
UNIVERSITY FACULTY 
SENATE MEETING

FEBRUARY 9, 2011



•Call to Order
•Report from the Dean of Faculty (Bill Fry) 
•Approval of Minutes from December Meeting (Steve Beer) 
•Report from Nominations and Elections (Fred Gouldin)
•Resolution on senate protocols (Abby Cohn)
•Resolution from the Educational Policy Committee on “academic 
work during breaks” (Bruce Levitt)
•Discussion of University and Department Rankings (Marin 
Clarkberg, Institutional Planning)
•Good and Welfare

AGENDA



DEAN OF FACULTY REPORT
BILL FRY

FEBRUARY 9, 2011

• 2010 Weiss Fellows
• Congratulations
• Please nominate your colleague

• Response to Resolutions: 
• website 
• Responses Integrity and Matriculation  

• UFC meeting with Provost
• Calendar Committee 



Nominations due:   4 March 2011 

Paul Sawyer,  English 
“legendary course in Politics and 
Culture 

Robert Thorne, Physics
curricular innovations

Harry Greene, 
EEB, Non‐majors Bio, 
“ with passion and joy”

Robert Smith , ILR
brilliant teacher and mentor 













• 2010 Weiss Fellows
• Congratulations
• Please nominate your colleague

• Response to Resolutions: 
• website 
• Responses Integrity and Matriculation  

• UFC meeting with Provost
• Calendar Committee 



APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF
DECEMBER 8, 2010 - FACULTY SENATE MEETING

FEBRUARY 9, 2011



•FINANCIAL POLICIES COMMITTEE
•Ronald Ehrenberg, Chair, School of Industrial and Labor Relations

•JOINT ASSEMBLY FINANCIAL AID REVIEW COMMITTEE
•Kent Hubbell, Dean of Students

•UNIVERSITY‐ROTC RELATIONSHIPS COMMITTEE
•Christopher Barrett, College of Agriculture and Life Sciences

NOMINATIONS & ELECTION REPORT
FRED GOULDIN

FEBRUARY 9, 2011



•WHEREAS, the Organization and Procedures of the University Faculty (OPUF) recognizes 
that “University leadership functions best when it is derived from the consent of the 
governed and is able to strike the delicate balance between the twin needs for broad 
consultation and decisive, timely decision‐making,” and that “[t]he appropriate role of 
faculty governance is to facilitate communication between the faculty and the 
administration, ensuring a full consideration of faculty views, thereby building a faculty‐
administration partnership that will serve as a firm foundation for effective leadership,” and

•WHEREAS, OPUF further provides that the Faculty Senate carries out the functions of the 
University Faculty “to consider questions of educational policy which concern more than 
one college, school or separate academic unit, or are general in nature,” and

•WHEREAS, the Faculty Senate, on May 10, 2000, ratified the document titled "Principles of 
Cooperation and Consultation between the President and Faculty Senate," which includes 
the agreement between the President and the Faculty Senate that: “Meaningful faculty 
governance requires adequate time for consideration of issues and development of 
recommendations. To that end, the President or other members of the Administration will 
not reach final conclusions or take action on major multi‐college educational policy issues 
until the normal steps for securing faculty input, including a reasonable period for relevant 
Faculty Senate Committees to act and for subsequent deliberations by the Faculty Senate to 
occur, have been completed,” and

RESOLUTION ON PROTOCOLS TO ENSURE FACULTY GOVERNANCE
ABBY COHN

FEBRUARY 9, 2011



•WHEREAS, the report by Faculty Senate Committee to Review Faculty Governance in 2007 
concluded that “the problem of a lack of early and adequate consultation has persisted” 
since the “Principles of Cooperation and Consultation” were ratified in 2000, and

•WHEREAS, the Committee to Review Faculty Governance made recommendations that 
“focus on openness and meaningful consultation between faculty and the administration 
and the trustees, toward a goal of consensus as decisions are made,” including the 
recommendation that “issues for faculty consultation …shall be raised early enough to 
provide time for meaningful consideration by appropriate Faculty Senate committees, ad 
hoc faculty committees, or joint faculty/administration committees,” and

•WHEREAS, the Cornell administration did not engage in early or meaningful consultation 
with the faculty prior to reaching its recent decisions to close the Department of Education 
and to relocate the Africana Studies and Research Center to the College of Arts and 
Sciences, which affect faculty in those units and in other departments and colleges, and

•WHEREAS, issues concerning restructuring of academic departments are likely to be raised 
again in upcoming years as part of university strategic planning initiatives,

RESOLUTION ON PROTOCOLS TO ENSURE FACULTY GOVERNANCE 
(CONTINUED)



•THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Faculty Senate calls upon the Provost and 
President to follow agreed upon faculty governance procedures, including OPUF and 
"Principles of Cooperation and Consultation between the President and Faculty 
Senate," and

•BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the University Faculty Committee (UFC) shall 
negotiate with the Provost and President to clarify faculty governance procedures, 
including: reaching a clear definition of consultation; creating protocols for the 
administration and the faculty to ensure early and meaningful consultation with 
academic departments and the Faculty Senate on issues affecting the faculty, such as 
restructuring academic departments; and defining as narrowly as possible the 
restriction of information based on confidentiality.

•BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the UFC shall report back to the Faculty Senate with 
the results of the negotiations about faculty governance procedures, including 
submitting principles and/or procedures to the Faculty Senate for ratification.
Cosponsors:
Eric Cheyfitz, Senator, UFC member, English; Abby Cohn, Senator, Linguistics; Carole Boyce Davies, Senator, Africana Studies & 
Research Center; Carl Franck, Senator, Physics; David A. Levitsky, Senator, Nutritional Sciences; Risa Lieberwitz, ILR; Ellis Loew, 
Senator, Biomedical Sciences; Satya Mohanty, Senator, English; Elizabeth Sanders, Senator, Government, John Sipple, Alternate, 
Education; Shawkat Toorawa, Senator, Near Eastern Studies; Sofia Villenas, Education, Vicki N. Meyers‐Wallen, Senator, Biomedical 
Sciences, Shelley Feldman, Development Sociology

RESOLUTION ON PROTOCOLS TO ENSURE FACULTY GOVERNANCE 
(CONTINUED)



•WHEREAS student workloads have become an increasing cause 
of concern in relation to student mental health; and

•WHEREAS short breaks from academic requirements are 
generally regarded as healthy,

•BE IT RESOLVED that framing assignments in such a way that 
necessitates academic work for students over Fall Break, 
Thanksgiving Break or Spring Break is strongly discouraged.  
Students should have sufficient time to carry out the assignment 
without having to work during the break.

RESOLUTION FROM EDUCATIONAL POLICY COMMITTEE ON
“ACADEMIC WORK DURING BREAKS”  - BRUCE LEVITT, CHAIR, EPC

FEBRUARY 9, 2011



Ranking the University

February 9, 2011

Marin Clarkberg, Director
Institutional Research & Planning



Overview

• Proliferation of rankings
– Great breadth in what is measured
– Different rankings emphasize widely different 
attributes

• Brief analysis of USN&WR rankings
• What rankings miss
• Measurement that is most useful to Cornell



An Aspiration

“ The plan puts forth an overarching aspiration 
for the university: to be widely recognized as a 
top‐ten research university in the world, and 
a model university for the interweaving of 
liberal education and fundamental knowledge 
with practical education and impact on 
societal and world problems. ” 



A sampling of ranking 
efforts

In the United States:

 USN&WR’s America’s Best 
Colleges: 1983 -

 Washington Monthly: 2005 -

 Newsweek: 2006 -

 Forbes College Rankings: 2008 -

 NRC Rankings: 1982,1995

 Faculty Scholarly Productivity 
Index (Academic Analytics):  
2006 

 Am. Council of Trustees & Alumni 
(WhatWillTheyLearn.com): 2010

 Wall Street Journal: 2010

International:

 THE-QS World University 
Ranking: 2004 - 2009

 Times Higher Education (THE) 
World University: 2010 -

 QS World University: 2010 -

 Academic Ranking of World 
Universities (Shanghai Jiao Tong 
University), 2003 -

 USN&WR: World’s Best Univ’s

 Global Inst’l Profiles Project 
(Thomson Reuters), 2009 -

 Higher Education Evaluation and 
Accreditation Council of Taiwan, 
2006 -



Differently emphasized

• Undergraduate selectivity (e.g. SAT scores)
• Undergraduates’ views of faculty as reported on 

ratemyprofessor.com
• Outcomes for recent grads: jobs, service
• Time‐to‐degree for PhD students
• Faculty scholarly productivity/citations/impact
• Faculty compensation
• Results from surveys asking about a school’s academic 

reputation
• Evaluation of quality/volume of web‐based materials



2011 USN&WR Best Colleges

1. Harvard
2. Princeton
3. Yale
4. Columbia
5. Stanford
5. Penn
7. Caltech
7. MIT
9. Dartmouth
9. Duke

9. U of Chicago
12. Northwestern
13. Johns Hopkins
13. Wash Univ‐St. L.
15. Brown
15. Cornell
17. Rice
17. Vanderbilt
19. Notre Dame
20. Emory



Times Higher Ed Supplement

1. Harvard
2. Caltech
3. MIT
4. Stanford
5. Princeton
6. Cambridge
6. Oxford
8. Berkeley
9. Imperial College
10. Yale

11. UCLA
12. Chicago
13. Johns Hopkins
14. Cornell
15. Eth Zurich
15. Michigan
17. Toronto
17. Columbia
19. Penn
20. Carnegie Melon



Methodology: THE and USN&WR

Peer 
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Highlights of methodologies

Ranking Emphases Absences CU rank

US News & World 
Report’s Best
Colleges

 Peer assessment 
 UG persistence
 Class size

 Research
 Employment 

outcomes for grads

15

Times Higher 
Education

 Peer assessment
 Research impact 

(citations)
 Int’l population

 Any measures of 
student outcomes

14

Shanghai: Academic 
Ranking of World 
Universities

 Research impact  
(prizes, citations)

 Anything relating
to students

12

Wall Street Journal  Employer survey  Everything else 14

Forbes  ratemyprofessor.com
 Debt level at 

graduation

 Research 70



A closer look at USN&WR

Factor Weighting CU rank
Peer assessment 22.5% 8th

Faculty resources 20% 16th

Retention 20% 15th

Student selectivity 15% 20th

Financial resources 10% 18th

Alumni giving 5% 20th

Grad. rate performance 7.5% 20th *
* Out of top 50 schools overall

Cornell ranked 15th overall



Peer assessment (22.5%)
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Faculty resources (20%)

Six sub‐factors:
• Faculty compensation (7%)
• % of faculty with the highest degree (3%)
• % of the faculty who are full time (1%)
• Student‐faculty ratio (1%)
• Proportion of classes < 20 students (6%)
• Proportion of classes > 50 students (2%)

Cornell ranked 16th
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Student‐faculty ratio
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* Out of top 50 schools overall



Retention (20%)

• 6‐year graduation rate of first‐time freshmen 
(16%)

• Freshman‐to‐sophomore retention (4%)

Cornell ranked 15th



6‐year graduation rate
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Not captured in any rankings

• Breadth of offerings
• Quality of the classroom experience
• Quality of student experience outside the 
classroom
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2010 Senior Survey results
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2010 Senior Survey results
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2010 Senior Survey results
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Data useful for improvement

• Institution‐wide comparisons mask important 
differences within institutions

• The best data should support the evaluation of 
colleges, departments, programs… and even 
individual faculty members



Data on faculty excellence

Books
Book publications per faculty

Number of faculty who have published a book
Percentage of faculty with a book publication

Total number of books

Honorific 
Awards

Awards per faculty member
Number of faculty with an award

Percentage of faculty with an award
Total number of awards

Grants
Dollars per grant

Grant dollars per faculty
Number of faculty with grant

Percentage of faculty with grant
Total grant dollars

Total number of grants

Journal articles
Journal articles per author
Journal articles per faculty

Number of faculty with a journal article
Percentage of faculty with a journal article

Total number of journal articles

Citations
Citations per faculty member
Citations per journal article

Citations per journal article author
Number of faculty with a citation

Percentage of authors with a citation
Percentage of faculty with a citation

Total number of citations



Program‐specific comparisons



Program‐specific comparisons



Marin Clarkberg
Institutional Research & Planning

mec30@cornell.edu



GOOD AND WELFARE

FEBRUARY 9, 2011


