee. Others may disagree with our choices, and we expect them to be revised as we proceed with the discussion and implementation of an Academic Plan for Ohio University. 

For each recommended action there is: (a) a description of the action proposed; (b) a list of who will need to do what and when; (c) the metrics; (d) the resources required -- time, money, facilities; and (e) The barriers and limitations to accomplishing the action. Additional materials are to be found in the Appendix for some of the recommendations.

2.1 Learning Communities for all first-year students on the Athens campus

(a) Action proposed:
Expand the provision of Learning Communities to allow all of the first-year students at the Athens campus to be in one if the they so choose.

(b) Who, what, and when:
University College, within the scope of the current Learning Communities program organization, will continue to increase the opportunities of LCs for students, with the goal of offering the opportunity for involvement to all first-year students. This could be accomplished in the next ten years.

(c) Metrics: 

The effectiveness of Learning Communities will continue to be measured by first-year retention rates, GPAs, measurement of students’ success in their courses, and other forms of qualitative evaluation methods.

(d) Resources required -- time, money, facilities:
Staffing coordination should be increased, money should be made available to compensate faculty/staff who teach the core courses in the LCs.  Increasing programming and administrative dollars is also necessary.  The more LCs we offer, the more peer mentors and instructors are needed to be effective.  To reach 25% of the first-year class by Fall 2006, an estimated additional $200,000 was needed.

(e) Barriers and limitations to accomplishing the action:
Some faculty continue to be resistant to reserving spaces in their courses for LC students; greater understanding of the expectations.  If we don’t have money for instructors of the core courses, we will not get enough involvement in the communities (We are having difficulty now with 25% saturation.)

2.2 Learning Communities for the Students Beyond the First Year on the Athens Campus

a) Action proposed:
Expand the provision of Learning Communities to students beyond the first year on the Athens campus.

(b) Who, what, and when:
This should be discipline-based, with much involvement from faculty.  The concept of LCs for upperclass students should be geared toward integrating course content.  Coordination would still be located within the LC Programs in University College.

(c) Metrics: 

Simple measures of student achievement in courses within LCs could be measured.

(d) Resources required -- time, money, facilities:
Compensating faculty for their time and efforts would be the major resource allocation. 

(e) Barriers and limitations to accomplishing the action:
This would require more focus from the academic units.

2.3 Learning Communities for the Students at the Regional Campuses

(a) Action proposed:
Expand the provision of Learning Communities to students at the regional campuses.

(b) Who, what and where

One campus (Lancaster) will pilot a Learning Community in the fall of 2006.  This pilot will continue throughout the academic year and be evaluated in April 2007.  The pilot will then be incorporated into all five regional campuses by the fall of 2007.  The associate deans on each campus will be responsible for the implementation. Oversight would be located within the LC programs in University College.

(c) Metrics:
The associate dean of the pilot campus will submit an evaluation of the pilot by May 1, 2007.  By July 1, 2007, each regional campus associate dean will submit to the associate vice president for university outreach and regional campuses a plan of action for incorporating Learning Communities on their campuses.

Measurement of student success in their courses, retention, and GPA comparing participants to nonparticipants.

(d) Resources required

There should be faculty on each campus to champion the cause for establishing Learning Communities on the campus. Compensation for those involved would be minimal, but necessary.

(e) Barriers and limitations to accomplishing the action:
Regional campuses do not have a residential component and therefore will need to be creative in establishing Learning Communities. Electronic means chould be explored to successfully implement this program.  Finding willing participants (both faculty and students) may be difficult.

2.4 Provide Incentives for Attendance at Intellectual and Cultural Events

(a) Action proposed:
Make some events free for students using an electronic pass that can record their attendance. The events would be subsidized through the student fee. To promote the pass system, a range of prizes would be offered.

(b) Who, what, and when:
Student Affairs will ramp up support over five years to a target on which they agree with the provost. 

(c) Metrics:
Measure attendance now and monitor the trend, set goal for five years of getting to the point where nearly every student attends an extracurricular event every year. The eventual goal should be that these events could accommodate every student attending at least once every term.

(d) Resources required -- time, money, facilities:
A simple and cheap method of tracking student attendance at intellectual and cultural events is needed, with a card swipe system for students used to getting free or subsidized access. An extracurricular transcript would be useful to track student attendance at events. This could be part of Student Information Service (SIS) or part of a student’s electronic portfolio.

(e) Barriers and limitations to accomplishing the action:
An event classification system could enable students with families to know whether the event is suitable for a family; otherwise, mature students or students with children will not attend.

Better coordination/publicity for these events is needed.

[back to appendix]

2.5 Service Learning 

(a) Action proposed:
In mirroring many of our peer institutions, we need to make service learning more prominent in our University’s key mission, documents, publications, Web site, etc.  We need to use appropriate, nationally identified definitions of service learning (SL), and distinguish between definitions of community service, how SL teaching pedagogy fits into the overall picture of community service. This should be clear in the final Vision OHIO document. This will include educating our campus community about the appropriate, nationally identified definitions of internships, practicum, volunteerism, and service learning, and document how these contribute to the overall picture of community service at Ohio University. We recommend changing the language in the final Vision OHIO document to reflect what is happening on the national scene and at our peer institutions. 

SL has major contributions in promoting “civic responsibility” among our students. SL is happening on our campus, but we recommend reviving the education and outreach that was previously done by Merle Graybill in order to ensure that best practices of SL are being followed by faculty implementing SL into their curricula. Having a centralized, identified staff member who oversees service learning would be a desired action to be taken by the University. This person could take the lead in promoting and offering education on SL pedagogy, track the number of faculty utilizing service learning in their courses, how many students are engaged in service learning, how many agencies are utilized in the greater Athens community (or beyond), and how many total hours students contributed. We must also partner with the Athens community to ensure there is a community voice present in any actions taken. In addition, courses can be tagged in the catalog as “service learning.”

(b) Who, what, and when:
An identified staff member responsible for centralizing service-learning education, outreach, and implementation. 

(c) Metrics: 

Establish the position, revive a support committee made up of faculty engaged within SL, educators in the field, students who participate in SL, and agencies that partner with faculty.

(d) Resources required -- time, money, facilities:
Money to add a potential new staff position or release time from original responsibilities so a current staff member can take on this responsibility.

(e) Barriers and limitations to accomplishing the action:
The confusion on what service learning is and what it isn’t. Also, are we as a University committed enough to revive the efforts once done in this area? 

[back to appendix]

2.6 Community Service 

(a) Action proposed:
In mirroring many of our peer institutions, we need to make community service efforts done by our campus community more prominent in our University’s key mission, documents, publications, Web site, etc.  We need to use appropriate, nationally identified definitions of community service and distinguish between definitions of service learning and community service. This should be clear in the final Vision OHIO document. This will include educating our campus community as to the appropriate, nationally identified definitions of internships, practicum, volunteerism, community service, and service learning, and document how all of these contribute to the overall picture of community service at Ohio University. We recommend changing the language in the final Vision OHIO document to reflect what is happening on the national scene and at our peer institutions. 

Community service has major contributions in promoting “civic responsibility” among our students. There is an Office of Community Service currently housed within the Student Affairs division that centralizes information, education, and outreach. More efforts can be made to track the number of students participating in community service on a yearly basis and track which agencies benefit from the given service, and how many total hours students and staff contribute. We must also partner with the Athens community to ensure there is a community voice present in any actions taken. 

(b) Who, what, and when:
Office of Community Service staff, working along with the identified staff member responsible for centralizing service-learning education, outreach, and implementation. 

(c) Metrics: 

Current and future means of measuring how many hours given, how many students participate, etc.

(d) Resources required -- time, money, facilities:
A system designed to track students’ participation in community service, including where it’s being done, how many students are volunteering, and how they access their service (i.e. through the Office of Community Service, residence hall, registered student organization, on their own, or other means). This system can be integrated into a transcript and/or student portfolio software so it’s considered part of a student’s overall transcript. 

(e) Barriers and limitations to accomplishing the action:
What is the best way to track these numbers? Making sure the definition of community service is represented properly and not confused with service learning. 

2.7 Develop Monitoring of Partnership Participation Among Undergraduate Students

(a) Action proposed:
Monitor student participation in partnership activities.

(b) Who, what, and when:
The Partnerships Office, as part of the Office of University Outreach and Regional Campuses, will develop a plan to monitor student involvement within a year.

(c) Metrics: 

The Partnerships Office will agree on a goal with the provost for the number of undergraduate students involved with partnerships.

(d) Resources required -- time, money, facilities:
TBD.

(e) Barriers and limitations to accomplishing the action:
The Partnerships Office is not doing this now because it does not have the resources. It also needs some changes to the information structure to make this possible.

2.8 Implementation of Learning Outcomes for General Education and Incorporation in the UCC Review and Evaluation of General Education

(a) Action proposed:
We recommend that a Learning Outcomes Committee be established. This is based on the input from UCC and FYE and on the report from the General Education Assessment Committee, chaired by Phyllis Bernt and submitted to the provost in June 2005. The committee should be constituted from faculty senators, predominantly EPSA members, be chaired by a senator, include the dean of Arts and Science and the dean of University College, and also have student representation. It should have a limited life--probably one year--in which to make its report of detailed examples of what learning outcomes should be expected from each component of the three tiers of our General Education Program and how to assess the attainment of each of those outcomes. We give one example here, further examples of possible outcomes are given in the Appendix. We further recommend that UCC be the body charged with ensuring that these outcomes are assessed and met and the body to recommend changes where necessary to either the outcomes or to the programmatic ways of achieving them. The recommended changes may require EPSA and Faculty Senate to make policy changes or may require the departments to offer particular courses to change these courses to ensure that outcomes are met.

An example

Tier 1 - Written Expression

Summary Description of Desired Outcome

Use writing as a tool for thinking and learning as well as for communicating fluently and effectively in a variety of genres and contexts.

Student Learning Objectives and Processes That Will Support Successful Achievement of the Broad Outcome Above:

These writing outcomes are adapted from the published outcomes statements of the National Council of Writing Program Administrator’s published outcomes statements.

Rhetorical Knowledge:

*Understand the role of purpose and audience to writing contexts.

*Respond to the needs of different audiences.

*Use conventions of format and structure appropriate to the rhetorical situation.

*Adopt appropriate voice, tone, and level of formality.

*Understand how genres shape reading and writing.

*Write in several genres.

*Recognize and apply main uses of writing in their fields. 

*Understand the expectations of readers in their fields.

Critical Thinking, Reading, and Writing

*Use writing and reading for inquiry, learning, thinking, and communicating.

*Understand writing assignments as a series of tasks, including finding, evaluating, analyzing, and synthesizing appropriate primary and secondary sources.

*Integrate their own ideas with those of others.

*Understand the relationships among language, knowledge, and power in general.

*Understand and use writing as a critical thinking method.

*Understand and employ the interactions among critical thinking, critical reading, and writing.

*Understand the relationships among language, knowledge, and power in their fields.

*Be aware that it usually takes multiple drafts to create and complete a successful text of any kind.

Processes

*Develop flexible strategies for generating, revising, editing, and proofreading.

*Understand writing as an open process that permits writers to use later invention and rethinking to revise their work.

*Understand the collaborative and social aspects of writing processes.

*Learn to critique their own and others' works.

*Learn to balance the advantages of relying on others with the responsibility of doing their part.

*Use a variety of technologies to address a range of audiences.

*Apply the technologies commonly used to research and communicate within their fields.

Knowledge of Conventions

*Learn common formats for different kinds of texts.

*Develop knowledge of genre conventions ranging from structure and paragraphing to tone and mechanics.

*Practice appropriate means of documenting their work.

*Control such surface features as syntax, grammar, punctuation, and spelling.

*Control and understand the conventions of usage, specialized vocabulary, format, and documentation in their fields.

(b) Who, what, and when:
Provost and chair of Faculty Senate to establish the committee described above by Fall 2006, give it a charge to produce outcomes for all tiers of General Education by Spring 2007.

The committee members will need extensive help in learning about best practices in establishing learning outcomes and their assessment and how to feed that assessment back into the design of the courses.

(c) Metrics: 

Establish the committee, define its charge, and receive its report. The outcomes need to be aligned with Transfer Assurance Guides (TAGs) and College Adjustment Program (CAP) should be explicitly referenced.

(d) Resources required -- time, money, facilities:
1,500 hours of faculty time.

(e) Barriers and limitations to accomplishing the action:
The culture of the University in general may not be ready for the change from a checklist of courses to be taken to a list of outcomes to be measured through samples of students work. This can be alleviated by using the best practices from programs that already use learning outcomes for their accreditation and through extensive faculty development.

2.9 Implementation of Learning Outcomes for Common First-Year Courses

(a) Action proposed:
The committee proposed above to establish learning outcomes for general education courses should be further charged to establish outcomes and objectives for the ten courses most attended by students in their first year. Eight of these are general education courses. The other two, COMS 103 and UC 115, already have some outcome and assessment goals. 

(b) Who, what, and when:
See 2.8 above.

(c) Metrics: 

Improvement in the level of engagement of first-year students as measured by the NSSE survey relative to our peers over five years.

Improved retention of first year students at a rate of 1% per year.

(d) Resources required -- time, money, facilities:
An additional 500 hours of faculty time.

(e) Barriers and limitations to accomplishing the action:
The shift in culture to assessing and feeding back information as outlined in 2.8.

2.10 Implementation of Outcomes and Objectives for all Programs and Incorporation in the UCC Review of Programs.

(a) Action proposed:
All academic programs will define outcomes by which they will measure their students and themselves. These will include particular learning objectives that students will achieve before graduation and then particular outcomes that they will achieve once they have graduated. These will form a major part of the seven-year program review process.

(b) Who, what, and when:
All departments and schools, including the regional campuses, will establish learning outcomes and objectives for their programs by the Fall of 2008.

(c) Metrics: 

Programs will submit their outcomes and objectives to UCC by Fall 2008.

(d) Resources required -- time, money, facilities:
1,500 hours of faculty time by each department/school/division.

(e) Barriers and limitations to accomplishing the action:
The culture of the University is the major barrier to the implementation of this goal.

This can be alleviated by using the best practices from programs that already use outcomes and objectives for their accreditation and through extensive faculty development. 

Particular care will need to be taken to engage small-enrollment programs in this work. They cannot be expected to necessarily have sufficient numbers to provide a numerical report that cannot be challenged and thus seen immediately by these departments as a waste of their time, a precious resource. They need to be encouraged/shown how to use non-numerical instruments to support their description of the quality of their programs.

Because of the Federal Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) restrictions and privacy concerns some post-graduation data will be difficult to obtain. Programs will have to rely on personal relationships and consent to obtain these data.

2.11 Implementation of Learning Outcomes for all Courses

(a) Action proposed:
The learning outcomes of every course will be stated in the syllabus each time it is taught.

(b) Who, what, and when:
Faculty Senate, education Policy and Student Affairs Committee (EPSA) will initiate a change to the Faculty Handbook to require learning outcomes to be included in the syllabus for every course.

(c) Metrics: 

The University Curriculum Council (UCC) will require a statement in the seven-year review that all courses taught have learning outcomes and that the faculty teaching the course routinely check students’ work to ensure that these outcomes are being met and that they have been used to correct for shortcomings when they occur.

The Individual Course Committee (ICC) will require learning outcomes to be stated in all new course proposals.

(d) Resources required -- time, money, facilities:
Five hours of faculty time per course to establish the learning outcomes, one hour each time the course is taught to sample the students’ work and ensure that the course is meeting the expected outcomes. Then, provide revisions as to how the course should be taught next time.

(e) Barriers and limitations to accomplishing the action:
The culture of the University is the major barrier to the implementation of this goal.

This can be alleviated by using the best practices from programs that already use learning outcomes for their accreditation and through extensive faculty development.

2.12 Faculty Development to Enable Learning Outcomes To Be Used Effectively and Efficiently

(a) Action proposed:
We need coordinated effort led by the Office of Faculty Development (see point 2.14,) to enable all instructors of record to make best use of learning outcomes in their courses.

(b) Who, what, and when:
The Office of Faculty Development (see point 2.14) will have as a major effort the inculcation of learning outcomes in all courses.

(c) Metrics: 

The fraction of courses given with learning outcomes.

(d) Resources required -- time, money, facilities:
See point 2.14.

(e) Barriers and limitations to accomplishing the action:
The culture of the University is the major barrier to the implementation of this goal.

2.13 Alignment of Learning Outcomes With Programmatic Review

(a) Action proposed:
Each program will establish outcomes and objectives for its students and graduates; it will use the data to improve its courses and programs of study. 

(b) Who, what, and when:
Each department or school will establish learning outcomes and objectives for its programs. These should not necessarily be comprehensive but indicative of the quality of the program.

Learning outcomes should be measurable through some means, including interviews and surveys as well as examples of students’ work.

(c) Metrics: 

A fraction of programs with learning outcomes and objectives that are being used to improve them as documented by reports to their dean and/or contained in their seven-year review.

(d) Resources required -- time, money, facilities:
1,000 hours of faculty time per program.

(e) Barriers and limitations to accomplishing the action:
The culture of the University is the major barrier to the implementation of this goal.

2.14 Establish an Office of Faculty Development 

(a) Action proposed:
There should be coordinated efforts in regard to faculty development for teaching, research, service, and setting realistic expectations for workload.

 (b) Who, what, and when:
Faculty Senate and the provost established a standing committee for Faculty Development for the academic year 2006-07, with Sherrie Gradin as chair.

During the 2006-07 academic year, the provost should ensure a national search for a Center for Teaching Excellence (CTE) director who will also be a tenured faculty member who continues to teach. The provost should ensure a national search or appoint a faculty member to be the executive director of the Faculty Development Office in consultation with the Faculty Development Committee. The executive director of the Faculty Development Office needs the requisite standing and skills to coordinate faculty development for research as well as teaching and service.

(c) Metrics: 

Student engagement, research grants, faculty awards, more efficient use of faculty time – as perceived by faculty--effective use of learning outcomes and objectives to improve programs, the first-year experience, and retention.

(d) Resources required -- time, money, facilities:
It is proposed that there be a base funding to establish an executive director of faculty development, a director for the Center for Teaching Excellence (CTE), and the means to adequately support CTE, Center for Writing Excellence (CWE), and Academic Technology in Alden Library in a Faculty Commons. The CTE director would be on 4/3 of his or her faculty salary with half from that person’s department or school and half from the budget for the office.

The budget for the entire operation will be about $1.2 million, including personnel and operating costs. Some of this is already being spent and is accounted for in ongoing faculty development and research offices.

(e) Barriers and limitations to accomplishing the action:
The culture that causes people to think that only new faculty need a development office or that tenured faculty who need a Development Office are substandard. 

2.15 Include the Philosophy of the First-Year in the Catalog

(a) Action proposed:
The following statement, provided by the First-Year Experience committee, should be included in the catalog.

“Ohio University believes that entering students should be presented with a common set of curricular and co-curricular learning opportunities that introduce them to the intellectual skills, ethical norms, and civic values that will prepare them to succeed as scholars and as citizens of the campus community. Ohio University is committed to promoting academic, social, and personal engagement in that community and to ensuring continual improvement in the quality of the first-year experience through systematic assessment of student learning and involvement, academic practices and policies, and the availability and efficacy of support services.”

(b) Who, what, and when:
The provost should include it in the next catalog.

(c) Metrics: 

Inclusion of the statement in the catalog.

(d) Resources required -- time, money, facilities:
Executive action.

(e) Barriers and limitations to accomplishing the action:
Institutional inertia.

2.16 Improve the Academic Challenge of First-Year Courses

(a) Action proposed:
Encourage/exhort faculty teaching common first-year courses to elevate the courses' level of academic challenge, to take advantage of pedagogical assistance to improve course quality, to consider using technology (understood broadly) to enhance instructional delivery, etc.

(b) Who, what, and when:
Office of Faculty Development to provide help to instructors and coordinators of first-year classes, and particularly the top ten most frequently attended by first-year students. (See Appendix for details).

(c) Metrics: 

Improvement in the level of engagement of first-year students as measured by the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) survey relative to our peers over five years.

Improve retention of first-year students at a rate of 1% per year.

(d) Resources required -- time, money, facilities:
Included in 2.14

(e) Barriers and limitations to accomplishing the action:
Perceived University interference in the way courses are taught.

2.17 Broaden use of the Common Reading Project

(a) Action proposed:
1. Integrate the common reading into ENG 151, 152, 153 and COMS 103 during the fall of 2006.

2. Broaden discussions of the common reading to other commonly taken first-year courses such as POLS 101, SOC 101, etc.

3. Tie the common reading to other events throughout the year (e.g. film series, lectures, etc.).

4. Increase the number of faculty who read the selected common reading.

5. Ensure that at least 75% of first-year students read the selected common reading.

(b) Who, what, and when:
1. English and Communication Studies.

2. Provost asks, on behalf of provost, faculty, librarians working on common-reading, that all teachers of first-year courses read the book during the summer of 2006 and reference it when possible during the academic year.

3. Team working on the common reading project (faculty, librarians, Center for Writing Excellence (CWE), director of composition in English, and dean of University College) in collaboration with Student Affairs.

4. Request from provost to read the selection.  Starting next year, have the Faculty Development Team, CTE, CWE, etc., host faculty reading groups.

5. Integrate into ENG 151, 152, 153 and COMS 103.

(c) Metrics: 

Count events tied to the Common Reading Project.  Track announcements about the project. Survey faculty and students.

(d) Resources required -- time, money, facilities:
Money for films, speakers, etc. Approximately $8,000. 

Money to buy books for TAs and instructors teaching COMS 103 and ENG 151, 152, 153 and for resident hall directors.

Faculty time and Faculty Development Team time.

(e) Barriers and limitations to accomplishing the action:
Unwillingness of faculty to read and participate.

[back to appendix]

2.18 Plan to Enable More Group I Faculty To Be Instructors in First-Year Courses

 (a) Action proposed:
The first-year subcommittee of the Enrollment Management Committee will monitor and advise on the detailed development of a plan to hire and retain more tenure-track faculty to enable tenured faculty to teach small-enrollment first-year classes. The purpose is to provide: (1) more classes where first-year students will be taught by tenured and tenure-track faculty members and; (2) more opportunities for students to meet with tenured and tenure-track faculty members outside class. As noted in the Appendix, adjunct faculty have been demonstrated to be less available to students than tenured or tenure-track faculty. They are also generally expected to be less knowledgeable when mentoring or advising students because of the lack of long-term commitment by the institution to them and vice versa, although notable exceptions may exist.

(b) Who, what, and when:
The provost and vice president for finance and administration will produce a plan to find the money to hire and retain tenured and tenure-track faculty.

The Compensation Committee of the Budget Planning Council will set a salary target to be achieved over five years by providing an increase above the Consumer Price Index (CPI).

The first-year subcommittee of the Enrollment Management Committee will use the resources of the provost and vice president for finance and administration to develop the details of the plan.

 (c) Metrics: 

The capacity for all first-year students to be in a class of 35 or fewer led by a tenured or tenure-track faculty member for one of the frequencies:

a) during the first quarter

b) one or more times during their first year; or

c) each quarter during their first year

Improvement in the level of engagement of first-year students as measured by the NSSE survey relative to our peers over five years.

Improved retention of first-year students at a rate of 1% per year.

Improvement in faculty retention.

(d) Resources required -- time, money, facilities:
Adding three more classes of 35 or fewer for each first-year student would require hiring ~300 faculty over ten years at an estimated cost of $20 - $30 M.

Increasing Group I salaries to take them to the midpoint of our peers will take raises above inflation of around 2.5 percent per year for four years.

Initiate a Request for Proposals (RFP) for daycare across the campus, (see, for example, what OSU does http://hr.osu.edu/ccc/services.htm).

(e) Barriers and limitations to accomplishing the action:.

The commitment of the University administration and the availability of funds. 
Responsibility-centered management may mitigate against recruiting and retaining tenured faculty if dollar costs are allowed to rule over quality outcomes. 

Some faculty are not prepared for the demands of teaching first-year students.

The Promotion and Tenure (P&T) system in some areas does not recognize that faculty workloads vary over their careers in terms of the teaching-to-research ratio and that one cannot be the best at both at the same time.

[back to appendix]

2.19 Commit to Enhancing the Quality of Academic Advising and to Valuing/Rewarding Excellence in Advising.

(a) Action proposed:
There must be a commitment to academic advising in that it must be recognized and rewarded by the institution as described in detail in the Appendix.

(b) Who, what, and when:
Departments/schools must be encouraged to change Promotion and Tenure documents to include academic advising as part of teaching.

Create advising awards for academic departments to demonstrate and reward best practices.

Create advising awards for outstanding individual academic advisers. 

Encourage colleges to recognize outstanding advisers.

Ensure that new faculty contracts include advising responsibilities and the importance of advising.

Support faculty membership in the National Academic Advising Association (NACADA)

Update the advising inventory on an annual or biannual basis to monitor changes in advising practice. See the Appendix for detail of the inventory.

(c) Metrics: 

Improvement in the level of engagement of first-year students as measured by the NSSE survey relative to our peers over five years.

Improved retention of first-year students at a rate of 1% per year.

Survey of advising shows positive results.

(d) Resources required -- time, money, facilities:
The University must determine whether an activity that is consistently unrewarded by departments or schools but is essential to the mission of the college and the University should be rewarded separately through other means such as honoraria.

Approximate cost, depending on the number of precollege advisers (assume at least six for Arts and Sciences and at least two for all other colleges) $100,000 (see Appendix).

(e) Barriers and limitations to accomplishing the action:
This is an activity that is essential but rarely recognized in promotion or tenure processes or by monetary means.

Responsibility-centered management may mitigate against this if dollar costs are allowed to rule over quality outcomes. 

2.20 Define Our Undergraduate Profile   

(a) Action proposed:
The enrollment Management Committee will be charged to develop a desired undergraduate profile for the Athens campus in terms of academics and diversity, including race, economic background, and regional origin. The academic targets that set us at the midpoint of our peers could include 35% of freshmen in the top 10% of high school class (currently 15%), and an average ACT of 23-28 for the middle half of an entering class (25th – 75th) (currently 21-26), freshmen retention rate of 88% (currently 80%), and a graduation rate of at least 71%.3
(b) Who, what, and when:
Enrollment Management Committee will be charged with developing an undergraduate profile target profile to be achieved over a ten-year period. 

(c) Metrics: 

The charge to be given early in Fall 2006.

Profile to be produced by then end of Winter 2007.

(d) Resources required -- time, money, facilities:
Faculty and staff time – 500 hours

(e) Barriers and limitations to accomplishing the action:


None.
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2.21 Adding a Second Universitywide Honors Education Track

The goal is to provide a meaningful and nationally distinctive honors education that complements and expands existing offerings.  

(a) Action proposed:
First year spent in seminars (one per quarter with a maximum of 20 students) designed to equip students with the knowledge necessary to weld skills and ideas together to address 21st century problems.

Second year spent in work groups, seminars, & practicums to develop action plans concerning issues of significance and to undertake their implementation.  

(b) Who, what, and when:
HTC will coordinate this with the colleges.

(c) Metrics:
Improved retention of students enrolled compared to a control group not enrolled and/or historical data on a similar group. 

(d) Resources required -- time, money, facilities:
This is for a two-year program serving 100 students, $100,000. Details are in the Appendix.

(e) Barriers and limitations to accomplishing the action:
There are some curricular changes/developments needed to make this happen, as outlined in the Appendix. These, as well as an adequate budget, are necessary for this program to go forward.

[back to appendix]

2.22 Expansion of ONCA and Consolidation of Its Support in the Base Budget

(a) Action proposed:
Add an assistant director and an a fulltime secretary.

(b) Who, what, and when:
Provost to authorize budget.

(c) Metrics: 

Maintenance of our position of being first in the State and the MAC for nationally competitive awards.

(d) Resources required -- time, money, facilities:
Staffing and operating costs $118,558.

(e) Barriers and limitations to accomplishing the action:
Budget, see Appendix for full details of the proposal.

2.23 National Competitive Awards for Faculty

(a) Action proposed:
The Faculty Development Office will set up a program to help faculty apply for and win nationally competitive awards

(b) Who, what, and when:
The Faculty Development Office will establish a timeline to become prominent in the State and among our peers with regard to national and international awards to our faculty

(c) Metrics: 

Number of awards.

(d) Resources required -- time, money, facilities:
See 2.14

(e) Barriers and limitations to accomplishing the action:
None.

2.24 Honor Code

(a) Action proposed:
Establish a modified Honor Code after the Kansas State model

(b) Who, what, and when:
The provost and the chair of Faculty Senate will set up a task force, with a majority of tenured faculty, chaired by a senator, including a representative of the director of judiciaries, and with some representation of undergraduate and graduate students, to develop the code and to promote the necessary changes to the Faculty Handbook and University Policy and Procedures.

(c) Metrics: 

Establish the code.

Reduction in instances of academic misconduct as measured by survey.

Reduction in faculty reluctance to record and report instances of academic misconduct.

(d) Resources required -- time, money, facilities:
1000 hours of faculty and student time and the committee and executive actions to implement the code.

Graduate student availability and interest in doing the survey.

(e) Barriers and limitations to accomplishing the action:
The culture of not reporting incidents.
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2.25 Determine the Cost of Calendar Changes 
The Undergraduate Priorities Committee all prefer semesters but all have no desire to be present during the change and believe there needs to be a way to hold the University community harmless from all of the costs. However, that can be done only after we fully understand the nature and extent of those costs. The discussion of the educational merits of the calendar changes have been exhausted, as noted in the Appendix, but, we see no educational merit in retaining the winter break.

(a) Action proposed:
Set up a committee to determine the cost of 

(1) dropping the winter break and adopting a quarter system calendar like the University of Cincinnati or Ohio State University, or 

(2) switching to semesters. 

The purpose of this action is to ensure that all are fully informed of the costs of these possible major changes to our calendar, and that we can plan, with the aid of the Board of Regents, to mitigate those costs.

(b) Who, what, and when:
The provost, VP for finance and administration, and the chair of Faculty Senate set up a committee, chaired by a faculty senator and with a majority of tenured faculty, in Fall 2006 and charged to report by Spring 2007. The committee is to consider the costs of such changes including: the loss of enrollment; the time spent in rewriting the curriculum; the lost opportunities such as research grants, and any other significant costs they can identify in dollars, time, or lost opportunities.

(c) Metrics: 

Setting up the committee and the delivery of its report.

(d) Resources required -- time, money, facilities:
The time of the committee members – 1,000 hours.

(e) Barriers and limitations to accomplishing the action:
None for the action of determining the costs as outlined above, but there are great barriers present in convincing faculty that their time cannot be better spent in teaching and research rather than rewriting the curriculum, and that may inhibit committee members in their task.

2.26 Undergraduate Research and Creative Activities

(a) Action proposed:
VP for research to establish a Web site to facilitate links between undergraduates who want to do a research project or just be involved in a research project, and faculty who have those opportunities. We can promote the site by a PACE-like opportunity for 50 students and faculty. In addition, undergraduate scholarship could be encouraged at the school/department level, as well as across schools and departments, by providing incentives for students to engage in such work and for faculty to mentor/advise/collaborate. The University offers a number of programs at present (see: http://www.ohiou.edu/research/forstudents.html) these programs can be additionally promoted at the school/department level and more thoroughly funded. Additional incentives should be offered to faculty as they are ultimately the University representatives most likely to directly encourage undergraduate research.

(b) Who, what, and when:
VP for research will establish the Web site during the academic year 2006-07

The provost will fund PACE-like support of 50 students and faculty for the 2007-08 academic year and onwards.

(c) Metrics: 

Institutional Research (IR) in conjunction with the VP for research, will devise a way to track students involved with research, who are either doing a research project or just involved in a esearch project. The objective being to have 10% of our undergraduates, as seniors, so involved.

(d) The resources required – faculty and staff time, $16,680 for Web site development
, research facilities, scholarship opportunities.

(e) Barriers and limitations to accomplishing the action:
Funding.

2.27 Electronic Portfolios for Students

(a) Action proposed:
Electronic portfolios should be provided by using the same software across the University. Academic Technology should be charged with coordinating this. Open source software such as that used by The College of Business should be explored such that it is provided at no cost to the students and faculty. It would be preferred that the students’ access is through a student portal and be linkable to the SIS system for the benefit of the students and faculty who are tracking extracurricular activities and particular course activities that link to particular learning items.

(b) Who, what, and when:
Academic Technology should provide a no-user-cost student portfolio system to enable to introduction of student portfolios. The plan would be to allow for 100% usage within five years. 

(c) Metrics: 

Capability to accommodate all students within five years.
(d) Resources required -- time, money, facilities:
(e) Barriers and limitations to accomplishing the action:
Student portfolios are seen as a great demand on time (a precious resource, both for students and faculty). Clear advantages must be seen by both groups before they are generally accepted as a way for students to demonstrate how they have changed while at Ohio University.

2.28 Electronic Portfolios for Faculty

 (a) Action proposed:
Electronic portfolios should be provided using the same software across the University. The Center for Innovations in Technology in Learning (CITL) should be charged with coordinating this. Opensource software such as that used by the College of Business should be explored, and it should be provided at no cost to the faculty. 

(b) Who, what, and when:
Academic Technology should provide a no-user-cost faculty portfolio system to enable the introduction of faculty portfolios. They should provide a plan that would allow for 100% usage within five years. The plan must demonstrate that it will save faculty time over the current system of entering personnel data manually. It should enable faculty to provide web access to others in their field.

(c) Metrics: 

A plan for implementing Faculty portfolios that can clearly demonstrate the time saved by faculty in recording data for their colleges and other uses.

(d) Resources required -- time, money, facilities:
TBD

(e) Barriers and limitations to accomplishing the action:
Lack of credibility of previous software tools to save faculty time – PARIS, Workforce, Oracle.

2.29 Integration of the Program Review Process to the University Academic Plan.

(a) Action proposed:
Establish learning outcomes and objectives for all academic programs as outlined in 2.10.

Establish quality of service objectives and outcomes for all academic support areas.

Include academic support areas in the seven-year review cycle.

Ensure that there are sufficient external reviewers for each area of a program, department, or school.

Have an oral presentation by the external and internal review team for the Provost, VP for finance, budget unit head and chair/director on completion of the review visit.

Spread reviews for a unit over the seven-year cycle.

Spread reviews for each year throughout the year.

Provide honoraria for internal reviewers as well external reviewers.

At any stage of the review process where a written acknowledgement or response is required, the respondent is to respond within two weeks or that person will be presumed to accept what is stated in the review.

Final review approval at UCC for both academic and academic support areas.

All recommendations approved by UCC are to have an action person. This person will provide a written statement of how he or she will accomplish the action, or why it is rejected. If the action person does accept it, he or she will state over what period of time the action will take place. They will do this within one month of UCC approval of the review.

(b) Who, what, and when:
UCC and the provost agree on the processes outlined above during the next fall and winter quarters with the objective of putting this new review process in place for the reviews to be performed during the 2007-08 academic year.

(c) Metrics: 

Changing the review process as outlined above.

Success to be measured through success with the new budget process and the maintenance of quality

(d) Resources required -- time, money, facilities:
Honoraria for external and internal reviewers, expenses of external reviewers, time of internal reviewers and other internal people in the review process.

Fund the UCC chair position like the Faculty Senate chair (4/3 salary with 1/3 from his or her department and 3/3 from the provost’s office) so that he or she can organize the review process and ensure it happens on schedule. Provide a stipend for the UCC review committee chair.

The associate provost for academic affairs would still organize the external reviewers and reimburse them and the internal reviewers upon completion of their respective parts of the process. The associate provost would also organize the oral presentation to the provost, VP for finance, dean or unit head, and department chair or director.

(e) Barriers and limitations to accomplishing the action:
The culture of the University has worked against the review process’ being effective in the past. As we move forward we need to provide carrots and sticks, not only to get the reviews done in a timely manner but also to ensure that the relevant managers take the recommendations seriously and explain why and how they will carry them out, or why they will not.

APPENDIX

Detailed Charges
Subcommittees
Undergraduate Priorities Report on Charge 1 (Best Practices)
Undergraduate Priorities Report on Charge 2 (Succinct Statement)
2.5 Service learning 

2.6 Community Service 

2.9 Implementation of Learning Outcomes for common first-year courses
2.18 Develop a plan to enable more Group I faculty in first-year courses
2.19 Commit to enhancing the quality of academic advising and to valuing/rewarding excellence in advising.
2.21 Adding a second Universitywide Honors Education Track 

2.22 Expansion of ONCA and consolidation of its support in the base budget.
2.25 Calendar changes--drop the winter break, and/or move to semesters (if held financially harmless)
2.29 Integration of the program review process to the University Academic Plan
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Detailed Charges

Charge 1

Summarize best practices related to realizing Undergraduate Priorities at other educational institutions--in particular, our peer institutions.

In addition to the Presidential Peers, University of Michigan, Ohio State University, Indiana University/Purdue University at Indianapolis (IUPUI) were examined for best practices.

In addition to an external examination of best practices, the committee charged itself to produce a list of what its members considered as best practices at Ohio University.

Charge 2

Prepare a succinct statement outlining the distinguishing qualities and experiences associated with undergraduate education at Ohio University.
Charge 3

Propose an Academic Plan for Undergraduate Education at Ohio University consistent with National Prominence Goals 1, 2, and 4 in Vision OHIO, with a timeline, a budget and identification of who is accountable for each goal.

· Establish for all first-year students a common intellectual experience that leads to a common set of fundamental intellectual skills. This includes the creation of an inquiry-based core curriculum that serves as the foundation of the academic mission.

· Develop a common readings program, assess annually the number of students enrolled in common readings courses, and meet the goal of 75 percent engagement of first-year students by fall 2008.

· Employ the assessment plan being developed by the First-Year Assessment Committee to track first-year student performance by fall 2006.
· Participate regularly in the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE), monitor the first-year data against aspirational peers, and meet the goal of being at or above the mean of our peers on a majority of the individual engagement items by 2010.

· Monitor retention rate of freshman students and meet the goal of 85 percent by 2008.

· Monitor the six-year graduation rate and meet the goal of 72 percent by 2008.

· Provide abundant opportunities for students to learn beyond the classroom and develop the ability to work collaboratively.

· Assess annually the number of students participating in residential learning communities and meet the goal of participation by 25 percent of first-year students by fall 2010.

· Develop by fall 2006 a means of providing incentives for students to attend intellectual and cultural events beyond the classroom and a means to monitor the degree of participation in such events.

· Inculcate among students a sense of personal responsibility, acquaint students with the values associated with the public good, and foster the acquisition of intercultural fluency.

· Develop a means of assessing the number of students participating in service learning activities by fall 2006, assess annually the number participating, and meet the goal of 25 percent participation by 2010.

· After a partnership office is established, monitor the number of students participating yearly in partnership activities.

All three of the above goals assume that the first year is critical in shaping students’ understanding of academic expectations and in preparing students for increasingly higher-level work in their second, third, and fourth years. National research confirms that students form study habits in their first year that continue during their undergraduate education: therefore, it is critical both to challenge them with rigorous and intellectually engaging first-year courses and to ensure that their courses in the remaining three years are even more rigorous and engaging.

Charge 4

Propose recommendations to integrate the reviewing function of the Program Review Process and the contributions of individual departments and schools to the University Academic Plan.
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Subcommittees

External Best Practices

Jenny Chabot, Raymond Frost, Ben Ogles, Molly Tampke, Wanda Weinberg

Summarize the best practices reports generated by the rest of the committee on the best practices of our Presidential Peers, U of M, OSU and IUPUI

Internal Best Practices

Rich Greenlee, Roger Aden, Caryn Asleson, Lysa Burnier, JoAnn Dugan, Warren Galbreath, Sherrie Gradin, Parick Heery, David Ingram, Tamm Kahrig, Wendy Merb-Brown, Allyn Reilly

Summarize information gleaned from the colleges and their responses to Vision OHIO, committee members and their colleagues regarding examples of best practices at Ohio University.

 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Learning Beyond the Classroom,

Allyn Reilly, Caryn Asleson, JoAnn Dugan, Patrick Heery

Particular tasks already identified for which who, what, when, and how much have to be identified.

1. 
Assess annually the number of students participating in residential learning communities and meet the goal of participation by 25 percent of first-year students by fall 2010.  

2. 
Develop by fall 2006 a means of providing incentives for students to attend intellectual and cultural events beyond the classroom and a means to monitor the degree of participation in such events.

3. 
Develop a means of assessing the number of students participating in service-learning activities by fall 2006; assess annually the number participating, and meet the goal of 25 percent participation by 2010.

4. 
After a Partnerships Office is established, monitor the number of students participating yearly in partnership activities. (A Partnerships Office has been established as part of the Office of Outreach and Regional Campuses (OORC).)

Design of a New Review Process,

David Ingram, Jenny Chabot, Ben Ogles, Roger Aden

There is one task for this group.

1. 
How to make the review process efficient and effective?

a. 
What do we do? What have we done? What could we do? What must we do? To answer these questions we need to interview Marty Tuck, Gary Schumacher, Mike Williford, Scott Sparks, John Ryan (OSU provost’s office). We also need to review UCC documents on the review process.

b. 
Who will do what? When will he/she/they do it?

Assessment of Learning Outcomes,
Rich Greenlee, Ray Frost, Ken Sampson, Warren Galbreath (Eastern), Wendy Merb-Brown

Particular tasks already identified for which who, what, when and how much have to be identified.

1. 
How to proceed with the general education assessment report? What else can be monitored in general education that was missed?

2. 
Best practices on learning outcomes? What is practical?

3. 
How to transition to using learning outcomes?

Preparation of a Distinctive Statement 
There is one task for this group, and they have done it.

Sherri Gradin, Lysa Burnier, Wendy Merb-Brown, Brian Steman (co-op)

College Plans Review

Lysa Burnier, Wendy Merb-Brown, Sherri Gradin

There is one task for this group.

1. 
Identify areas of compatibility and incompatibility between Vision OHIO at the University level and the College plans from the perspective of undergraduate priorities
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Undergraduate Priorities Report on Charges 1

Summarize best practices related to realizing Undergraduate Priorities at other educational institutions, in particular, our peer institutions.

The committee addressed this charge by having each member examine the Web site of one of our peer institutions or one of three additional institutions that were noted for having been through a planning process to that of Vision OHIO.

University of New Hampshire; Indiana University; Bloomington; Ohio State University;  University of North Carolina; University of Connecticut; Indiana University/Purdue University at Indianapolis; University of Missouri; Columbia; Clemson University; University of Delaware; University of Tennessee; Washington State University; Auburn University; and University of Michigan.

For reference, the particular goals of Vision OHIO for undergraduate education and for national prominence are listed below. An alphanumeric code that will be used later in the report for cross-reference purposes is given after each goal.

Goals for Undergraduate Education 
Goal One Establish a common intellectual experience for all first-year students that leads to a common set of fundamental intellectual skills. This includes the creation of an inquiry-based core curriculum that serves as the foundation of the academic mission. (UG#1)

Goal Two: Support high-quality undergraduate programs that serve the needs of the region, state, and nation. (UG#2)
Goal Three:  Provide abundant opportunities for students to learn beyond the classroom and to develop the ability to work collaboratively. (UG#3)

Goal Four: Inculcate among students a sense of personal responsibility, acquaint students with the values associated with the public good, and foster the acquisition of intercultural fluency. (UG#4)

National Prominence Goals 

Goal One: Create a learner-centered research University environment--a supportive academic community thriving on learning, inquiry, and collaboration for all members of the University community. (NPG#1)
Goal Two: Envision and develop a deeply and broadly conceived, inquiry-based core curriculum that serves as the foundation of a baccalaureate degree at Ohio University. (NPG#2)
Goal Three: Develop graduate programs that are stellar in scholarship, research, and creative activity. (NPG#3)
Goal Four: Enhance the quality and prominence of faculty and staff. (NPG#4)
Goal Five: Continue to build and maintain a diverse academic community in which tolerance, appreciation, and respect for diversity are guiding norms. (NPG#5)
Goal Six: Widen the scope and increase the effectiveness of our commitment to helping Appalachia Ohio in the areas of public education, economic development, and health. (NPG#6)
The committee separated into two subcommittees, one led by Professor Jenny Chabot to produce the following report on the best practices that they considered valuable in the context of Vision OHIO at one of our peers and that could inform the Academic Plan to be developed as our third charge. They used the written reports submitted by each member of the committee. The other subcommittee, led by Professor Rich Greenlee, assembled a list of best practices Ohio University that align with Vision OHIO, although may not be spread across the entire institution but may provide role models for future propagation as part of the Academic Plan we are to develop. This subcommittee used their review of the materials contributed by departments and schools to Vision OHIO and the committee members’ knowledge of the University. However, this should not be thought of as an exhaustive list and more probing for examples of best practices models at Ohio University may take place as the Academic Plan is developed.

Report from the External Best Practices subcommittee.

Some general comments:

· Many of the “best practices” that stood out we believe OU practices very strongly. We need to name these practices more prominently, giving them more visibility.  

· How are we positioned within the State of Ohio, beyond our identified peer institutions? We believe we cannot lose sight/underestimate Ohio’s colleges & universities as ones to which we compare ourselves.

· Many of what we do regarding comparison to our Pear Institutions (PIs) exists, but is fractured, existing “here & there” within academic disciplines, yet with no overall structure or coordination. This causes a lack of awareness that these kinds of excellent practices are occurring. 

Each best practices we found is annotated with the goal we think matches it.

Practices that stood out from our Peers:

· First-year seminars – UG#1, #3

· These looked different among our  PIs, but all tied to a concept of a first-year learning seminar that involved the sharing of a common experience

· Discussion of models that already exist within OU (i.e. College of Business), so feel this could be done on a more global OU level.

· Undergraduate Research – UG #3, NPG#1

· This is named in several schools, i.e. Center for Undergraduate Excellence, Office of Undergraduate Research, etc. 

· The number of PIs that mentioned this as a priority and had a centralized area for undergraduate research efforts.

· Easily Identifiable Core Curriculum - NPG#2

· Impressed with PIs that outlined very “user friendly” core curriculum.

· Service learning - UG#3, UG#4, NPG#1 

· Very prominent in many of our PIs; promotion of “civic responsibility.”

· Again, an area in which we seem to do well, yet not enough prominence within our key mission.

· Honors Programs – UG#3, NPG#1

· Mentioned in several PIs.

· PIs have very broad-based honors programs.

· Specific Emphasis on Academic Advising – UG#3

· Accessible web pages outlined as “user friendly”

· Use of undergraduates as advisees, assisting first-year students in process.

· Study Abroad – UG#3, UG#4, NPG #2

· Visible in other PIs, greater emphasis given.

· Models do exist at OU within academic disciplines.

· Active Learning/Student Engagement – UG#1, UG#3, UG#4, NPG#1

· Information on OU student engagement was collected by University Student Engagement Task Force in 2002-03.

Report from the Internal Best Practices subcommittee.

This report should be viewed as a basis for identifying examples of best practices at Ohio University that may or may not be present across the institution but, if not widespread, then may provide a model for spreading it as part of the Academic Plan.

Internal Best Practices Identified So Far

· Commitment to maintaining Group I faculty in the classroom of first-year, introductory classes. - UG#1
· Maintaining small classes with full-time, Group I faculty in first-year classes (examples:  Fine Arts and on regional campuses). - UG#1 

· Sciences utilize technology, graduate assistants and lab component to engage students in first-year, large-lecture classes. - UG#1
· UG students have the opportunity to practice craft and provide services through internships and service-learning opportunities. - UG#1
· Residential learning communities and linked courses are a strong component of UG best practices. - UG#1
· ONCA promotes UG academic excellence and recognition. - UG#1
· Commitment to small classes, discussion groups and advising are important themes in some departments. - UG#1
· Expectation that undergraduates participate in research and/or creative activity on some level. - UG#1
· Capstone courses with synthesis. - UG#1
· Residential life activities and programming. - UG#1
· Hands-on learning (applied learning), i.e. WOUB and SEO Magazine. - UG#1
· Expansion of Departmental Honors Programs. - UG#1
· Study Abroad opportunities – UG#3, UG#4, NPG #2
· Global awareness (Modern Languages). 

· Cultural fluency (Women’s Studies, African American Studies and Modern Languages emphasize).

· Critical thinking (Philosophy).

· Understanding of scientific method and reasoning.

· Commitment to written and oral communication.

· Commitment to writing across the curriculum.

· Appreciation of the Arts.

· Urban and Appalachian Scholars programs.

· Student Affairs, Women’s Center, Cultural Center, Student Activities and Multicultural programs.

· Fine Arts set goal to hire an Africanist in each discipline such as film, dance, music and art. Achieved goal! 

· Programs in International Studies, Women’s studies, and African American Studies emphasize understanding of diversity issues.

· Need for diverse curriculum and faculty.

· Voinovich Center.

· Health and Human Services has many programs that reach out to community and provide service.

· Education and Social Work place many students in schools and social service agencies throughout region.

· African American Oral History Project.

· Center for Community Services and Appeal Corps.

· Arts programs open to the public.

· OU-Zanesville’s Appalachian Women’s Conference.

· Athletic Facilities use by community members and organizations.

· Business college’s adoption of company and assisting them in the development of a business plan.

· Service-learning activities in community.

· Regional campus partnerships with other academic institutions to offer degree-completion programs.
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Undergraduate Priorities Report on Charge 2

Prepare a succinct statement outlining the distinguishing qualities and experiences associated with undergraduate education at Ohio University.
After much debate and some clarification from the provost on the nature of this charge, it was decided that from the suggestions submitted it would be best to reduce them to statements for two audiences and for each audience to provide a catch phrase and a statement. The two broad audiences are described as “Alumni, Parents and Students,” and  “Board of Trustees/Internal/More Formal.” The catch phrase that goes with each statement was chosen from some already in use so not to confuse the issue by adding new ones. The statements were also written with the vision and mission statements of Vision OHIO in mind. Particular thanks go to Prof. Sherri Gradin (English and Director of the Center for Writing Excellence), Prof. Lysa Burnier (Political Science), Wendy Merb-Brown (Director of Learning Communities) and Brian Steman (Marketing and Communications).

Audience: Alumni, Parents and Students interested in the Athens Campus

Catch Phrase—Ohio University: The Best of All Worlds
Ohio University, located in the small town of Athens amidst the beautiful Hocking Hills of Southeastern Ohio, is a residential campus with neighborhoods called “greens.” Students make friends through learning communities, small classes, and campus events. They can become part of the Athens community through service learning, internships, and participation in organizations that serve the community. They become part of the academic community of Ohio University through close mentoring and collaboration with award-winning professors.  They become dedicated alumni who will remember their time of personal growth, community experiences, and intellectual and creative pursuits in a place they can always call home. 

Audience: Alumni, Parents, and Students interested it the Regional Campus

Catch Phrase—Ohio University: The Best of All Worlds

Ohio University is dedicated to serving the needs of Southeastern Ohio, the state and nation through its many campuses spread throughout the foothills of Appalachia. Students make friends through learning communities, small classes, and campus events. They become more engaged in the region’s communities through service learning, internships, and participation in organizations that serve those communities. They become part of the academic community of Ohio University through close mentoring and collaboration with award-winning professors.  They become dedicated alumni who will remember their time of personal growth, community experiences, and intellectual and creative pursuits in a place they can always call home. 

Audience: Board of Trustees/Internal/More Formal 

Catch Phrase—Ohio’s First, Finest, and Future: Creating the Next Generation of Leaders for Over 200 Years
Ohio University’s award-winning faculty and staff are dedicated to providing a high-quality undergraduate education that is inquiry-based, diverse, and collaborative. Learning occurs inside and outside the classroom on a close-knit campus that is steeped in history, rich in culture and surrounded by the natural beauty of Appalachia.  Having become knowledgeable in their fields of study, culturally fluent, and civic-minded, undergraduate students leave Ohio University able to excel in their professions, serve their communities and states, and become well-prepared citizens of the world. Ohio University’s driving philosophy is that education should be a lifelong enterprise involving study, reflection, and self-examination.

 [back to appendix]

2.9 Implementation of Learning Outcomes for common first-year courses
Summary of top ten first-year classes from Fall 2004

	Rank Number of
Course
	Course
	Cumulative Number of
Freshmen
	Cumulative
Percent of
Freshmen
	% took class
	Outcomes stated and assessed

	1
	ENG 151
	785
	21%
	20.8%
	yes

	2
	ECON103
	1414
	37%
	16.7%
	no

	3
	CHEM151
	1696
	45%
	7.5%
	no

	4
	PSY 101
	2158
	57%
	12.2%
	no

	5
	UC  115
	2393
	63%
	6.2%
	yes

	6
	SOC 101
	2607
	69%
	5.7%
	no

	7
	COMS103
	2776
	74%
	4.5%
	yes

	8
	MATH113
	2884
	76%
	2.9%
	no

	9
	CHEM121
	2938
	78%
	1.4%
	no

	10
	MATH115
	2966
	79%
	0.7%
	no


2.18 Develop a plan to enable more group I faculty in first year courses

As explained below, this is a much more complex subject than simply stating that we want to have more Group I faculty in these courses. We also need to address the issue of retention of faculty, since the loss of a faculty member can represent a major cost to the University through the startup costs invested in that faculty member, the lost scholarship that the faculty member had undertaken in terms of our national prominence, the lost grants that such a person may take with him or her, and the startup costs (both dollars and time) of a replacing that faculty member.

There are many reasons for putting more Group I faculty in first-year classes and particularly in the first quarter. Chief among these are data in the literature that show that these faculty have more time outside the classroom for interaction with the students.
 “We need to recognize and to convince policymakers that excessive dependence on contingent appointments is detrimental to undergraduate learning, and especially for the ‘at-risk’ students, unable to attend the few selective institutions, that still staff their core programs with full-time, fully supported faculty.”5 Contingent faculty are typically less available as well as less knowledgeable when it comes to giving advice to students than Group I faculty. This is also a critical issue in student engagement since the faculty feel that they are making themselves available, 94 percent consider themselves as giving high or very high priority to this in our survey data, while the students think that is the case at a level of 60 percent.
 The key here is that faculty do make themselves available to students but not at the level that matches the students’ needs. This occurs because the persistent students enable the faculty to think they are sufficiently available as they are kept busy by these students. However, making it possible for more students to see faculty outside class requires the number of students taught per faculty number to be reduced. Using contingent faculty to teach first year students may look very efficient to administrators but contingent faculty typically teach 50 percent more credit hours than tenured or tenure track faculty and many of the first-year classes that they teach have relatively high enrollments.5 This may seem very reasonable, since they are not required to do anything but teach. However, using this logic the contingent faculty have potentially many more students wanting to see them than the tenured or tenure-track faculty and are thus less able to engage the students.

In order to recruit and retain tenured and tenure-track faculty, we must have competitive salaries. This is clearly seen as a necessary requirement for the recruitment of administrators since the current deans are in the top quartile of their peers. The same is so for recruiting and retaining Group I faculty. Currently, as evidence by comparison with our peers, Group I faculty salaries are pitifully low. In order to move them from the bottom of our peers to the midpoint we need to increase our faculty salaries above the average of our peers by at least 2.5 percent each year for four years.

 Table of peer salaries compared to Ohio University 04-05

	
	Professor

Average

Salary


	Assistant

Professor

Average

Salary
	Associate

Professor

Average

Salary

	Ohio University
	$88,151
	$65,894
	$54,397

	Auburn University, Auburn, AL
	$91,828
	$64,666
	$56,970

	Clemson University, Clemson, SC
	$93,148
	$67,587
	$60,420

	Indiana University – Bloomington
	$100,812
	$70,356
	$61,878

	University of Connecticut, Storrs
	$110,922
	$78,961
	$63,824

	University of Delaware, Newark
	$111,112
	$76,580
	$62,807

	University of Missouri – Columbia
	$93,644
	$66,159
	$53,335

	University of New Hampshire, Durham
	$95,319
	$70,396
	$59,611

	University of North Carolina – Chapel Hill
	$109,767
	$73,349
	$64,981

	University of Tennessee, Knoxville
	$91,365
	$68,309
	$57,192

	Washington State University, Pullman
	$81,994
	$62,184
	$57,084


It should be noted that the salaries of Group I faculty at any rank have risen by less than 1 percent from 2004 to 2005 (professor. $88,862; associate professor, $66,522; assistant professor, $54,641).

From the same source, the average rise of the last nine years has been 23.7 percent for professors and associate processors and 26.8 percent for assistant professors. For reference the federal consumer price index (CPI) has risen 24.5 percent in the same period.
 So, the assistant professors, who should be in that rank for only six years, have kept up with inflation, but our associate professors and our full (fool?) professors (our career grades), have not been keeping up with inflation, never mind our in-state or presidential peers. This will no doubt be addressed in more detail in the report by the Budget Planning Council committee on compensation, chaired by Professor Madeleine Scott.

Another reason for loss of faculty is the lack of Ph.D. students in the departments or schools in which these faculty are employed. This may seem not a specious argument or it is perhaps even ultra vires for this committee. However, young faculty often do not realize limitations that the lack of graduate students creates on research quality or productivity. Further, insufficient stipends and/or fee waivers may make recruiting those graduate students very hard, even if the department or school has an appropriate Ph.D. program. This should be addressed in detail by the Graduate Priorities Committee. 

An oft-cited reason for being unable to hire faculty is the lack of spousal hiring opportunities. We need to find a way not only to lubricate the process of spousal hires by increasing the provost’s budget for spousal hires, but also to remove barriers in those departments that could accommodate spousal hires. It is claimed that departments will be penalized for overstaffing through enabling these hires and it needs to be made clear that this is not so, particularly as we move to a responsibility-centered budgeting (RCB) model in which quality measures, such as our ability to retain faculty, must predominate over the cheapest way to deliver credit hours taught.  Further, we need also to provide daycare across the campus since, it is reported anecdotally, retaining an academic couple requires a more child friendly environment on the campus. This does not mean a cloning of the child Development Center but the provision of more cost-effective child care facilities across the campus so that parents can be close to their infants. In addition the child care provision needs to accommodate to the hours that faculty work. 

2.19 Commit to enhancing the quality of academic advising and to valuing/rewarding excellence in advising.

First-Year Experience – Advising Subcommittee

Interim Report

Submitted March 31, 2005

Committee Members:  Caryn Asleson, Mike Bila, David Bower, Lysa Burnier, Laura Chapman, Lori Friel, Dan Gulino, Patrick Heery, Joe McLaughlan, Ken Sampson, Jan Slater, Elizabeth Warren, Laurie Zucker

Premise

Academic Advising is a critical component for a successful first-year experience.  According to King and Kerr (2005), key components of successful first-year advising programs include:

*an advising mission statement

*a specific individual designated to coordinate advising activities

*a systematic training program for all advisers

*recognition and reward for exemplary advising

The University Academic Advising Council (UAAC) recently passed an advising mission statement, which fulfills the first criterion.  We are, however, unclear about the practices in our various colleges and schools for advising first-year students.  To that end, we developed and distributed a survey (attached) and are currently analyzing the data for our final report. For this interim report, we would like to make some preliminary observations about first-year advising, as well as some immediate recommendations for the 2005-06 academic year.

Preliminary Observations

From our initial review of completed surveys, it is clear that faculty do not feel that advising is valued or rewarded at Ohio University.   In order change this perception, academic advising must be recognized and rewarded by the institution.  There should be a consistent message from the president, provost, deans, and chairs that advising undergraduates is an essential role for our faculty.  To that end, we make the following recommendations:

*Change promotion and tenure documents to include academic advising as part of teaching.

*Create advising awards for academic units that can demonstrate best practices.

*Create advising awards for outstanding individual academic advisers.    

*Encourage colleges to recognize outstanding advisers.

*Ensure that new faculty contracts include advising responsibilities and the importance of advising.

*Support faculty membership in the National Academic Advising Association (NACADA).

Recommendations for 2005-06

We recognize that important work has been accomplished in improving the first-year experience the past several years. To that end, we think that it is critical to continue and augment these advising-related services:

*Continue the Majors Fair and support it through the Office of the Provost 



$3,500

The Majors Fair provides first-year students with the opportunity to discuss, in one room, academic programs with faculty from across the campus. Undecided students can learn about potential majors, others may look at adding/changing majors, adding minors or certificate programs. We view this as a continuation of the extended orientation program.

*Expand advising workshops during Welcome Weekend




  
 $200

During Welcome Weekend 2004, we initiated workshops on how to read student DARS. We would like to expand these opportunities for first-year students by developing and conducting additional advising-related workshops.





*Expand adviser training programs








$800

Adviser training programs need to be systematic and ongoing in order to be effective. We need to assess our current practices and address ways that we can encourage more faculty participation. This pool of money would be used by the colleges for development, copying, and publicity.

*Become an institutional member of the National Academic Advising Association 
   

   $200

NACADA offers an institutional membership option that provides an opportunity to extend advising information to new audiences on campus, thereby increasing the awareness of advising. “Institutions” are to be defined as a single campus; however, a single campus could have multiple institutional memberships (e.g. each college or department within the University could also have a separate institutional membership). An institutional membership is $200 and permits the naming of one "Official Representative". For an additional $100 each, additional “Official Representatives” may be added. Each will have permission to electronically distribute an additional 20 copies of NACADA Academic Advising News and be eligible for full benefits of membership (NACADA Web site).

*Distribute A Family Guide to Academic Advising to all families attending PreCollege

$8,000

A Family Guide to Academic Advising is an easy-to-read overview of one of the most important educational programs colleges and universities provide their students—academic advising. Written by a college faculty member and a veteran academic adviser, the Guide describes the role of the academic adviser, outlines the advising process, and highlights important academic issues facing new college students. The Guide is a great resource for highlighting the role of academic advising in college success, promoting advising and other student support services on campus, and enlisting family members as partners and referral agents in their student's college career (NACADA Web site).

*Conduct annual advising surveys (ACT) 







$8,000
We believe that it is essential to get student feedback on their perceptions of advising at OHIO.  Systematic evaluation, as is done for teaching, will permit us to see our advising strengths and weaknesses and make appropriate changes based on this data.
*Require individual advising for all first-year students

An initial review of our survey results indicates that some freshmen are not required to see their advisers in order to register. We believe that the standard should be that all first-year students meet with their adviser.
*Provide Honoraria for all PreCollege faculty advisers




$3,000 per faculty

Our initial information indicates that there is significant disparity in how faculty are rewarded for their participation in PreCollege.  Since this is a critical component for freshman advising, we recommend that a minimum stipend be offered to all faculty participating in PreCollege advising.

Issues to be addressed for the Final Report

*In-depth analysis of current practices at OU for advising freshmen.

*Comparison of current OU practices to best practices and recommendations for changes and enhancements.

*Recommendations on advising models for first-year students.

We would appreciate any suggestions that you have for our committee regarding this report or the directions we are pursuing for our final report.
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ADVISING/FYE ADVISING INTERIM REPORT

Academic Advising and NACADA Proposal

Contributors: David Descutner, Associate Provost and Dean of University College, Laura Chapman, Assistant Dean of University College, Caryn Asleson, Assistant Dean of the College of Arts and Sciences, Norma Humphreys, Assistant Dean of the College of Fine Arts, and Lori McQuade, Academic Adviser in the College of Business’ Student Services.

Respectfully Submitted by Patrick Heery, Academic Affairs Commissioner of Ohio University Student Senate.

Objective: To formulate a coherent, practical, and flexible plan of action that addresses the complexity and reality of the situation and embodies the very vitality it is intended to engender.   

Motivation:  It is hoped that this plan will: (1) ensure institutionalized communication and discussion of advising, not only within the University, but nationally as well, thus also establishing potentially valuable contacts at other universities;  (2) ensure that academic units’ knowledge of advising is current; (3) ensure academic units are equipped with practical action plans that serve the needs of students and faculty, and which remain competitive with other institutions; (4) ensure an emphasis on continuity, in order to bring an annually renewed vitality to the process of improving advising; and (5) begin the process of communicating to administrators and faculty that advising is valued. 

Original Plan Submitted by Student Senate: 

I. Each year at least one college would send an assistant dean to one of NACADA’s Summer Institutes.

II. A rotating cycle would be used in the process of selecting the particular college sending a representative.

III. Each college would have an assistant dean registered as a member of NACADA and potentially active in its leadership.  

IV. Following the Summer Institute, the attendee would convene a roundtable with the assistant deans for discussing his or her experiences and the “action plan.”

New Plan:

I. Ohio University may want to consider purchasing an institutional membership with NACADA. Although this is not really financially sensible since it covers only the cost of one representative, there could perhaps be an advantage in being institutionally affiliated with the group.  

II. The Provost’s Office will establish a fund for the purpose of professional development through advising, i.e. the sending of representatives to NACADA events, including but not limited to the Summer Institutes, and the national, regional, and administrative conferences.  

III. University College and the University Academic Advising Council (UAAC) will be responsible for overseeing the organization of the initiative and will ensure that the process takes place each year.  A professional development subcommittee of UAAC will be created. Though its members will vary in years to come, it must include the dean of University College and the chair of UAAC.  At this time, the committee should include the contributing members to this document and perhaps a few others from the executive committee of UAAC. 

IV. Information about NACADA and its many events will be disseminated throughout the University (including regional campuses). The UAAC will serve as an optimal location for such dissemination, though other routes of communication should be sought out as well. A list of OU’s NACADA members and those who have attended NACADA-sponsored events should be compiled and maintained.  

V. Each year applications will be accepted from the colleges and reviewed. The money in the fund will then be allocated on the basis of need and credentials.

VI. Applications will be accepted from administrators and faculty, including those located on regional campuses.

VII. In this process, the Provost’s Office, in consultation with the deans and assistant deans, will determine whether there is a need, during any given year, to send a team of faculty and administrators to an event such as a NACADA Summer Institute, through which larger institutional problems could be addressed (as opposed to problems isolated within a particular academic unit). For example, one such institutional issue might be adviser assessment.

VIII. Each year, the chair of the UAAC will attend one NACADA event, as a part of his or her responsibilities. Thus, in the application process, this position will be given priority.

IX. When the representatives return from their NACADA events, they will lead a round-table discussion with their respective circles. So, for instance, a chair of a department would hold a departmental meeting and would give a presentation at a meeting of the chairs and directors. An assistant dean would meet with the other assistant deans and pass on their information through their individual college. And so on. The representative will be required to agree to hold such an informational meeting upon the submission of his or her application. Many of these informational meetings would be best if conducted early Fall Quarter.  Units may also want to consider a one-day retreat as an alternative vehicle for discussing this material.  

X. During Fall Quarter, in addition to the individual meetings, the Provost’s Office, perhaps in collaboration with Student Senate and the UAAC, will hold a “Lunch and Learn,” where presentations and free food will be provided.  Following the presentations, there will be an open forum for discussion.  

XI. The College of Arts and Sciences recently established an advising award which will provide a $1,000 stipend and a free membership to NACADA.  The college office will receive recommendations from the departments.  In addition to supporting advising in general and to being in exact accordance with the objectives of Student Senate, such an award will assist this plan directly.  Not only will it bring a new member to NACADA, it will also, if involvement with NACADA is considered in the selection of the award recipient (or established as criteria), provide a material incentive for involvement. In addition, the Honors Tutorial College recently established a "Distinguished Mentor" Award that allows seniors to nominate their thesis advisers.  Each college should consider providing such an award.  Perhaps the Office of the Provost could finance each of these awards, but that is just a possibility that depends on the provost’s budget.  

XII. There is also an institutional advising award from NACADA, which the University may want to pursue.

Implementation Steps:

I. Present proposal to Provost Krendl and Associate Provost David Descutner, requesting their endorsement.

II. Present proposal to Deans Council and Assistant Deans Council, requesting their endorsement.

III. Present proposal to UAAC during its Spring 2006 meeting (meaning the first two steps should be completed prior to this meeting).

IV. Present proposal to committees, such as the Vision OHIO Undergraduate Priorities Committee, for possible incorporation into institutional documents, and at the very least, for the purpose of a comprehensive communication (this step can be done in tandem with step III and does not necessarily need to follow it).  

Fall 2005

Ohio University

Advising Inventory 

Compiled by Ohio University Student Senate’s

Academic Affairs Commissioner

Patrick Heery

(More details are available in an Excel worksheet) 

“In fact, good advising may be the single most underestimated characteristic of a successful college experience.” – Richard J. Light, Chronicle of Higher Education (2001)

Variances in Department Size and Discipline (The chair and/or advising coordinator state…)
· Classics:  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1That given the small size of the department, faculty work more effectively with informal rather than formal consultation.
· Geology: That the small nature of the department creates a strong net of communication, so that everybody sees one another.
· Geology: That  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1the informal meeting between coordinator and new faculty is probably best because at most there will be one new faculty member in any given year.
· Linguistics: That since new faculty are added slowly with  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1no more than one a year, a department. workshop for new faculty would not be very feasible.
· Physics:  That the small size (along with research emphasis) creates tight personal interaction.
· Teacher Education: That faculty numbers have been reduced from approximately 20 to 14 over recent years, while student population has remained the same or increased.   
· Music: That  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1applied study (one-on-one with faculty) for all students and in almost every degree (for all four years) provides many advising opportunities.
· Theater: That the school is a very intimate and tight “family” due to nature of the discipline and size.
· College of Health and Human Services: That  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1most majors do not start out in the college, but transfer in after their first quarter.
Tentative Conclusions: No single advising model will be successful because of the high variance in department sizes and natures of discipline.  Advising, for obvious reasons, is easier, or at least more successful, in departments that have smaller student populations and/or have disciplines that emphasize research or fine arts in which there is a high degree of one-on-one student interaction with faculty.  Note that the School of Art, for example, has a large student population but because of the nature of its discipline performs well in academic advising.  There are many variables that should to be considered.
Assignment of Advisees
· Biological Sciences created a position that involves SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1 asking students what they are looking for and what their interests are. They are then assigned to a faculty member who meets those needs.

· Economics: Students are free to request a specific adviser, but rarely do students take advantage of this opportunity.

· English: An idea not yet in practice --  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1send incoming students to the department Web site to read faculty bios and rank their preferences for advisers.

· History:  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Would prefer to do it by interest, but certain fields, particularly U.S. history, would be swamped.  There would be a highly uneven distribution of advisees.

· Fine Arts majors are usually assigned on the basis of interest/field/profession.

Tentative Conclusions: Assigning students to advisers by interest or profession, though always desired, is easier in some fields (e.g. Fine Arts and Natural Sciences) than others (e.g. Humanities).  In addition, it often is not possible to make such an assignment until after the freshman year.  Perhaps many departments would benefit from considering having certain advisers advise only freshmen. Then after their freshmen year, students could be paired up with faculty in their fields.  

Contacting Advisees
· Chemistry: Advising coordinator sends an e-mail to students informing them of professors who are on sabbatical or otherwise not available for advising.  She also sends out an e-mail to all majors informing them about the dates of advising, how to go about signing up for an appointment, how to find out who their adviser is, and specific information about classes, etc. Most professors (if not all) send out an e-mail to their advisees as well.
· Geography: Notes the importance of  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1receiving advisee list and e-mailing students ahead of time.

· Geography: Notes that a  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1list of majors should be sent to the chair who can then send out a message to all students at the beginning of the quarter.

Tentative Conclusions: Chairs should consider e-mailing the students in their departments and schools, particularly freshmen (of course, this will require having those lists available to the chairs).  Advisers should e-mail their students before advising week, regardless of the presence of a  DARS Fest. Because of  listserv capabilities, those with a high number of students should be just as capable of sending out e-mails as those with a smaller number (only one e-mail needs to be created).

DARS Fest
· Chemistry: tried DARS Fest but has not been successful thus far; difficulty getting students to attend.

· History: Has considered eliminating DARS Fest, but unsure if department could continue advising without it because of advisee load.  

· Physics: Students have stated that they do not want DARS Fest.

· Political Science:  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1As a part of the Fundamental Redesign of Curriculum (1998) the department conducted focus groups, which gave rise to a number of complaints about advising, particularly the “hassle” of getting DARS forms from advisers. This led to the creation of DARS Fest. The research also noted need for group activities (peer to peer).

· Hearing, Speech, and Language Sciences:  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1DARS Fest with advising announcements. There are four fests each quarter, one for each year (i.e. freshmen, sophomores, etc.).  Sessions are required, as noted in the signed advising policy. Advisers and students break up into small groups.  The school indicates that these have been very successful.

Tentative Conclusions: Opinions about DARS Fest vary widely and it is not yet conclusive whether it meets advising needs or not (though it seems probable that it fails to provide much more than DARS guidance).  There are some departments with large student populations who have not resorted to DARS Fest.  But given demands on faculty time, most large departments will probably have to continue DARS Fest unless more faculty are added (and these departments should not be blamed for responding to this reality).  In addition, more research needs to be conducted to determine its success possibilities (consider the findings of Political Science).  Whether a department has DARS Fest or not, every effort should be taken to provide students with career-- and  perhaps even personal advising, in addition to curricular advising.

Welcome Week and Other Ways of Reaching Students
· Chemistry: Welcome Week is helping. Students are able to see faculty in a more informal and less intimidating role. It is important opportunity to convey advising expectations.

· Physics:  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1students are shown “goals of undergraduate advising,” a sheet which has been created by the dept.

· Physics: First-year  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1students meet advising coordinator before their first advising week. 

· College of Business: All freshmen take one-hour mandatory orientation courses, BA100A and B, which are conducted by the Assistant Dean for Student Services.  This course goes over the DARS, scheduling, choosing a major, college procedures, etc. Each major makes a presentation to help students understand what that major is about.
· Art: The department provides checklists for required classes as complementary to the DARS.  

· Theater:  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Recently added an “audit.” There is one each quarter for a different year of students (i.e. freshmen, sophomores, etc.), in which students are given an examination of the DARS, a detailed look provided by Assistant Director Maureen Wagner.

· Health and Human Consumer Sciences:  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Advisers do a curriculum schedule with students in the fall for the whole year.

· Hearing, Speech, and Language Sciences:  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Students sign an advising policy.

· Nursing: Each student is sent a formal letter informing them of their adviser and his or her contact information.

Tentative Conclusions: Departments should consider making greater use of Welcome Week and PreCollege as opportunities to convey advising expectations (i.e. what the student can expect from his or her adviser, and what the adviser will expect of his or her advisee).  Keep in mind that UAAC and Student Senate, several years ago, composed a list of such expectations. Departments may benefit from giving students an advising policy, similar to the one implemented in Physics and in Hearing, Speech, and Language Sciences.  Having the policy signed by the student creates accountability, while telling the student this advising is to be taken seriously.  Curriculum checklists often serve as helpful additions to DARS.  

Supplementary Advising Methods (And Ways for Students to Voice Concerns)

· Geology: A  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1quarterly group advising session that covers specific topics and allows open time for discussion and voicing of concerns.

· Geography: Student organizations, such as the geography and meteorology clubs

· Philosophy: “Philosophy Circle” is a gathering of faculty and majors (and anyone else who is interested).  Also, Fall Quarter Philosophy Picnic.

· Physics:  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1“Society of Physics” is a student organization where concerns can be voiced.  

· Political Science:  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1At the beginning of the year, first-year students get together.

· College of Business: Peer mentor program where selected seniors are assigned to a group of freshmen to provide advice and assistance with adjusting to college.
· Accountancy:  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Faculty are encouraged to attend student organization meetings.

· College of Communication: An idea not yet in practice – Based on the premise that  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1peer advising is very important, there could be an initiative to have a student (senior or junior, maybe sophomore), in addition to faculty, paired to advise some freshmen. HTC already does this. Students would be given the contact information of the student adviser at Precollege. Student advisers, who could be drawn from the officers of student organizations connected with the college, would be able to put this on their resume.

· Nursing: a weekly pre-nursing advising group session.  

· Nursing: Student representatives on the various committees for the school can express concerns.

Tentative Conclusions: Student organizations and gatherings within the department are useful venues for advising discussion, though it is conceded that encouraging participation is difficult.  It is also important to have student representation on committees, or to bring in students to speak (for example, about their advising experiences).  Student/Peer advisers (formally or informally), in addition to faculty advisers, will probably prove very helpful in this process.  I strongly recommend considering incorporating some sort of peer mentoring/advising into departments’ policies.

Quality Maintenance
· Geology: The  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1undergraduate advising coordinator tries to keep an eye on quality: the advising group sessions indicate which students are on track and which are not; he or she monitors which advisers have students not graduating in four years.

· Geology: If enrollment increases, the department  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1will have to rethink its approach to advising. It may have to create an advising committee (instead of just the advising coordinator) of perhaps three people, one focusing on the first year, one on second and third years, and another on the fourth year.

· Communication Studies: The school has an  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1online student advising evaluation form (annual and anonymous) which identifies the adviser. Its data are distributed to each adviser and included in his or her annual report. There is approximately a 50 percent student-response rate.

· Journalism: The school has an  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1annual student advising evaluation form that is included in the tenure and promotion process.

· Art: Exit surveys for seniors: exit surveys are recommended by and used in many other departments, from Psychology to Music – all exit surveys should include advising questions, and probably an entire section devoted to advising.  

· Dance:  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1National accreditation – when the organization comes in, it looks into the files, examining student engagement and academic success. This provides an external means of evaluation.

· Health and Human Consumer Sciences:  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Student survey in the spring (names specific adviser) but it has a very low return rate. It is stapled on the student’s DARS. It has not proved very helpful and has led to no changes, though it is included in promotion and tenure dossiers.

Tentative Conclusions: The Advising coordinator plays a significant role here.  Student advising evaluations, similar to course evaluations, will provide a formal mechanism to gauge individual quality.  Departmental research is also important. Many departments have encountered the very real barrier of limited student interest or participation.  We need to discuss ways to overcome this barrier.  Please note the third bullet-point under “Mechanism for Record-Keeping.”

Before OU
· Geography:  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1The department reaches out to high school prospective students who contact the chair (10 or ll interviews).  Notes the importance of  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1reaching students in the eleventh grade in high school in order to facilitate the academic and social transition to college.

· Physics: One major problem is the lack of effective advising in high school.

Tentative Conclusions: Focusing on students only once they have arrived at OU is incomplete.  Problems begin in high school.  Part of the purpose of advising is to facilitate the transition from high school to college.  This may require more of a University effort and an increased focus on partnerships with high schools.

Career Advising
· Geography:  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1For the past two years, the department has done a career day for majors. Alumni are brought into discuss successful strategies, career opportunities, etc.

· Physics: A study conducted  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 112-15 years ago recognized a greater need for career advising.

· Accountancy:  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1holds a weekly meeting between students and faculty to discuss careers (every student beginning an accounting major takes Accounting 101 and is given credit for attending two of these meetings).

· Accountancy:  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1one professional must visit each class each quarter.

· Management Systems: An idea not yet in practice: the  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1dept. could develop a sheet listing careers and other professional information.

· Telecommunications: the internship coordinator within the college is very helpful, according to faculty.

· College of Engineering:  “Few faculty do much career counseling.”
Tentative Conclusions: Alumni and other professionals constitute a useful resource with regards to career advising, which is an important part of academic advising.  Many faculty acknowledged their distance from the career world – a fact that hinders their ability to provide such advice.  

Alternative Advising Structures
· History: A cadre of six faculty, in addition to one or two early retirees who enjoy advising, is designated for the role of advising. Advising is their only service commitment.  No other faculty advise (formally). Since these faculty volunteer for the advising role, and since their committee has a chair who can guide the group, it is assumed that they not only want to advise, but will perform well. 

· Physics: The chair assigns 20-25 percent of all faculty an advising role.  The chair works to ensure an equitable workload among faculty and endeavors to choose those faculty best suited for advising (i.e. enjoy it; perform well). Another four or five faculty volunteer to advise undecideds.

· Dance:  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1One Friday each quarter from 3 to 5 p.m. (the students chose this time) faculty must be in their offices to facilitate advising. This ensures that faculty can consult one another if they have questions, and gives students a set time when they know they can reach any faculty.  (But, obviously, this is not the only time students can meet with advisers)

· Dance: Administrative staff play an important role by providing informal advising to students. (Nursing makes the same point).

Tentative Conclusions: Once again it must be emphasized that there is no single universal advising model.  Many of these structures, such as those of History and Physics, are a result of the recognition that many faculty are simply not suited for advising, that faculty should do what they do best.  At the same time, we have to question whether it is appropriate to take advising away from some faculty.  It is not the purpose of this report to say whether it is or not.  It is advised that such innovative models be considered.  Having all faculty in their offices at the same time, such as the model provided by Dance, may be worth considering as well.

Mechanisms for Record-Keeping
· Management Systems: An idea not yet in practice – Faculty should record time and date when students attend advising sessions each quarter.

· Communication Studies:  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Students who do not meet with their adviser must sign a form saying they did not come before they can obtain the DARS from the office.  

· Fine Arts (in the interests of anonymity, the school name will not be given): (a suggestion)  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Consider adding to the DARS a course entry for advising, which would provide credit to the student for having attended advising sessions, but which would not hinder graduation, creating a paper trail (records of each session) for the advising situation of each student. There would thus be a record of every session. It would be a course (credit given to faculty and students) and thus, it would have to be evaluated for all courses must be evaluated.

· Theater:  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Issue of documentation – advisers need to take and file notes for every advising session.

· Health and Human Consumer Sciences: The full-year curriculum schedule, described earlier, can be used to show whether students came into advising or not. They can’t say they didn’t know.

· Hearing, Speech, and Language Sciences: The signed advising policy acts as a record.

Tentative Conclusions: It is important that departments maintain a paper trail, so that if a problem ever arises, it will be easy to determine whether the fault lies with the student, the adviser, both, or neither.  The suggestion from one of the Fine Arts schools ought to be taken seriously, while recognizing the difficulty and discussing the merits of such a change.  

Importance of Administrative Support (in the interests of anonymity, departments are identified by colleges)

· Arts and Sciences: There is a need for a section in the college tenure and promotion dossier requirements to explicitly identify advising.

· Arts and Sciences: This is a college issue; if the college will take it into consideration, then the department will.

· Arts and Sciences: Need for incentives/compensation/resources.

· Arts and Sciences: The real problem is large freshman classes.

· Arts and Sciences: Understaffed.

· Arts and Sciences:  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Perhaps we should consider advising as a class/course, and count it as an equal part of workload. 

· Arts and Sciences: There is a need for a handbook for advising undergraduate students, perhaps more college or department focused than the University College one.

· Business:  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Advising needs to be its own stand-alone category, or needs to be moved up to the teaching category. This will take a Universitywide standard--the deans need to be mobilized by the Provosts Office.

· Business: A SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1dvising should be considered in annual evaluation of chairs and deans, thus motivating them to push for better advising among their faculty.

· Communication: (ALREADY IN PLACE) The  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1L.J. Faculty Mentor Award ($1,500 stipend). Faculty are nominated by alumni. It is an annual, college-wide endowed award (gift from alumnus). The dean chooses winner in consultation with advisory board.

· Communication: The University needs to show (in more than just words) that advising matters.

· Fine Arts:  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Departments need to be given work-study money to conduct research.  This will contribute to national prominence.

· Health and Human Services: It is  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1difficult to administer compensation for advising, particularly since some program or person may be overlooked. It would be best if decentralized. Funds could be distributed to each school. The chair or advising coordinator could then distribute the funds to those worthy of acknowledgment. It should not be a competition.

· Health and Human Services: An  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1initiative needs to be conducted by the deans and Provosts Office.

Tentative Conclusions: It is the general consensus among departments that the University (the president and the provost), the college (the deans), and department chairs need to communicate, both in words and materially (i.e. compensation and/or inclusion in promotion/tenure), the importance of advising for any real changes to take place.  This is a cultural change, and will require substantial support from the top.  That said, there are some changes, some of which are listed in this document, which are possible simply as department efforts.    

2.21 Adding a Second Universitywide Honors Education Track

To: Implementation Team Committee Members

From: Ann Fidler, Honors Tutorial College

Re: Adding a Second Universitywide Honors Education Track

Purpose of the Proposal:  This proposal is a response to a widely perceived University need.  Recruiting larger numbers of high-ability students is a goal that has been endorsed by two separate enrollment management committees, a Universitywide resource committee, and the Noel-Levitz enrollment consultants retained by the University.  The quality of an entering class greatly influences the academic climate on campus and also contributes to the capacity of our institution to make progress in the realm of national prominence.  Devoting human and material resources to recruiting such students seems legitimate in light of the broad support for this goal and should not be construed as a retreat from efforts and resources dedicated to recruiting students in other ability categories.  Ohio University has a long tradition of both promoting access and undertaking innovative honors education.
Background:  Below is a chart describing the current landscape of honors opportunities available to incoming students.  

	Entity
	Description
	Available to Freshmen

	Honors Tutorial College
	Multi-disciplinary hosted in 7 colleges with 26 total majors
	Yes, within established majors

	Templeton Scholars
	Multi-disciplinary, no field of study restrictions
	Yes, but restricted to multicultural students

	King-Chavez-Parks Scholars
	Multi-disciplinary, no field of study restrictions
	Yes, but restricted to multicultural students

	Cutler Scholars
	Multi-disciplinary 
	Yes, but many scholarships tied to specific regions or high schools

	ROTC Scholars (Army & Air Force) 
	Some restrictions as to field of study for Air Force ROTC Scholars
	Yes, but restricted to candidates for officer training

	College of Communication Scholars
	Specific to students enrolled in the College of Communication
	Yes, but college-based

	Copeland Scholars
	Specific to students enrolled in the College of Business
	Yes, but college-based

	Stocker Scholars
	Specific to students enrolled in the College of Engineering
	Yes, but college-based


The Colleges of Fine Arts, Arts & Sciences, and Health & Human Services do have some honors opportunities (generally through school or departmental honors programs beginning in the junior year, but these academic units do not have college-specific programs that are available to freshmen. The College of Education does not have any honors education opportunities other than the HTC Secondary Education Licensure Program.  

The current configuration of options provides honors experiences for less than 5% of the entering freshmen class (assuming all honors programs are operating at their full capacity).  Having a greater number of freshmen honors opportunities is crucial to the recruitment of high-ability students.  The Honors Tutorial College offers a specialized form of honors education which is heavily resource-dependent. While new majors will be added to HTC in areas of high demand, it would be impossible to mount a tutorial program in every department or school. As a consequence, if Ohio University wishes to increase its ability to attract more academically talented students, it makes sense to try and expand nontutorial honors opportunities available to freshmen (while insuring that there are sufficient means of accommodating “late bloomers.”)   

The Goal:  The goal should be the provision of meaningful and nationally distinctive honors education that complements and expands existing offerings.  
· Too often honors education at the University level consists of offering “honors” sections of particular courses. This approach, which Ohio University has not taken, is the primary modus operandi of the majority of honors programs at most institutions of higher education, including our peer institutions.  While this configuration can provide an honors student with valuable enrichment opportunities, it is rather limited and prone to decay if not combined with a more structured and integrated academic experience.

· Ohio University already has a distinct national profile in honors education because of the Honors Tutorial College.  Consequently if making a second Universitywide honors track is deemed to be of strategic importance, we should aim for something unique that ties tightly to the historic mission of the University.

· One possible avenue for constructing a second distinctive honors track is to create a program that develops crucial academic skills by teaching students how to address significant issues through the mechanism of applied research.

What Would It Look Like?:  What follows is a general sketch of a possible configuration.  
· Duration = a two-year program (freshmen and sophomore years).  Any incoming student regardless of major who met established criteria would be eligible to apply. A selection process would be developed.   

· First year spent in seminars (one per quarter with a maximum of 20 students) designed to equip students with the knowledge necessary to weld skills and ideas together to address 21st century problems.

· Second year spent in work groups, seminars, and practicums developing action plans concerning issues of significance and undertaking their implementation.  

· At the conclusion of the two years, students who successfully complete the program would be eligible to be designated as 1804 Honors Scholars. They would be encouraged to continue their honors education by pursuing departmental and school honors programs if available.

· Role of HTC

· Students admitted to the second honors track would not be members of the Honors Tutorial College.  Consequently, it would not be a degree-granting institution.  Students would graduate from their respective colleges. 

· HTC would oversee recruitment and admission activities, along with the general administrative tasks and academic accountability associated with this program. 

Budget:  Below is a description of estimated costs.  All figures are based on a two-year program serving 100 students.
Faculty Costs  

All seminars should be taught "on-load."  Course buyouts would be one way of insuring that honors seminars could be taught on-load without undercutting departmental instructional needs.  If a course buyout is not an option for a department, perhaps funding could be used to augment summer salary.  

· $5,000 is used as the basic costing unit--ten faculty would be needed to staff six seminars per year.  Funding needed:  $50,000.  

Administrative Costs  

· Annual stipend for a faculty member given the administrative assignment of the program director: $5,000 

· Part-time administrative assistant:  $20,000  

· Initial startup costs associated with developing recruiting/publicity materials, Web site, etc.:  $20,000*  

· Annual 3-9 costs: $3,000  

· Annual funding for student research costs: $2,000  

GRAND TOTAL FOR INITIAL YEAR OF OPERATION = $100,000

*Once these elements are in place, it should be possible to operate the program on a budget more in the range of $80,000-$85,000.    

Curriculum:  The chart that follows presents an initial attempt at a proposed curriculum.  A few things to keep in mind:
· The curriculum presented in this document is only a place to start.  Any further development of the curriculum should take place in a small faculty work group.

· The keys to the success of the type of program outlined are the participation of faculty who excel in this type of teaching and the identification of intellectually compelling problems capable of engaging and sustaining student interest.  

	YEAR


	SEMINAR
	TENTATIVE DESCRIPTION

	FIRST YEAR - Fall
	INQUIRY & IDEAS
	Study of historical examples of attempts to resolve problems.  The goal would be to illustrate challenges and ambiguities in problem-solving, and to promote critical thinking.

	FIRST YEAR - Winter
	TOOLS OF INQUIRY (GENERAL, FIELD-SPECIFIC)
	Introduction to the basic tools of inquiry critical to the general field of study of a student. These tools would be presented/explicated in light of how they were used to tackle a specific problem. Seminars would be offered in the natural sciences, social sciences, fine arts, and humanities.  

	FIRST YEAR - Spring
	INTRODUCTION TO APPLIED RESEARCH
	Nuts and bolts of applied research. Introduction to this subject centered on the exploration of a specific issue. Would mingle students from different disciplines.

	
	
	

	SECOND YEAR - Fall
	RESEARCH BACKGROUND & STRATEGY
	Acquisition of background knowledge on an assigned issue.  Construction of a prospectus with proposed research questions and approaches to inquiry.

	SECOND YEAR – Winter
	RESEARCH WORK/

INITIAL IMPLEMENTATION
	Pursuit of research, construction of proposed solution, and formulation of possible means of implementation. 

	SECOND YEAR - Spring
	RESEARCH WORK CONTINUED/

IMPLEMENTATION/

PUBLIC PRESENTATION OF RECOMMENDATION/IMPLEMENTATION 
	Completion of research or implementation plan, implementation if feasible, followed by a public presentation of research work.  


--End of Document-

2.22 Expansion of ONCA and consolidation of its support in the base budget.

OFFICE OF NATIONALLY COMPETITIVE AWARDS

Proposal for Vision OHIO Implementation Teams

In the realm of national prominence, one of the specific goals contained in “Vision OHIO” is to “support programs that encourage and support faculty, staff, students, and alumni to apply for nationally competitive awards, honors, and memberships in prestigious academies and societies that enhance the national prominence of the University” (p. 8, suggested metrics associated with this goal are on p. 24).  In the past three years, the University has seen the value of having a program designed to assist students in competing for national and international awards.  The current staffing configuration is not sufficient to allow for continued growth in numbers and types of individuals served, and numbers and types of awards facilitated.  Currently ONCA is staffed by a part-time (.83 FTE) director, a half-time administrative assistant, and three faculty fellows who receive modest honoraria for their services.  The budget below requests expansion of ONCA’s current staffing level so that it may make its expected contributions to the growth of national prominence.


Assistant Director Position for ONCA:
$68,300


Base salary:  
$52,000


Benefits:
~$16,300

Additional Operating Budget 

to support Assistant Director:

$7,000

Irene Weigly to go fulltime with 

ONCA.  Additional secretary for HTC:
$43,258

Base salary:
~$30,000


Benefits:
~$13,258



TOTAL REQUEST:

$118,558 annually

2.25 Calendar changes - drop the winter break, and/or move to semesters (if held financially harmless)

Committee members’ opinion is that all of them would all prefer to be working in a semester system, but they do not like the cost in their time of changing. This we believe underlies much of the opposition to making the change from quarters to semesters. The educational arguments pro and con of semesters v quarters have been discussed sufficiently and are well-documented at http://www.cats.ohiou.edu/%7Ecstf/index.htm. There appears to be no academic justification for the current system; it was put in place for very dubious reasons and never demonstrated savings in energy.

The proposed committee needs to consider all the costs and how they are to be paid for. These costs include the time faculty will spend rewriting the curriculum, the loss of enrollment during the transition, the lost opportunities in terms of research grants and other scholarly activities that will not be undertaken, the cost of changes to the student information system to enable the transition, and the cost of staff to support the change in colleges, provost’s office, registrar’s office, the scholarship office and many other important areas of the University, where the impact of the change will cause additional costs in dollars, time and lost opportunities.

[back to appendix]

2.29 Integration of the Program Review process to the University Academic Plan.

As we move to Responsibility-Centered Management (RCM) or Responsibility-Centered Budgeting (RCB) it will be necessary to develop quality measures to ensure that there is not a “race to the bottom” as managers reduce costs without regard to the quality of the education or scholarship that is being produced. The key to this is to keep the University Curriculum Council (USS) control of the curriculum in the hands of the faculty, ultimately through UCC. The proposal is that not only should academic programs be reviewed every seven years, but also academic support units. This means that all will be required to produce quality measures by which they can be judged. In doing this, all need to follow Einstein, “Not all that can be counted counts, and not all that counts can be counted.” It is also proposed that the effort put into these reviews is increased and rewarded since it is to be such an important part of implementing the Academic Plan.

In developing the outline for the revisions to the review process, we consulted with John Ryan, assistant provost with responsibility for the review process at OSU.
 We also recommend the program review Web site of Northwestern University. They have been mentioned by many as a model and a leader in reviewing both academic and academic-support programs.

For reference, on the next page, are our current Program Review guidelines. We have only one internal reviewer and one external reviewer, and the provost does not get a report until after UCC has approved, or not, the review. There are no automatic deadlines or consequences for ignoring the process, other than if the self-study is late, in which case UCC will not process any courses or program changes for the relevant program. There is also no accountability path for any recommendations that are approved by UCC. In general the review is not acted on after UCC’s approval until the next seven-year review, when it may be referenced.

.

UNIVERSITY CURRICULUM COUNCIL 

Ohio University Self-Study Guidelines for Academic Assessment: 
Program Review (Undergraduate and Graduate)

The following guidelines for academic assessment are designed to integrate various assessment procedures on campus. In order to eliminate redundancy of effort and promote cohesiveness of the assessment process, annual student outcomes are integrated with broader program review, and both graduate and undergraduate program reviews occur simultaneously. 

With the approval of the University Curriculum Council and (where they have an accredited graduate program,) Graduate Council, programs undergoing academic assessment that are externally accredited may schedule their academic assessment review to coincide with their accreditation review/s and such programs can substitute portions of their accreditation reports as part of their self-study report. 

A typical self-study report would consist of approximately 15 to 25 pages of double-spaced narrative organized in the various sections described in detail herein; General Department Information, Undergraduate Program Review, Graduate Program Review, and Departmental Summary. However, sections that do not apply can be omitted and others that are pertinent can be added. The major focus of the program review is on the time period since the last Ohio University review. In addition departments should highlight how they are meeting the goals of Vision OHIO. (Please note that “department” is used throughout these guidelines to refer to departments, schools, and other credit-generating units).  

“We will become a nationally prominent research University. We will increase the diversity of our students, faculty, administrators, and staff. We will continue to strengthen and expand our base of financial support. And we will increase partnerships throughout the region, the state, the nation, and the world.” President McDavis, Vision OHIO.
General Department Information
This section is to be completed by all programs undergoing review. The Office of Institutional Research (OIR) will provide centrally collected data relevant to the report. Additional information can be OIR at any time. 

Faculty Profile
OIR will provide, in tabular form a list of all faculty (Group I, II, III, and IV) participating in the program. The OIR list will include rank and tenure status; gender, race or ethnicity; and national origin for each faculty member. 

The department is asked to develop a profile of faculty characteristics and their accomplishments in the areas of teaching; research, scholarship, and/or creative activity; and service. Basic information included in the profile should consist of: 

1. Faculty degrees 

2. Years of professional experience 

3. Area(s) of specialization 

In addition, for the years under review indicate: 

1. Teaching and advising assignments at the undergraduate and graduate level 

2. Teaching innovations generated 

3. HTC students tutored 

4. Thesis and dissertation committees served on and chaired 

5. Teaching awards received 

6. Discipline appropriate measures of productivity in research, scholarship, and/or creative activity 

7. Grants or funding sought and received 

8. Service to the program, college, University, and profession 

9. Service to the community (local, state, national, international) as relevant to the mission of the program 

10. Additional information as deemed appropriate to the discipline 

The department is free to develop its own format for presenting information about the faculty. However, it might be helpful to use tabular formats to summarize quantifiable or brief descriptive information, along with brief narratives addressing more complex material. 

Programmatic Practices
Programs should summarize their practices in regard to teaching, research, and service. 

1. Teaching: Describe how faculty teaching assignments are made. Describe how decisions are made regarding which faculty teach graduate courses or participate on thesis and dissertation committees. Describe how advising assignments are made and indicate the typical advising responsibilities taken on by faculty. What is the role of nontenure-track faculty in meeting programmatic teaching responsibilities? How does the program provide mentoring in teaching for new faculty? When making decisions about salary raises and about promotion and tenure, how does the program evaluate the quality of faculty members’ teaching? Describe the use of graduate teaching assistants. What courses do they teach? How many courses does each TA usually teach? How does the program provide training for TAs? How does the program evaluate the teaching of TAs? Does the department provide awards/recognition of excellence in teaching for either/both faculty and TAs? 

2. Research, scholarship, and creative activity (RSCA): Describe how the quality of faculty RSCA is evaluated by the department. Indicate what kind of support the department provides to both new faculty and continuing faculty to assist them in their RSCA. How does the program provide mentoring in RSCA for new faculty? Does the program provide awards/recognition of excellence in RSCA? 

3. Service: Describe the department’s expectations for service by faculty. Does the program encourage and support specific kinds of service, e.g., serving as the editor of a professional journal? Does the program provide awards/recognition of excellence in service? Describe how faculty activities (whether through teaching, RSCA, or direct service) contribute to meeting the needs of society (e.g., cultural, economic, quality of life, work force development). 

4. Faculty configuration: Describe programmatic efforts to recruit and retain a diverse faculty. 

5. Interdisciplinary activity: Describe the level and type of interdisciplinary activity engaged in by faculty. Interdisciplinary is here defined as cross-discipline collaboration with other units in the same college, units in different colleges at Ohio University, or units in other universities. 

6. Partnerships outside the University: Describe partnerships with organizations that are outside the University and are not universities themselves: e.g., PK-12, business and industry, community organizations, etc. 

Adequacy of Resources
A description of the resources and facilities for the program will be available through OIR. It will include information on budget resources, support staff, graduate stipends, as well as space available to the department. The department should supplement this information by describing currently available library resources and computer resources for both faculty and students. This section should be concluded by an evaluative statement concerning the adequacy of resources and facilities for the goals of the program. 

Undergraduate Program Review
Departments are encouraged to draw upon their Annual Student Outcome Assessment reports wherever appropriate in addressing the following issues. 

Program Goals and Curriculum
Here, the curriculum, goals, and mission of the undergraduate program should be described. If a department has more than one program, each program should be addressed separately. The department is asked to state clearly the goals of the undergraduate program and its anticipated student learning outcomes. The department should describe the curriculum--including the course and hour requirements, opportunities for synthesis, efforts to incorporate diversity issues, research opportunities provided, etc.—and discuss how this curriculum constitutes a coherent program of study aimed at accomplishing the goals and mission of the program. Any changes in curricular content or delivery since the last review should be described, as should any anticipated changes in the immediate future. Efforts to assess student learning and to ensure that the curriculum is current and relevant should be addressed. It is particularly important to articulate how student learning assessment has led to changes in curriculum and/or pedagogy that, in turn, led to improved student learning. 

Faculty
The department is asked to discuss the adequacy of faculty resources, as described in the faculty profile, for fulfilling the undergraduate program’s mission. 

Students 

This section should describe: 

1. The number and quality of students who applied, were accepted, and enrolled as majors in the program for each year since the last review. Measures of quality can include test scores, grades, and other appropriate measures. 

2. The current number of majors in the program, by year. 

3. Demographic characteristics of the current majors (e.g., gender, race/ethnicity, national origin). 

4. The number and majors of students taught by the program for the last three years in service to other departments. 

OIR will assist the department by providing relevant information on these topics. 

The department should describe the admissions process for the program. What are the admissions requirements? What strategies are used to recruit students, including those that are highly qualified, have special talents, and/or are from underrepresented groups? How does the above student profile fit with the mission of the undergraduate program? 

Graduates
Using data provided by OIR or gathered by other means, departments should report the retention and graduation rates of students in their program, the average time-to-degree for these students, students’ satisfaction with their educational experience at Ohio University (while enrolled and/or afterwards), and students’ employment after graduation. 

Graduate Program Review

Although departments are not required to formally assess student outcomes at the graduate level, they are strongly encouraged to measure these outcomes and modify their curriculum and/or pedagogy in light of these outcomes whenever possible. 

Program Goals and Curriculum
Here, the curriculum, goals, and mission of the graduate program should be described. If a department has more than one program, each program should be addressed separately. The department is asked to clearly state the goals of the graduate program and the major program foci. The department should describe the character of the curriculum including the course and hour requirements, comprehensive exams, research opportunities and requirements, thesis and dissertation requirements, and internship experiences. 

Two important issues for graduate programs are their centrality to study in the discipline and their vitality. The department is asked to describe the centrality of the graduate program to advanced study in the discipline. What is the ability of the program to make a particular contribution to the field? What special access does the graduate program have to unique on-campus facilities; non-University experts or collaborative institutions in the discipline; industrial or other support; and endowments or special funding opportunities? 

Regarding program vitality, the department is asked to provide evidence related to how dynamic and current the program is. Such evidence might include: 

1. How the environment of the graduate program promotes a high level of intellectual interaction among students and graduate faculty and with the larger academic community. 

2. How the curriculum changed during the period under review. 

3. How the requirements for the completion of the degree are deemed appropriate to the degree. 

Faculty
The department is asked to discuss the adequacy of faculty resources, as described in the faculty profile, for fulfilling the graduate program’s mission. For example, are scholarly activity and research funding appropriate for the program? Do faculty supervise an appropriate number of students? Is the desired range of specialization areas adequately represented among the current faculty? 
Students
This section should describe: 

1. The number and quality of students who applied, were accepted, and enrolled in the program for each year since the last review. Measures of quality can include test scores, grades, and other appropriate measures. 

2. The current number of students in the program, by year. 

3. Demographic characteristics of the current students (e.g., gender, race/ethnicity, national origin). 

4. The number and kinds of students taught by the program for the last three years in service to other departments. 

OIR will assist the department by providing relevant information on these topics. 

The department should describe the admissions process for the program. What are the admissions requirements? What strategies are used to recruit students, including those that are highly qualified, have special talents, and/or are from underrepresented groups? How does the above student profile fit with the mission of the graduate program? 

Graduates
Using data provided by OIR or gathered by other means, departments should report the retention and graduation rates of students in their program, the average time-to-degree for these students, students’ satisfaction with their educational experience at Ohio University (while enrolled and/or afterwards), and students’ employment after graduation. 

Doctoral programs must follow the Ohio Board of Regents Advisery Committee on Graduate Study (RACGS) guidelines for the review of state University doctoral programs, available online at http://www.regents.state.oh.us/mainpages/programs.html
Departments should also address some of the long-term achievements of their graduates. For example, do their graduates demonstrate preparation for career-long learning and success as indicated by periodic survey of career changes, job satisfaction, and relevance of graduate training to their career opportunities? Have graduates of Ph.D. programs published original scholarship or produced creative work within five years of graduation? What is the potential of program graduates to generate new knowledge or new initiatives in teaching, public service, and/or professional practice? 

Department Summary

This section should summarize the major strengthens, weaknesses, and needs of the undergraduate and graduate programs in relation to fulfilling their educational missions.
� � HYPERLINK "http://teach.citl.ohiou.edu/vision/" ��http://teach.citl.ohiou.edu/vision/� accessed 16 June 2006


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.lsa.umich.edu/urop/" ��http://www.lsa.umich.edu/urop/�, accessed 16 June 2006.


� Data from � HYPERLINK "http://www.ohiou.edu/instres/univ/peerstudy/index.html" ��http://www.ohiou.edu/instres/univ/peerstudy/index.html� on 6/6/06


� Based on a quotation from Metabrite at the request of ORSP


� E. Benjamin, New Directions for Higher Education no. 123, Fall 2003, 79


� Foundations of Excellence survey of Ohio University first year students and faculty, this a restricted access data base at � HYPERLINK "http://foetec.fyfoundations.org" ��http://foetec.fyfoundations.org� 


�  � HYPERLINK "http://www.ohiou.edu/instres/faculty/salaries.html" ��http://www.ohiou.edu/instres/faculty/salaries.html� 3 June 2006.


� � HYPERLINK "http://data.bls.gov/cgi-bin/cpicalc.pl" ��http://data.bls.gov/cgi-bin/cpicalc.pl� 3 June 2006


� There is a spreadsheet of additional data available for Patrick Heery or David Ingram


� OSU program review Web site � HYPERLINK "http://oaa.osu.edu/acad_program_review.php" ��http://oaa.osu.edu/acad_program_review.php�


16 June 2006


� Northwestern University program review Web site � HYPERLINK "http://www.adminplan.northwestern.edu/progrev/index.htm" ��http://www.adminplan.northwestern.edu/progrev/index.htm�
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