NEXT MEETING: 4:10 PM 24 September 2001, University Center Room 308.

Refreshments at 3:30 PM in the Faculty Lounge.

Lehigh University
MINUTES OF THE FACULTY MEETING

30 April 2001

Presiding:  Ron Yoshida (University Center Room 308)

FProvost Yoshida called the meeting to order at 4:10 PM.

1.

Minutes.  The minutes of the March 19 2001 faculty meeting were
APPROVED.

Committee Motions, Registrar Bruce Correll MOVED the four
customary motions for the June 2001 graduation [see Attachment 1]. The
motions were SECONDED and PASSED.

Professor Ed Kay, on behalf of the Educationaf Policy Committee,
MOVED a walver of the “10-Day Rule.” The motion was SECONDED and
PASSED. Professor Kay then MOVED a change to R&P Section 3.16
with a minor correction to strike the second ‘level” from the proposed
change [see Attachment 2]. The motion was SECONDED and PASSED.

Protessor Christine Cole, on behalf of the Graduate and Research
Committee. MOVED a waiver of the *10-Day Rule.” The motion was
SECONDED and PASSED. Professor Cole then MOVED a course title
change and description for Ed 451 [see Attachment 3]. The motion was
SECONDED and PASSED.

Unfinished Business. None.

New Business. Provost Ron Yoshida MOVED to incorporate the fitle
of Professor of Practice info R&P Section 2.12 [see Attachment 4]. The
motion was SECONDED.

Professor Rick Matthews asked whether Professors of Practice (hereafter
refarred to as "PoPs") would be considered voting faculty, and whether
PoPs would send appeals 1o the Personnel Commitiee. Provost Yoshida
answered in the affirmative to both questions.

Professor Bob Folk inquired as to the impact on the number of full-time
tenure-track facuity.



Provost Yoshida noted that PoPs would be of the highest caliber and
must have the approval of the faculty. |n response to the possibility of
creating two fiers of faculty, Provost Yoshida observed that PoPs bring
different talents that contribute to the mission of the university.

Professor Steve Krawied asked whether it would be possible to hire PoPs
to teach introductory courses exclusively. Provost Yoshida said that
would be for the faculty to decide.

Professor Richard Decker wonderad how PoPs would be different from
lecturers. It was noted that the PoP title would attract talented individuals
who might not otherwise choose to affiliate with Lehigh.

FProvost Yoshida identified three funding sources for PoPs: college
budgets, restricted funds, i.e., endowments, and soff money.

Professor Frank Gunter offered a friendly amendment placing a ceiling of
5 PoPs per college for the first 3 years.

Provost Yoshida stated he did not believe the amendment was “friendly.”
He said the university coutdn’t predict the need for PoPs or the cost. He
did note that reviews would take place after the third and fifth years.

Frofessor Geralde Vasconcellos ideniffied several leading universities that
employ PoPs — among them Michigan, Columbia and Harvard.

Professor Philip Blythe wondered whether PoP was the best description
or whether a "sexier” title might be developed.

Provost Yoshida ariiculated a 5-month discussion of the proposal failed to
produce a sexier title.

Dean John Chen expressed his support for the title noting it protects
academic programs, gives colleges flexibility in staffing, permits
interaction with practicing professionals and should enhance educationaj

guality.

Professor Sudhakar Neti related Personnel Committee discussions of the
iitle. He expressed agreement with Dean Chen and noted that the
Personne! Commitiee endorsed the idea of caps. He also stated that
PoPs do not help the university in the long-term. especially with respect to
scholarly output.

Professor Neti then MOVED to amend the proposal to establish a cap on



3.

PoPs equivalent to no more than 5 percent of the FTE fenure-track
faculty. Professor Jim Largay SECONDED the motion.

A rather animated discussion among several faculty ensued.

Protessor Ken Sinclair CALLED the question (the proposed amendment
to the original mation). The question was CALLED.

The amendment FAILED.

Professor Sinclair then CALLED the question on the eriginal motion. The
question was CALLED.

The original motion PASSED.

Committee Reporis. Professor Kay. on behalf of the Educational
Policy Commitiee, announced that Professor Elizabeth Fifer would be the
new chair of the committes.

Professor Ron Hariranft, on behalf of the Faculty Steering Cornmitice,
provided a repott on the state of university govemnance [see Attachment
5]. He noted it was his privilege to serve as chair of FSC and announced
that Professor Judith Lasker would be the next chair.

Professor Neti, on behalf of the Personnel Committee, provided the
committee’s annual report to the facutty [see Attachment 6]. He
announced that Frofessor Rich Aronson would be the new chair.

Professor Largay, an behalf of the Faculty Cempensation Commitiee
provided a year-end report [see Attachment 7] and announced that
Professor Neal Simon wilt be the new chair.

In response to a question about whether the FCC had made a difference.
Professor Largay said he believed FCC was ‘not doing any harm.’

Professors Roger Simon and Judith Lasker raised issues regarding the
Fhased Retirement Program and its discontinuance. In response, Provost
Yoshida stated that, after extensive discussion. the decision was made
not 1o renew the program.

Professor Gunter MOVED to suspend the rules so that the faculty
committee elections could be held. The motion was SECONDED and
PASSED.
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Professor Beall Fowler, on behalf of the Nominations Commitiee,
distributed election ballots.

Professor Bruce Hargreaves, on behalf of the Faculty Financial Flanning
and Operations Committee, prasented the FFPOC's annual report to the
faculty [see Attachment 8]. He noted the dramatic rise in exempt staffing
levels and the increase in the student faculty ratio from 10.7 in 1883 to
11.9 at present. He also peinted cut that the number of credits awarded
per faculty in the CBE has climbed 44% since 1993

6. Intellectual Property Policy.  Senior Vice President Nelson Markiey
updated efforts to draft a policy on intellectual property. He provided
background on the framework, noted the end of the process was in sight
and observed that the process was a constructive enterprise that shoutd
help recruit and retain good faculty.

7. Provost’s Repotrt. Frovost Yoshida began his remarks by
thanking the faculty for their support over the last § months. He noted
that Lehigh is in transition and articulated a number of issues and goals
including: the need to ask and address good questions; a proactive effort
at diversity; development of a productive faculty environment; and, the
tradeotf of dollars versus needs.

For the coming year. the provost emphasized the need for units to work
together to achieve university goals. He concluded his remarks by
reiterating his commitment to enhancing the academic infrastructure.

The meeting stcod adjourned at 6:00 PM

Stephen F. Thode
Secretary to the Facully
304 Eauch Business Center
(610) 753-4557

FAX: {(610) 882-9415
E-mail: sit&



Attachment 1

- - 27 Memarial Drive Wase
University Bethichem, P4 18015-30590

(610 F58-3200 Fax (61 7583198
hitp: fhomnlekigh edu

1 | EHIGH et

April 30 2001

GRADUATION MOTIONS

I That. with the approbation and consent of the Board of
Trstees signified by their mandamus, the
appropriate academic degrees be conferred at the
end of the surrent semester on those individuals
who shall have completed ail requiretuents fox
graduation no later than §:30 a.m. on Wednesday,
May 30, 2001, and that the President of the
Uuversity and the Secretary of the Faculty be
authorized to sign, on behalf of the Faculty,
diplomas issued to those individuals;

Tl.  That the appropriate graduation honors be awarded to
those individuals whose averages as compined
by the Office of the Registrar shail entitle them
to be graduated with honors, high honoers,
or highest honors, according to regulation 3.11.1
of the current edition of the Rules and Procedures

of the Faculty. '

1. That the Committes on Standing of Students be cmpowered
to act for the Faculty on any spectal cases
involving candidates for bachelor's degrees which
may arise between now and the close of the
semester; that the Graduate Commttee be empowered
to so act in cases involving candidates for

graduate degrees;

IV.  That prizes awarded to the appropriate mdividuals and
that the annowpeernent be ma_:_:lf: m the commencement

PTOZEIL.



Attachment 2

To: The University faculty
From: Edwin Kay, Chair
Educational Policy Committes

At the 30 April Unéversity Facuity meeting, on behali of the Educational Policy Committee, 1 will
ask the faculty to waive the “10-day rule” so that [ may move the enclosed motion to amend
R&P.

Motion: Revise section R&P 3.16 General College Division as follows {change is underlined)

3.16 Gencral college division

For admission Lo the general college division, the applicant must submit an apphcation at least one
month prior to the start of the semester in which they hope to enroll. The applicant must show
maturity, seiicusness of purpose, and evidence of ability to pursue with profit the program of
studies he or she desires. The student must have the established prerequisites for courses as he or
she wishes to enrell and may register for course up to and including the 300-level

Students accepted into the division as exchange students throvgh the auspices of the
Lehigh Abroad Office may take 400 level graduate lesvel Tourses with the approval of the

appropriate department chair and dean's office, Additional admissions reguirements may
he requested above those normally required for a student seeking admission inte the

division.

[The remainder of R&F 3.16 follows the above]

Rationale:
At prescnt there are no rules governing exchange students wishing to take 400-level courses.

Some foreign axchange students come fom institutions with 5-year programs whose content
extends beyond our nndergraduate corricolurn 8o that the students are well-prepared 1o take 400-

lzvel courses.



Attachment 3

Proposed Course Titie and Description Chanoe

Present Course Title: Edue 451 {Psyc 451) Theories of I earning

Proposed New Title: Educ 451 Applied Principles of Cognitive Psychology

Present Course Deseriplion:

In-depth study of major classical and contemporary earning theories. Review of
experimental research refevant to theores.

Proposed Course Description:

Basic principles and contemporary theoties of cognitive psychology will be covered.
espectally regarding the apphcation of these prineiples to educartion. Experimental
1esearch relevant to contemporary theories of cogmtive pavehology and the application of
ihese theories in educational settings will be reviewed.

Rationale:

The change in title and descripbon s proposed to 1eflect a change in the emphasis in this
course from a broad coverage of theoriss of learning to & more specific focus on
cognitrve pavehology and applications o educationat setrings. There are two reasons for
this change in emphasis. First, most of the contemporary reseatch in learning theory
emanates from the field of cognitive psyehology. Thus, this chapge is in keeping with
the cwrent divection of the field. Second, feedback from students who have taken this
course in the past highlighted & need to connzct theory and resesrch in cogmtive
psvohelogy to actyal applications in school settings. Tn response to this feedback, the
course currently is being taught with greater smphasis on the educational applications of
cognitive theary, and stadent 1esponse has generally been positive.

Rescurces Kequired:

There are no additional library materials, computing services, or other resources needed
bevond those already available for instruciors and students of this course.

Change in cross-listing of course:

Drop cross-listing with Psyehology Department.

Rationale:

The Psychology Liepartment has requested that we drop the cross-listing of this course
with their departmant. This course is tanght by College of Education faculty ard has
never been taught by Psychology Depastment faculty  There are no resource implications

of this change.



Attachment 4§

Provost Yoshida will present a motion to incorporate the title of Professor
of Practice as described in bold below into R&P as Section 2.12.

Proposed Additional Title Category and Terms

Az Lehigh strives to enhance its academic guafity, we must be known for the
excellence and innovation of our undergraduate. graduate and lifelong education
programs as weill as for highly distinguished research and scholarship. In
addition, Lehigh must take advantage of a number of opportunities by offering
programs that will advance the university s efforts to achieve its educational and
research goals. Tenure-track professors are the core of these efforts,

Over the last few months, the four deans have been working ciosely fogether, in
consultation with members of the Personnel Committee and the executive
commiftee of department chairs, to develop additional categortes and titles for
non-tenure track faculty appointments at Lehigh, which will allow us fo increase
our flexibitity in meeting our research and teaching missions. The speciiic title

being proposed at this time is:
» Professors of Practice

The Professor of Practice title is intended to enhance our flexibility in attracting the
hest faculty to Lehigh. It will also help us meet the staffing challenges that will

face us as our strategic initiatives unfold.

The Provost in consultation with the Personnel Commitiee, will review and
evaluate the usage of the Professor of Practice fitle in the third academic year
{2003-04) and in the seventh year (2005-08) following its implementation.

Prnfessnr'of Practice

As fields rapidly change, many practitioners are well suited to bring their recent
skills and wisdom to the faculty ranks. To aftract these professionais to the
university, and recognize their experience and expertise, the title of non-tenure
track Professor of Practice is proposed. Professionals appointed to these
positions will add instructional value fo university programs, enhance the
research or applied missions of their depariments, and permit the university fo
expand its current course offerings, often in culting-edge areas. Examples of
such Professors of Practice are as follows:

s Personnel from corporations who are on leave to teach at the university;
« Reftired K-12 superintendents, principals. and teachers;
» Corporate managers retired or currently employed; and



» [ndividuals with specialized applied skills such as architects. designers.
and photographers

There will be no rank differentials within the Professor of Practice title.
individuals will be appeointed Professcors of Practice for term contracts of
onhe to five years, with the approval of the voting faculty the appropriate
dean, and the provost Contracts may be renewed for specified terms,
subject to the approval of the faculty, dean, and provost Professors of
Practice will be considered non-voting members of the academic
department with which they are affiliated. However, at the discretion of the
department they may be invited to participate in some departmental
activities, excluding appointment and tenure/promotion decisions.

The funding for these pesitions may come from Lehigh funded budgets {hard
dollars} or contract or grant dollars  The funding levels for these positions may
range from 0% (no dollars — donated time} to 100% {complete funding during the

academic year).



FSC: Final report - University Sovermance 2000-2601 Attachment 5

Subject: FSC: Final report - University Governance 2000-2001
Date: Thu, 03 May 2001 07:25:01 -0400
From: "Ronald J. Hartranft" <rih2@Lehigh EDU:=
Organization: Lehigh University
To: "STEPHEN F. THODE <sft0@tehigh edu>

To. Steve Thode, secretary to the faculty
¢ Members of ESC and others
Subject: FSC: Final report - University Governance 2000-2001

I'm attaching the text of the report | gave at the faculty
meeting April 30,

Frof. Ronald J Hartranft

Dept. of Mech. Engr. & Mechanics
Lehigh University

19 Memorial Drive West
Bethlehem. PA 18015-3085

::_Phcne:ﬁ 10-758-4109>  =Maito:rdh2@ Lehioh adu=
<hifn.Arwnwy Lehigh.edus~Ah2ihZ . html=

The State of University Governance

{at Lehigh University)

Report of the Facully 3teering Committee for 2000-2001
Given April 30. 2001 by R. Hartrandt, chair

It has besn my privilege to serve as chair of the faculty steering commiliee (FSC) during this
academic year |l make a few observations later in this report on Lehigh's governance
system. But let me first say that it has been a pleasure to work with those of my colleagues
who also served an the sieering committee this year. In additicn to the four of us who were
elected to represent our four colleges, the committee includes representatives of five other

university committees. the president and the provost.

Judith Lasker is chair-elect of the committee and will begin her term as chair on July 1. As
chair of the FSC subcommittee on regulations and procedures, she has played a key roie this
year in the initial phases of the frustee-mandated review of "Rules and Procedures of the
Lehigh University Faculty. " More an that later Maft belone will be the 2001 - 2002 chair of the

subcommittee.

Regarding governance at Lehigh, this faculty almost always approves, and rightly o, the
recammendations of our faculty committees, But remamber that the final decisions are made
here, by this faculty, except for those areas in which the trustees have retained the final say. In
areas in which faculty committees are inactive the administration steps in to make the
day-to-day decisions. Our colleague, Beb Folk, has been reminding us every year of the
decreasing percentages of both people and budgets in the academic stem of the university.
One of the major shifts since the 1960s is unlikely to be reversed. Would you really want to
hear detailed reports from the dean of students on disciplinary actions? Such reports used fo
take a significant part of faculty meetings — 1 think 1 even remember a long discussion followed
f::ﬂ_s;1 _:? vote on sanctions to be applied to a fraternity whose members managed fo get caught
wnie ...

But | digress. The faculty can reassert themselves, but the price Is the diversion of even more

1 of2 2/13/01 9.47 AM
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of their time away from teaching and rasearch. The FFPOC {Faculty Financial Planning and
Operations Commiitee) has begun studying this issue ['m sure they will welcome your input.

On the matter of the review of R&F, yvou may wish to use your web browser to connect fo the
URL hitp/www. lehigh edu/~tnrp/ Nelson Markley, senior vice president, is conducting the
review with the advice of, and frequent meetings with, the FSC R&P subcommittee. Both
Melson and Judy have given reparts to this body an the process. The collaboration between
Melsan and the R&P subcommittee has been intense and cooperative. In much of the
following, I'li use "we' as shorthand for "Nelson Markley, with the advice of the FSC R&P

subcommiites "

Part of the review process involves creation of five task forces to study and make
recommendations to the facully on different sections of R&P. You may be able to influence
university policy without greatly adding to your workload. The proposed task forces can make
a major impact in a relatively short ffme. We have given President Farrington the names of
several of you as candidates for the first task force, on diversity and harassment. We expect
that he will soon be asking you to agree to serve, to begin work immediately, and to complete
your work by next spring. Other task forces will be formed over the summer and we hope that
they will be able to conclude their efforts by next summer

By setting up task forces as partnerships of several components of the university, we expect
net only that many points of view will be represented, but that there will be administrative
sippert, too. The support may be provided through the participation of staff members who
have special expertise as well as in the form of help from their secretarial staff

You may be interested in the last of the task forces we expect to propose -- on govemance
Several faculty have reminded us, as if we could forget, of the tremendous effort that went into
the proposal for a faculty senate a few years ago. As a member of Ed. Pal. at the time, | was
very aware that the core of that proposal would have restructured our committees. streamlined
our processes, and increased faculty influence, all for the better. | can't say | blame the faculiy
for rejecting the idea of the senate, but it did seem a shame to me that ail the work on other
aspects of university governance was wasted. Perhaps a task force on governance can review
the senate proposal, strike out references {o a senate. and use the remainder as the core of a
new version of the R&P section on governance.

| d like to highlight two important functions of the FSC, steering and communication. Let me
emphasize first the fact that the F5C does not vote on items discussed. That s the prerogative
of other faculty committees and the facully as a whole. Faculty infliatives may take any of
several paths to consideration by the university faculty. but the mast direct. as well as the most
comman, is through appropriate faculty commitiees. Proposals sent directly to the FSC would
be steered to one anyway. At meetings of the FSC, representatives from these commitiees
review their new business and provide updates on their progress on other items. Many iopics
spark lively discussions and elicit views from the perspective of other commitiees, who may
then opt to consider on their own some aspect of the topic. The president and the provost also
bring items to be discussed and provide their own points of view in the discussions

You can influence university policy. But you need to participate. Don't wait until a year from
now to worry about a task force report or commitiee recommendation. Be part of the process
and make sure the outcome will have the support of all members of the Lehigh family.

For next year, | wish you the best.

8M13/07 847 Al



Attachment &

REPORT OF THE FACULTY PERSONNEL COMMITTEE
April 30, 2001

As required by section 1 2.2.6 of the Rules and Procedures of the Faculty, the
Persennel Committee is making its annual report fo the faculty. We have three
responsibilities under R&F: to advise the administration on high-level appoinirnents; to
hear cases brought by faculty alleging arhitrary or capricious action in prometion and
tenure decisions; and bring to the faculty legislation regarding personnel issues. We

discuss briefly recent developments in these areas.
Since our Aprit 2000 annuai report, we had several requests for hearings and

have some pending cases, and we have not heard any cases appealing tenure cr
promotion decisions.

As you have witnessed, we have had a large turn over and some growth in the
higher levels of administration. We have had a busy year in this regard, and the
personnel committee advised the president on the appoinfments of the new provost
vice president for university relations, vice president for finance and administration,
interim dean of education, deans of engineering and education, the university general
counsel, and were informed of the appeoiniment of the new vice president for

government affairs.
We have had discussions with the administration on matters related to policies

on endowed chairs. additionai professorial titles, and policies under the Family and
Medical Leave Act. In the last case, we insured the continuation of Long Term Disability
it conjunciion with FMLA. We are in the process of looking at the review of R&P
currently undenvay.

As always. through ocut the year, we have rendered informal advice to both
faculty and administration on various personne! maiters. There is a lot of activity of this
kind, quite a bit more than one would imagine. Such informal discussions make for
better and smoother operation of the University in general and minimize the number of
formal cases that come 1o the committee.

The College of Arts and Sciences representative, Professor Roger Simon has
completed his five-year tenure with the commitiee and we thank him for his unfiinching
service. Professor Joan Spade, the at-large member of the committee is leaving the
University and we will miss her wisdom. As per the usual rotation, the chair of the
parsonnel committee next year will be Prof. J. Richard Aronson of the Economics

Department.
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Drafesser of Accouning

University
Department of A2 mmiTug
£21 Taylor Street
Befhlahem, FA 18015-3117
610.758.3£08 Fax 10750556423

g-srvail: fal3@iehiph edu
MEMORANDUM

April 30, 2001

10: Lehigh University Faculty Colleagues
FROM: Jin Largay, Chair, Faculty Compensation Committee Ozﬁ
SUBJECT: Final 2000-2001 Faculty Compensation Commitiee

The 2000-2001 Academic Year We Inherited

The past 1999-2000 acadernic year was an adjustment yvear for the Faculty Comperisation Commyittee. How the FCC
pursues its objective-of achieving fair and competitive faculty compensation—salary and benefits—had to adjust to
the perspective of a new Administration Publicly committed to fair and competitive faculty compensation, the new
Administration is unwilling to base salary adfustments on the aggregate database of prior years. Moreover, relations
between the FCC and the Administration were strained to the point where the FCC became marginalized We needed
a new working arrangement with the Admitsstration to reopen channels of communication, restore trust, and dévelop

a plan to raise faculty compensation to a higher priority.

During 1999-2000 we négotiateni a new operating agreement and formed a plan to base mmpmsatiﬁn adjustments
on data from more narrowly-construed comparative reference groups. Thus the FCC entered the 2000-200]1
acadermc year tempered by our experiences but cautiously optimistic '

The New Operating Agreement During 2000-2001

During 2000-2001 the FCC had ample opportunity to conamunicate our views to the Administration, as agreed, but
tow much tmpact we had is unclear. In compensation, more is better than less, and this year’s 4% inerement
represents an improvement over last year’s 3.5%. However, I attach a comparison of Tull Professor compensation
based on AAUP data prepared by our permanent but unofficial FCC consultant, Frank Gunter. Lehigh slipped to
85% place from 77™ in 2000-2001 even though 18% fewer schools participated in this year’s AAUP survey.

My impression is that the reference group exercise is proceeding imevenly across campus, especially In my own unit.
This is of great concern because these comparative reference group compensation data must be available before the
2002-2003 budget cycle begins if' we are to test the Administration’s commitment to competitive compensation.

Rﬂ'iew of Phased Retirement Program

We. malled an ll-quesﬁcn sirvey on the Phased sztammfmi ngra_m to the 17 colleagues partlclpatmg in the
program; 9 were returned. After reviewing these responses the FCC recommended (1) that the Phased Retirement
Program continue for at least another three years, {2) that the process be made more filendly and its conditions be
made more transparent and {3) that a mechanism be devised to address any issues/concerns that arise during
administration of the Phased Retuement Program. Nevertheless at a meeting on March 23 Provost Ron Yoshida
informed me—before the public announcement—ihat the Phased Retirement Program will not be extended. Try as
I could, though, I was unable to extract any explanation from Ron bevond the factual statement that the program 18

ending and it 15 time to move fc:rwa:rd
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Intellectual Property Folicy

As many of you know, Scoior Vice President Nelson Markley has been developing a policy in intellectual property—
what it is and who owns it—and sharing it with faculty and committees. Nelson briefed me individually and then
briefed the entire FCC on his latest draft. 1 had several comments; probably the most substantive invelved protecting
the Faculty's “Traditional Academic Rights” in intellectual property. In the draft’s hierarchical scheme of ownership
principles, I think that “Traditional Academic Rights” should top the Jist, and not have to survive the three ownersiip
prnciples ranked above it. Turge afl faculty mermbers to look sharply at the proposed intellectnal property policy.

Other Issues

At the March 23 meeting with Provost Ron Yoshida, when 1 was mforimed that the Phased Retirement Program will

not be continued, I made two other formal requests; '

1  We believe the availability of tuition remission to faculty dependents is a benefits 1ssue. Any proposed change
in policy is a serious matter and must follow the process that includes FCC mvolvement. We are formally
requesting that any restrictions on the ability of faculty dependents who are eligible for tuition remission to enroll
In summer courses, of to count toward minirmum required enrolliments in those courses, be deferred until next
year when the proper process can be caried out.

2. We think the campus will benefit fom a better understanding of the distribution of salary raises and how this
might be changing over the past few years. As you know we have been urging those malking compensation
adjustments to recognize that more faculty members are meritorious than previously thought and to assign more
of the raise pool to the department chairs. We sense some movement on these mafters and request that
documentation be provided. For example, understanding how the portions of the raise pool admiinistered at
different levels are changing and, perhaps the % of faculty in different deciles of the ralse distribution, will help.

Final Thooghts

During the past year the Faculty heard on several occasions from the Admimstration that Lehigh 's financial problems
are due to two principal developments:

1. Substantial secular decline in graduate tuibon revenue. _
2 Substantial secular decline in indirect cost recovery on externally-finded research projects

At the iast Umversity Faculty meeting Professor Krawiec asked for an analysis of what cause:d these developments.
The lateness of the hour precluded a comprehensrve response to that question.

In my opinion these problems have been laid at the Faculty s doorstep, as if the size of the Faculty and the cost of
compensating it are responsible for such financial difficulties. I can tell you from my vantage point in the Rauch
Business Center that during many of the last ten years Lehigh falled to react to challenges and exploit opportunities
For example, where were the investments needed to keep our gradnate programs, particularly the MBA program,
cutting edge, competitive and’ growing? Where were the investments in infrastructure needed to support major-
‘league funded research activities? Where were the investments that would have avoided, or mmimized, the need to
play catch-up signaled by the major new infiisions of rescurces in academic programs announced earker this year?

It has been my privilege to serve as Chair of the Faculty Compensation Committee for two }rea:s.' I urge you to
energetically support the ®CC, new Chair Neal Simon, and Vice-Chair Tina Richardson, in the next academic year.

Attachrnent
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—— DRAFT-—
Annuat Report of the FFPOC, Academic Y ear 2000-2001

Date: 30 April 200
£
Committee Members {(* continning next yeark: K%(
Bruce Hargreaves, chaw and At-Large Representative
{replacement by election 4/30/01)
Richard Decker. former chair and CEAS Representative
{replacement: Alastair McAulay, EECS)
Fim tall, CBE Representative
{replacement by clection 5/7/01)
"Ed Lotto, CAS Representative (fwo years remaining)
*Asha Jitendra, CE Representative (three years remaining)

Objectivey for this year

We set three pnmary goals for the year:

1 To improve communication with both faculty and administration on FEPOC issues;

2 Toidentify impocant issues in the financial planning and operations of the University
where we felt we could make a contribution;

3 To establish mechanisms and measurements to allow the administration and future

FTPOC"s to track I ehigh’s performance in key sectors in order to guide policy
decisions

Progress toward our objectives.

Communication. During the semester we developed content and hinks on a new FFPOC
Web page to provide a repository (for reports and other materiais) that is accessible to the
campus community, Currently there are four sections: Links to the FFPOC charge m
R&P, a list of commities members maintained by the Provost (moedified at our request to
provide links to members by email and to our Web page), a section with summary graphs
that limits access to those with a Lehigh user name and password, and a section with
FFPOC reports We intend to use the Web page to post information and notify faculiy
and administrators of new content via email.

Another aspect of commmmications is schedvling meetings with the provost, president,
and other members of the admxinistration on & regular basis. Several of these meetings
will in the next two weeks, We also plan to meet with new members soon {after elections
are completed) to provide some orientation to the FFPOC

Impoytant Isspes, Our pnmary concern, shared by many others, is determining how o
maintain Leligh’s strengths while af the same time moving strategically in new areas of
teaching, scholarship, and community service FFPOC’s traditional focus is on major
fiscal plans and budget Hems.




We hope to obtain an impottant perspective on fiscal strategy by comparing the annual
expenditure on “academics” by the top-rated national vniversities with our own
expenditures (as used by USNEWS in their anmeal rankings) We hope to obtain
comparative numbers later this year with the help of Lehigh’s Office of Institutional
Research. An we hope to be able to track the expenditure of one-time dollars from the

Lehigh 2020 Plan.

A kev fiscal issue is how funds are allocation relative to the academic mission of the
Umiversity. This year we became concerned about a recent growth in exempt staff
positions (75 added since 1993, offset by a loss of § slots at the non-exempt tevel),
During the same time the number of futltime faculty has declined by 6. Since 1993 the
undergraduate student facultv ratio has increased from 10.7 to 11.9 (counting all faculty,
including those in the College of Education). The mumber of credits awarded per faculty
in the College of Business and Economics has climbed 44% since 1993

The dollar impact of growth in staft positions is significant. The unrestrieted pool for
facuity salaries has grown by 4.6% per vear since 1997 while the exempt salaries have
grown by B% per vear, Tf the exempt stafl salary pool had grown at the same rate as the
faculty there would have heen S1.5M available to spend on something else. We cannot
jucdoe whether the expenses were justified or even whether they will continue {some may
have repregented Y2ZK staff whose job may now be done). Vet we have a concern that
hiring of additional staff may be too easy at Lehigh, and that a critical test of the benefit
of each position to the core mission may not have been passed

Concemns are rased frequently about the scholarly productivity of the facuity, but we
recognize constraints af [ chigh When examining data on grades and credits awarded per
facuky in cach college. but see large differences between colleges. These trends
undoubtedly reflect reduced participation in teaching when regearch is funded at a Ingh
level. Butit also means that each college has a somewhat different cuiture and that we
shonld not all be held to the same standard of research productivity. It should be possible
to equate teaching load with research load and assess the corresponding fiscal yield to the
university in each case. We expect that 1n cases of lugh intrinsic value of a discipline or
reputation of specific faculty the university should support a modest teaching load
together with a modest vield from funded research. But as a goal we would like to see
more balance so that these who wish to invest themselves more in teaching or in research
will have some latitude, while encouzaging all to participate in both areas to some degrae

Yracking Performance. FFPOC will continie to research such budget allocation and
performance issues in the future. We believe that comparisons of staff numbers with
other universities may be helpfutl, but only if the proper sufficient details are available to
discriminate between different styles of doing business (e.g. outsourcing versus services
provided by emplovees ). We are still hoping to find some measure of performance
appropriate for administeative gronps, and challenge our adnunistrative leaders to help
us. Hspecially useful, we believe, would be a comparison of average research doilars
per faculty and average annaal publications per faculty by college and average
credits awarded annuaily per faculty by college for reference universiiies.



