-----Original Message-----

From: 
Shekleton, Jim  

Sent:
Wednesday, January 22, 2003 10:39 AM

To:
Parrow, Kathleen; 'Diane Kummer'

Cc:
Turchen, Lesta; Price, Janice K.

Subject:
Implementation of overload, summer session and self-support pay

Importance:
High

Kathleen and Diane:


Your predictions that the Board would have difficulty with its sliding scale approach to overload, summer session and self-support compensation have proven to be correct.  Problems arose when attempting to coordinate practices across the system.  Some institutions were poised to use six percent as the standard for overload and summer session courses, others eight.  Some institutions have mixed classes where a number of students will be on state support while others will be on self-support. The result was uncertainty about the correct compensation rate and inconsistent application of the agreement. 


The senior institutional administrators gathered in an effort to assure that faculty members would receive consistent treatment whichever their employer.  These discussions focused upon the following provisions of § 19.5:

Each faculty unit member accepting a contract, in addition to the faculty unit member's regular employment appointment, to teach an overload or summer term course will be compensated at a rate not to exceed 8%.  Each faculty unit member accepting a separate contract to teach a self-support course will be compensated at a rate not to exceed 6% of the faculty unit member's academic year base salary for each three credit hour course taught; provided that the maximum rate may be increased by up to two percentage points to address exceptional circumstances. 
As you predicted, the discussions centered upon mechanisms that would provide certainty about compensation rates, instead of leaving to administrative discretion the question whether a class should be treated as warranting a rate less than eight percent or as involving exceptional circumstances that justified a rate exceeding six percent.


In the course of these discussions, the following grid emerged as an appropriate means to implement § 19.5:

Overload, Summer Session and Self Support

Rates for Undergraduate Courses 

	Number of students
	Rate of Pay

	20 or more
	8%

	16 to 19
	7%

	13 to 15
	6%

	12 or fewer
	Up to 6%


Overload, Summer Session and Self Support

Rates for Graduate Courses

	Number of students
	Rate of Pay

	16 or more
	8%

	13 to 15
	7%

	10 to 12
	6%

	9 or fewer
	Up to 6%


You will note that this approach expands the use of an objective factor, enrollment, to determine compensation.  Enrollment would be determined on the same census date employed for all other administrative record-keeping functions.  


The system leadership would appreciate your counsel and advice about how best to proceed with implementation of this approach to compensation for overload, summer session and self-support instructional duties.  By treating overload, summer session and self-support classes in the same fashion, the framework affects the literal text of the agreement to the extent that it would permit faculty members to be compensated at the rates of 7% or 8% for self-support classes even though the delivery of the course would present circumstances that are not truly exceptional.  To this extent, the change could be characterized as a unilateral improvement on the terms offered to COHE.


The practical importance of the improvement should not be underestimated.  Data reported in the Board's 2003 Fact Book, page 7, establish that self-support enrollments have grown by 104% between the Fall 1998 and Fall 2002 census dates.  Self-support enrollments now comprise 10.6% of the total enrollment.  At DSU and BHSU, self-support students account for 17.4% and 16.6%, respectively, of all student FTE enrollments.  At USD and NSU, the figures are 14.4% and 13.3%, while SDSU and Tech remain at 6% and 3%.  With the exception of significant increases at DSU and SDSU, enrollments in the state-supported offerings have remained static.  Thus, the proffered change in the self-support compensation rate structure would provide faculty new opportunities to benefit from the strongest enrollment component of system offerings.  Thus, by supporting this initiative, COHE could contribute once again to improving the economic circumstances of the unit members. 


Time is of the essence in attempting to resolve these matters before the summer term.  If you believe that it would be necessary to negotiate these changes formally, please let me know.  An informal agreement that these proposals would provide appropriate mechanisms to implement the existing agreement could also suffice.  If you think it best, the Board could also arrange to present these proposals to the special committees constituted on each campus pursuant to § 9.8.


Please advise me at your earliest convenience how best to proceed.

P.S., Janice Price has taken over the duties that Dave Hanson formerly held.  
