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Eowling Green, Thio 43302

December 13, 1982

Dr. Paul J. Olscamp
President
Bowling Green State University

Dear Dr. Olscamp:

This final report is the result of the Contract Staff Clas-
sification Study conducted at Bowling Green State University
during the last three years. The rz2port documents th2 proc-
ess used, the study findings, and recommendations concerning
the study and the development of an on-3zoing personnel system
for contract staff positioms.

We feel that the study has dzveloped valuable information
about contract positions at BGSU. If we can be of any fur-
ther assistance, pleasa lat us know.

. Sincerely,

Contract Staff Classification Study Committee
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I. INTRODUCTION

The final report of the Contract Staff Classification Study
Committee is the culmination of three yesars of worlk involving
project design, development, implamentation, and analysis.
The study has tried to develop a systematic means for measur-
ing the job content of contract (administrative/professional)
positions at Bowling Green State University. Two hundred
seventy~-three positions were studied. The focus of the

study has been the objective evaluation -of positions and

did not address individual performance in a given position.

For the purposes of this study, organizational structure in
effect in the fall of 19381 was followed. Areas were identified
as follows: College of 2rts & Sciences; College of Business
Administration; Continuing Education, Regional, and Summer
Programs; College of Education; Educational Development;
Firelands; Graduate College; College of Health and Community
Services; Library; Collage of Musical Arts; Opsrations;
Planning and Budgeting; President's Office; Provost's Office;
and Student Affairs. Appendix A identifies all contract posi-
tions assigned to each of these areas. '

The data base for the study was generated through a position
questionnaire completed in August, 1981, by incumbents in

the identifi=d contract positions. Because more than a j=ar
has passed since the data was collected, some of the informa-
tion has, in all likelihood, become outdated. Some positions
included in the study no longer exist, some have changed sub-
stantially. 1In addition, new positions have keen created
which have not keen included in the study. Bzcause changes
in position responsibilities seem to occur fairly regularly
and because trying to keep up with these changes would Jdelay
the completion of the study, no revisions or additions were
made to the original collection of data.

Although the study iz based on year-old information, the
Committee feels the overall results are invaluable in ha2lping
to identify both a procedure for comparing positions quantifia-
bly and a data base which can be revised and updated regularly.
Before any decisions are made about specific positions based

on the information in this study, the Committee recommends

that current responsibilities b2 reviewed and position de-
scriptions be revised in accordance with any changes.



‘The Contract Staff Classification Study Ccocmmittes has included
the following staff members since January 1580:

NAME DEPARTMENT

Zola Buford Registrar

Wayne Colvin Residence Life

Sue Crawford Egual Cpportunity Compliance

Gregg DeCrane Student Organizations

Kathleen Hart ' English

John Hartung - Admissions,/Registration
‘ Firelands

Bud Lane Grants Accounting

Fay Paulsen Residence Life

Jack Taylor Student Development

Susan Caldwell Director, Contract Staff

Classificaticn Study
Valerie Feldman Secretary

During earlizr stages of the study, several cther individuals
were also involved. The Committee acknowledges the assistance
of Dr. Allen Eepke (initial Project Director), Jam2s Illodge II1I,
Deborah Magrum, Ethel Mathey, Robart McGeein, and Dr. Richard
Ward (ccnsultant). In addition, Ms. Beverly Mullins served as
Director of the Contract Staff Classification Study Committes
from Octoker 1920 to August 1982.

The recommendations included in this report repressent consensus
of the Committee. In situations where a m=ember Jisagrees or

has an independent recommendation, he or she may file a minority
report.



II. PURPOSE

The basic objective of the Contract
Staff Classification Study has been
to &evelop a data base that defines the
responsibilities of contract positions

at Bowling Green State University.



‘ II. PURPOSE

In January, 1980, a Contract Staff Classification Study was
initiated by Dr. Michael Ferrari, then Provost and Executive
Vice President. The purpose of the study was to gather in-
formation which would provide a reliable and objactive data
base for accurately defining contract staff positicns at
Bowling Green State University. The long-range £focus of
this study was on the development of a comprehensive com-
pensation,/classification program for academic administrators
and those staff members throughout the institution holding
professional-managerial contracts. The study was undertaken
with the expectation that a thorough analysis of the data
generated as a result of this project might lead to the de-
velopment of a program which would accomplish the following
objectives:

l. provide internal equity among all contract staff
by assigning similar pay ranges to position class-
ifications with similar levels of responsibility
and skill;

2. provide a fair system of rewarding individual per-
formance through regular salary incresases within
the salary range and through eguitable opportunities
for promotions;

3. clarify career paths within the Univérsity;

4. provide a mechanism for regular analysis of pre-
vailing pay levels outside the University and
ensure that the University is competitive in all
levels of classification; and

S. ensure that equivalent salary ranges =2xuist for
comparable levels of position responsibilities,
thus asszisting the University's =2£fforts in the
area of affirmative action and compliance with
federal wage-hour standards.

Neither these five objectivas nor the methods of achieving
them could be realized without the development of a data
base. Information on job content, level of responsibility
in numerous job related factors, and comparative rankings

of positions within the University are included in this data
base.



III. ORGANIZATICN

The study was coordinated by the
Director of the Contract Staff
Classification Study who worked
closely with a representative body
of contract staff employses through
the design, development, and imple-

tation stages.



III. OPGANIZATION

The Contract Staff Classification Study was structured to
provide the maximum participation possibls for all areas of
the University cocmmunity. 1A representative committee was
selected to work closely with the Director cf the Contract
Staff Classification Study to define the dimensicns o£ the
study and develop the necessary tools to conduct the project.
Nominations for persons to serve on the committee were
solicited from all contract staff members. Persons serving
on the committee represent varied positions within the Uni-
versity and a wide range of backgrounds and experiences.
The Committee, then, was a representative body of contract
staff employees in terms of expertise and the areas on cam-
pus in which they worked.

To best accomplish its task, the Contract Staff Classifica-
tion Study Committee (CSCSC) was divided into two working
groups, ths Drafting Committee and the Review Committee.
The roles of the respective cocmmitteess ware as follows:

1. Drafting Committee (Director plus three CS5CEC members)

a. to prepare materials and recommendaticons for
consideration by the Review Committee;

b. to draft sections of the questionnaire and
evaluation manual;

c. to provide input on the preparation of the final
report.

2. Peview Committee (all members of the CSCSC)

a. to provide input that woculd assist the Drafting
Committee in its work;

b. to review and approve the work of the Drafting
Committee; : :

c. to develop the position guestionnaire;

d. to develop an instrument £or evaluating ths gues-
tionnaire (the evaluation manual);




'

e. to develop a system which wculd mathematically
weigh the guestionnaire;

£. to evaluate all guestionnaires; and

g. to prepare a report summararizing the results
of the study and make recommendations relative
to the development of a compensation/classifica-
tion program for contract staff at Bowling Green
State University.

The role of the Director .cof the Contract Ztaff Classification
Study was to facilitate and coordinate all aspects of the
study. This included providing the leadsrship and direction
for the Committee in terms of determining the day-to-day pro-
cesses of the study.



The study used the point-factor evaluation method.

Iv. METHODOLOGY

work involved the following twzlve stages:

1)

4)
5)
6)

7)

9)

10)

11)
12)

determined compsnsable job factors;

designed a guestionnaire to ascertain information
about position responsibilities relative to those
factors;

pilot-tested and redesigned the questionnaire;
developed an evaluation manual;

administered the guestionnaire;

determined point values for all jok factors based
on a weighting process;

reviewed and evaluated benchmark positions;

reviewed and evaluated Juestionnaires for all
contract positions;

established a ranking of positions;

analyced data on numerous computer-generated
reports;

developed job descriptions and position profiles;

prepared a final report and recommendations.

Committee

=t
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IVv. METHODOLOGY

The point-factor evaluation method was selected for use in
this study. This is a widely used type of job evaluation
system in the United States. The decision tc use this
particular technique was based upon a revisw of similar
work being done at other institutions (2.g., Case Western
Peserve, Lehigh, Ohio State, Oklahoma Stat=s, University of
Michigan, and Western Michigan) and the specific needs of
Bowling Green State University.

Using the point-factor method, a set of compensable factors
(job characteristics which contribute to the overall worth

of a job) is chosen and each position is rated, based on

these factors. 1In addition, an evaluation manual is develcoped
which classifies responses into various categories and identi-
fies levels of worth for each factor. Each leval is assigned
a specifizd number of points. The points assignad to each
factor through the use of the 2valuation manual ars then
totaled to yield the job worth score.

The Committze identified ten compensable facto
to be common to all contract staff pcsitions a
Green State University. These factors ara:

s believed
711

‘_l
)
uy

1. Minimum Qualifications

a. Education

b. Experience

¢c. Licensing
2. Environmental Conditiocns

a. Travel

b. Irregular Working Times

¢. Irregular Working Conditions
3. Supervision Receivad

4., Responsibility for the Work of Others

a. Direct Responsibility
b. Indirect Responsibility

5. Personnel Decisions
6. Amount and HNaturs of Human Contacts

-9 -
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7. Budget Responsibility

a. Primary Signatory Authority
b. No Signatory Authority

8. Problem Solving
9. Confidentiality
10. Impact on the Institution

Seventeen questions Jdesigned to measurs thesz factors were
included in the completed questionnair=s (Appendix B). When
completed, the questionnaire was designed tc obtain a com-
plete written description of the duties and responsibilities
of a contract staff position.

The stud; group included all full-time and part-time employees
who were =mployed at Bowling Green 3State University under a
managerial, administrative or professional contract in

August, 1931. Early in the study the Committee was informed
that the following contract positions were =z=zxcluded from the
study:

l. Coaches

2. Academic Center or Program Directors (e.g.,
Women's Studies, Environmental Studies,
Faculty Development).

3. Research Faculty

4, Medical Doctors and Nurses
5. Hall Directors

6. Counselling Center Staff
7. Library Faculty

To ensure that the jusstionnaire would appropriately address
the purpose of tha study, a group of eleven randomly selected
contract staff positions were selected to participate in a
pilot test in October 1980. This invelved the incumbents
completing the gquesticnnaire and sharing with the Committee
their reactiocns. Organizational areas rspresentad in the
pilot test were: the Athletic Department, the College of
Arts and Sciences, Firslands College, the Graduate Ceclleage,
Institutional Planning and Budgeting, Student Affairs, and
Operations.

- 10 -



In addition to the pilot group, thes Juesticnnaire was also
reviewed by members of the Presidznt's Cabinet and by an
outside consultant, Mr. William Gocdwin, Proj=ct Director
for a similar study being undertaken at Oklahoma State
University. The questionnaire was also reviewed for tech-
nical accuracy by Dr. Jerry Wicks, Assistant Professor of
Sociology at Bowling Green State University. Prior to its
distribution the questionnaire was reviewed and approved
by Dr. Michael Ferrari, then Interim President.

The next step after completion of the Juestionnaire was
the development of the evaluation manual (Zppendix C).
This is the instrument by which esach questionnaire was
evaluated., After the evaluation manual was dsveloped,
each questionnaire factor and response was assigned a
percentage weight (Appendix D) to reflect its relative
worth., This system was used to 2stablish predstermined
point values for each answer. The total points yielded
the job worth score. This weighting process was raviewed
and approved by Dr. Charles J. Cranny, Associate Professor,
Industrial Psychology (Bowling Green State University).

The contract staff position gquestionnaire was distributed
in late Rugust-early September cf 1931 to the nearly three
hundred contract staff members. To facilitate this process,
a2 series of six information s2ssions wsre schedulsd. Each
session included a videc preasentation d=signed to provide
the necessary backgrcund about the goals, objectives, and
methodology of the study.

Once the questionnaires were completed by the incumkents,

they were reviewed by the immediate supervisor and returnad

to the CSCSC. From January - May 1932, the Committee svaluated
twelve benchmark positions. These positions were selected

from various organizational units of the University. The
purpose of evaluating the benchmark positions was to supple-
ment and clarify the intent of the gquestions and to establish

a consistent framework within which all positions would be
evaluated. More specifically, this stage of the prccess

was designed to:

1. make the Committee comfortable with the eval-
uation process and establish criteria for
evaluating questionnaires;

2. determine if there was a reasonable match be-
tween the evaluaticn manual {(2xpected re-
sponses) and actual Jquestionnair=2 responses;
and

- 11 -
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3. determine if the data providsd on the gques-
tionnaires was sufficient for ths davelorment
of accurate position descriptions.

After the benchmark positions were evaluated, an in-depth
analysis of all positions began. To expedite this process,
the Committee was divided into three subcommittees with
the Director of CSCSC serving on =ach. Thé subcommittees
were charged with the significant and extensive task of
guestionnaire evaluation. The goal of this stage of the
process was to work towards developing an accurate data
base for classifying contract staff positions.

The process of evaluating the positions also involved ques-
tionnaire audits. Audits were conducted on those positions
for which additional clarification or information was needed
in order to accurately and appropriately evaluate the ques-
tionnaire. Questionnaire audits were conducted with the
incumbent or immediate supervisor by the Director of the
Contract Staff Classification Study and occurrzad in person

or by telephone, depending upon the nature and extent of

the information required. Seventy-five audits were conducted.
The evaluation of questionnaires was complated in mid-Octoker,
1932, Appendix E contains the procedures devalopzd by the
Committee for evaluating the benchmark positions and all
questionnaires, and the audit guidelines.

The £inal stages of the study included the analysis of the
position data, preparation of position descriptions and sub-
mission of a f£inal report.

The Committee requested numerous reports from University Com-
puter Services including rankingz of positions by tctal score
on the questionnaire; rankings of position by score on each
question; similar rankings within defined title and zarea
groupings; frequency distributions showing the numbzar of
positions credited with =ach possible response; a report
showing the titles of all positions credited with 2ach pos-
sible response; total score rankings of positions by sub-
cormittee doing the evaluation; and a position profile iden-
tifying for each position the actual rasponses accepted for
each guastion. These reports ware submitted to the Committee
in mid-November.

Three graduate students enrolled in the College Student Per-
sonnel program were hired to assist in developing job descrip-
tions for all positions. This process was completed in mid-

November. .

- 12 -
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The final report was compiled by the Committee and includes
job descriptions and position profiles for each contract pos-
ition includ=d in the study, committee interpretation and
comments on the computer analysis, and r=commendations re-
garding the procedures/instruments used in the study and
suggestions on how the institution might proceed toward the
realization of the five original objectives of the study.

- 13 -
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V. Summary of th2 Results of the Study

The Contract Staff Claszsification Study has
resulted in the development o»f position
descriptions and position profiles, some
descriptive information about zontract posi-
tions .at B2SU, and a rank oridsr of all posi-

tions based on job worth.

\8



V. Summary of the Results of the Study

In summarizing the results of the Contract Staff Classification
study, the Committee has focused its attention in three areas:

a) the development of position descriptinns and position pro-
files; b) the description of the demographic make-up of contract
positions; and c¢) the analysis of the numerical ranking of
positions resulting from the point-factor evaluation of pesition
guestionnaires. Together, these provide an extznsive data base
concerning contract staff positions at BGSU.

A. Position Descriptions & Position Profiles

Information used in developing position descriptions was taken
from the job content section of the position guestionnaire. The
key aspects of each job as described by the incumbent wers listed
on the position description. 1In addition to information that
identifies the title, work ar=a, and sup=rvisor of the position,
each position description also lists the minimum gqualifications
for the position (amount of education and work axp=2rience, and
licénsing, if any). The position descriptions are designed to
be a summary of tasks and responsibilities.

Since each position description is based primarily on the job
content section of the questionnaire, the Committze f21t that
additional valuable information about each pesition could be
obtained from the rzmaining seventeen guesticns which addresssd
the compensable factors. Summary sheets listing ths actual re-
sponse to each question were developed. Thes:z summary shests,
called position pronfiles, show the responses the Committze de-
termined to be appreopriate in its evaluation of guestionnaires,
which may not have been the same r=sponses listed by the incum-

bent.

The combination of the position description and the position
profile provides a summary of each position. This information
will be useful in addressing the long-range focus of the study -
development of a comprehensive personnel system for contract
staff at BGSU. The Committee feels that thes= materials provide
a basis for comparing the relative worth of positicns and for

- identifying career paths within the University. The position
descriptions and position profiles were compiled under separate
covers for review with this final report. (Se= Attachments

A&B)o

\9q



B. Demographic Makz-up of Contrazt Positions

A review of the Juestionnaire items revealad soms interesting

facts about the 273 contract staff positions included in the study.

Eighty-four percent of positions require at least a Bachelor's
degre= (more than 50% require a Master's or higher). A majority
of positions, at the same time, require up to a maximum of three
years related work experience. Licensing is reguired of only

18 positions (7%).

Seven percent of all contract positions regquires frequent (two
or more times per month) ovarnight travel; and 24% require Jday
trips at the same fragquency.

A reviaw of the overtime statistics rawvsaled that 24% of con- .
tract positions (92) ragquire incumbents to work no more than
40 hours per week. The remaining 66% regularly work from one
to more than seventy hours per month in addition to the pre-
scribed 40-hour workweel:.

Only fifty-seven positions (21%) are expossd to physical haczards.
Of those, only 23% are exposed to haczards of potentially disabling
severity.

FPifty-one percent of 211 contract positions perform their Jutiss
with minimal supervision ("Dir=cticn” or "Gzneral Dirascticn").
More than 70% perform only a rzcommendingy function in the wvariocus
personnsl dz=cisions (zvaluating performance, awarding salary in-
crements, promoting/reclassifying, authorizing new positions,
hiring, terminating, and disciplining p2rsonnel).

Thirty-nine percent of contract positions have primary signatory
authority for budgets, while fifty-five percent of all positiocns
perform some budgetar; tasks without signatory authority.

In evaluating question %14 on dcscision-making, thrs=e levels of
decisions were considered: a) Jdecisions guided by defined
procedure; b) those requiring selective use of established
procedures with some flexibility for deviation from procedurs;
and c¢) those for which precedent is generally lacking and which
result in the establishment of policy or procedure.

tlearly all positions perform the lowest level of decision-making
at least several times per year. Seventy-three percent make
these decisions either daily or weekly. At the highest level
of decision-making, only 37% of the positions were involved,
most making such decisions no more than severazl timss per year.
Figure 1 on page 17 shows the distribution of the thres levels
of decisions.

-~ 16 -
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.Seventy percent of all ccontract positions have some inwvolvement
with confidentiality of information. Only 21%, howewver, are
actually involved with compiling confidential information and
determining procedures for its rzleas=a.

Question 716 addrsesses numerous aspects of a position'’s impact
on the institution. Forty-seven percent have an impact on the
growth and Jdevelopment of students and 13% are directly involvad
in recruitment activities (nearly 50%, howsv2r, have an indirect
involvement in recruitment).

Eighty percent of all contract positions are considerad to pro-
vide a support service to faculty, staff, or students at BGSU.
Support service to faculty and staff was defined as assistance
which affects the ability of others to parform their work assign-
ments whether teaching, research, administratiwve, or technical

in nature. Assisting faculty or staff in a position's own work
area was not considered in this guestion. Support service to
students was defined as assistance with acadsmic, non-acadsmis,

" or post-graduation matters.

"Positions that deal with alumni and parents of students for the
purpose of enhancing th2 image of th2 University or =ncouraging
financial support, recruitment of students and program partici-
pation number ninety-fivz (35%).

Providing programs and activities that affect the pro fe
or personal growth and devslopment of faculty is the r=
of 17% of contract positions; similarly, 14% provide th
vices to other non-faculty staff members.

O

Less than 50% of contract positions haves som= impact on the
financial stability of the Un1v=r51t‘, while only 2% are con-
sidered to have a controlling role in ovz=rall financial matters
(Treasurer, Executive Vice Provost, Vice President for Opsrations
and the President).

Although 623 of all contract positions have scme impact on the
image and reputation of the institution through external rela-
tionships required of the job, most have indirect influence.
Fourteen percant (37 positions) were consider=d to have a direct
influence on the image and reputation of the University. Their
external involvement has a diract bearing on the accomplishment
of institution-wide goals and objectives.

Twenty-two percent have some job responsibility in relation to

the safety, appearancs, and condition of the buildings and grounds.
Forty-two percent are responsibls for the effective utilization

- 18 -
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of =2quipment and/or facilities.

The final aspect considerad under the category of "impact on
the institution" was policy-making. 3ixty percent of the con-
tract positions studied arzs involved in policy-making =ither
in their own work ar=a, in a recommending capacity on insti-
tution-wide policy, or as the final authority for policy de-
cisions affecting the entir=s University. Only seven positions
(3%) have that final authority.

In addition to these statistics, the Contract 3Staff Classification
Study Committes also has awvailabls lists of positions group=d by
response on each gquestion. With thes=z lists it is possible to
revisw, for example, which positions require 3z doctoral degr=e,
which positions work under "general supervision," or which
positions have an impact on the acad=mic growth and development

of students. Because of the length of the lists they were not
includad in this final report. They are available for review
from the Director of Contract Staff Classification sStudy.

C. BAnalysis of Position Rankings

3

The point-factor method of evaluating positions is a maans of
assigning appropriate levels of worth to warious aspects of 2
job. By quantifying theze lewvels of worth, positions are as-
signed a total numerical score which forms a basis for analysis
and comparison. Th2 Committee's analysis of position rankings
- was conducted in several ways:

1) a review of rankings of all positions by total
score on ths questionnaire;

2) a review of rankings of all positions by score on
each guestion in the gJu=stionnaires; and

3) a review of rankings of positions by th2 subcommittes
doing the evaluation. :

In addition to looking at all positions together in the first

two analyses listed, the Committee also reviswad rankings within
work ar=as and title groupings. Work areas wer= those established
earlier in the study for purposes of grouping positions according
to organizational structure in effect in Rugust 1981 (see Appendix
A). Title groupings were arbitrarily det=srmined by similarity

of titles. Fifteen title groupings were identified as follows:

1) President, Vice-Presidents, Vice Provosts; 2) Assistant/
Associate Vice Presidents,//Vice Provosts; 3) Deans; 4) Asso-
ciate peans; 5) Assistant Deans; 6) Directors; 7) Associate
Directors; 8) Assistant Directors; 9) Managers; 10) Coordinators;

- 19 -



11) Supervisors; 12) Academic Advisors; 13) Assistant to . .
14) Administrative Assistants;and 15) Technical,//Profzsssional
positions.

It should be noted that the Committee decided not to
include in the final report the actual points assigned
to individual positions. Early in the Study, it was
decided that the total possible number of points should
be kept confidential. Only the Director of th= Contract
Staff Classification Study knows that walue. Without a
thorough understanding of the weighting and 2valuation
process, point values have little meaning. The ranking
of positions created by th= point wvalues, on the other
hand, forms the basis of th2 Committee's analysis. For
the purposes of this £inal report, it may be helpful to
know that positions ranged in total point value from 757
to '11,456. : :

Observations made in this section of the report are based on

Committes knowledjye and perception of positions and information .. .

obtained from gquestionnaires.

1. Review of rankings of all peositions by total s, sore on the quastionnaira
Ovarall, the Committee £z1t that the 2valuation proc:sss resultad
in an appropriate rank ordsr of positions. Thes Pr=sidzant and
other top lavel administrativs positions were ranksd ths highest,
while maintenancz and service positions usually occurrad lowast
in the ranking. Exhibit A at the end of this s=zction is the

ranking of all contract positions.

The Committee observeaed that the point spr=ad batwesn positions
was greater at the =xtreme low and high =nds of th2 ranking than
in the middle. 1In most casas, the averagz differ=nces betwazn
consacutive positions was 20 points. Eighty-two percent of fthe
positions were scored in the 2,000-7,000 point rang=. The dis-
tribution of positions is shown in Figure 2 on nage 21.

There ware several observations of a2 supervisory position ranked
lower than a subordinate position from the same arzz. The Com-
mittee felt there were several pcssible reasons for this:

1) the difference in how incumbents completed the Juastionnaire;
2) an accurate reflection of the situation; 3) the weighting
process; 4) evaluation of questionnaires by differeat sub-
committees.

24



FIGURE 2

DISTRIBUTION OF POSITIONS BY TOTAL POINTS
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The Committee felt that the ranking of positions within work
areas was also appropriate. Exhibit B at the end of this sec-
tion displays that rank order. It was difficult, howewver, to
compare position rankings in one area with those in another,
because =ach area is organized differently.

The analysis of the ranking of positions by title grouping was
considered generally inconclusive. The Committee found some
inconsistency in the titles assigned to similar positions and,
threrfore, determined that the title groupings were inappro-
priate for making any valid conclusions. As an example, posi-
tions inveclved with advising students on academic matters

have the following sample of titles: Assistant D=an, Academic
Advisor, Counselor, Director of Program Advisement, Coordinator
of Advisement. These positions were assigned under different
title groupings based on their titles. 1In addition, it was
observed that the "Director" and "Manager" title groupings had
the broadest total point spread. Other title groupings appeared
to be more homogenous. The Committee concluded the positions in
these two title groupings are the most divergent in terms of
duties and responsibilities.

The Committee found in its evaluation of gquestionnaires that
qguestions 711 (Amount and Nature of Human Contacts) and #14
(Decision-making) were the most difficult to verify. In order
to determine if these two guestions made any major difference
in the overall ranking of positions, two additional rank orders
were generated - one with the points for question #11 ocmitted,
and another with the points for gquestion #14 omitted. The re-
sulting rank orders of positions were considered to be similar
to the ranking based on the total of all guestions. Therefore
Questions #11 and #14 did not appear to chang= the ranking of
positions. Figure 3 on pag2 I3 compares the thres rank orders.
2. Review of rankings o2f 3ll positions by soor2 on each Juestion in the
guestionnaire.

Overall, the rankings of positions by total points on individual
questions was considered appropriate. The £following g=neral ob-
servations were made:

a) Question #1 - Education requirements were generally higher
for positions in the academic areas (Colleges and Student’
Affairs) than for positions in non-academic areas.

b) Question #2 - Years of related experience appeared to be
higher for positions in non-academic areas (Operations
and President's Office) than for positions in academic
areas. The experience requirement 3id not make a dis-
tinction hetween generally related experience and specific
experience actually working in a similar position.

- 22 -
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FIGURE 3 - COMPARISON JF RANKINGS
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c) Question #3 - The requirement for licensing accurred most
often in technical/professional positions in Operations,
Intercollegiate Athletics, and Health/Physical Recreation

areas.

d) Question #4 - Most extensive travel occurred in positions in
the Admissions, Intercollegiate Athletics, and Alumni

areas.

e) Question %5 - Many positions worked additional hours each
month without compensation as a requirement in order to
accomplish the duties of the job. The additional work
time was observed to be most frequent among positions in
Operations, Intercollegiate Athletics, Television Services,
and Student Affairs areas.

f) Question #6 - Positions receiving credit for exposure to
physical hazards occurrad mainly in technical areas requiring
the use of equipment or exposure to hazardous conditions
including: Instructional Media Center, Musical Arts,
Operations (Food Service and Technical Support Services),
Intercollegiate Athletics, Telev151on Services, and Student
Affairs (Health Center).

g) Question #7 - Approx 1matelv half of all positions received
minimal supervision ("Dlrectlon" or "General Direction"),

in performing the job.

h) Questions $8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15 ~ The rankings of posi-._

tions on thes2 questions were appropriate. The guestions ad-
dressed supervision of emplovees, personnel decisions, nature
of human contacts, budget responsikbilities, decision-making,
and confidentiality.

i) Question #16 - Positions receiving high ranking on impact on
the institution were mainly in the academic area.

In general, it was considered that position ranPings by indivi-
dual guestion were appropriate. . In closely examining rank orders
by area or title group, some questions were raised about appro-
priate ranking. However, these guestions were not considered
significant because of the low point differences between positions
on individual questions. The Committee observed that education
and experience requirements were closely linked. For example,
some positions required a lower educational level, but higher
experience level than other apparently comparable positions.

3. Review of rankings of positions by subcommittee doing the evaluation.

The Contract Staff Classification Study Committee was divided into
three subcommittees for the evaluation of gquestionnaires. Although
all Committee members were initially involved in the evaluation

of benchmark positions for the purpose of establishing general

- 24 -
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evaluation standards, it was f21lt some difference might still
have occurred in the rankings bas=2d on cach sub-committese's
process. The Committee, therefors, compar=d the rankings of
positions evaluated by =2ach subcommittee. In g=zneral, there
were no obvious inconsistenciss in rankings by subgrocups.
However, since subcommitte=s did not evaluate the same (or
even similar) positions, no conclusicn could bz drawn rela-
tive to subcommittee rankings.

General sbservations concerning Committee analysis of rankings.

The ranking of positions was considersd to b2 accurate to the

extent that incumbents in the positions (and their supervisors)

completed the position gquestionnaires prop=rly. The Committee
attributed some differences in =xpect2d ranking of positions
to the possibility that titles ar= inappropriate. The results
of the study do not easily identify carser paths bescause of
the inconsistency in titles used.
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VI. Recommendations

The Committee has made recommendations
concarning the quastionnairs and evaluation
process, th2 results of the study, devel-
opmant 0of a personnel system for contract
positions, and dissemination of the

results of the study.
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VI. Recommendations

The ccmpletion of this study marks the accomplishment of the

first stage in the development of a personnel system for con-
tract positions. A data base consisting of peosition descriptions,
position rankings, and detailed information about the character-
istics of each contract position has bezn developed. The Contract
Staff Classification Study Committee has prepared recommendations
concerning the guestionnaire and evaluation process, the results
of the study, the Jevelorment of a perscnnel system for con-

tract positions, and the dissemination of the rssults of this
study.

A. Recommendations to Pevise the Position
Questionnaire, Evaluation Manual, and
Evaluation Process

In general, the Committes reccommends that a team of =2xperts in
‘'questionnaire design and analysis review the instruments and
procedures used in the study, determine the statistical wvalidity
of the weighting process, and conduct additional statistical
analyses of the questionnaire results. The following spacific
recommendations concerning revisions to the guestionnaira and
evaluation manual are kased on the Committze's evaluation of
position questionnaires.

1. The guestionnaire should be revised to increass ths number
of forced-choice gquestions, thus making ths svaluation
process more objective.

2. Criteria establishad during the evaluation process (and
included in Appendix E) should be incorporated into the
Evaluation Manual.

3. Question #l: Instructions for CQuestion #1 shouldl be revised
to specify "normal minimum requirements” (i.=2., those raquire-
ments at which the position would be advertised to draw :
"quality" applicants).

Normal minimum reguirements should be guided by internal
structure and external market situation. Academic credi-
bility of the position at the University should ncot be the
sole reason for assigning a higher level of education than
is actually needed to perform a job.

If a coilege degree is required, an appropriate area of
specialization should be included with the raguirements.
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Question #7: Type of supervision rec2ived appears to be
more a function of the supervisor's administrative style
rather than the type of superwision necessary for the
effective performance of a job. The Committe=s recommends
that this gquestion be revizwed in terms of its usefulness
and validity, as well as appropriate wording.

Question #10: The Committee recommends that there be an
investigation to determine if there should Le a distinction
in points/weighting for personnel decisions d=psnding upon
employment status (full-time, part-time or tsmporary) and
employee group (faculty, contract, classified or student).

The Questionnaire and the Evaluation Manual should bz clarified
for easier interpretation. For instance, the wording of

level (4) should be changed because it is too narrow in
meaning.

Question #ll: The definitions of types of contact should

be clarified. This guestion, in general, should be reviewed
by an expert in guestionnaire design and analysis to d=ster-
mine its significance.

Question #12: Information for this Juestion should be ob-
tained from th= Business Qffice.

Quzstion #14: Th: guestion dees not provide adegquate guide-
lines to accuratzly classify type and fraquency of d=cisions.
Frequencies often appear to bes too high for the two highest
levels of decision-making. The guestion should be rasvisad

into a forced-choice format spscifying at least three categories
of Jecisions: administrative, professional,’technical, and
creative/artistic.

Quastion #1ld: Section "d", "Pelationships with Alumni and
Parents of Students" of ths Evaluation Manual should be
clarified as follows: :

"This position develops strategies, disseminates
information, and communicates with alumni and
parents of students . . ."
This revision stresses that the p051t10n must =2ngage in all
three activities in order to bes giwven credit in this section.

The Questionnaire instructions and supervisor review sections

should be revised to require clos=ar supervisor review and
comment on each gquestion.
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B. Recommendations Basad on the
Results of the Study

The study has shown that numerous materials and typ=s of
information are viswed as confidential. The university
should establish guid=2lines to describe what materials are
confidential and how th2y should bz handled.

The study has shown that 66% of contract positions require

employees regularly to work more than 40 hours a week without

compensation. In addition, the number of additional hours
varies from one to more than 70 hours per month. Because

of the variation of response to this guestion, the Committee
recommends that the university investigate the situation
with several objectives in mind:

a) determine if the "overtime™ is a rsguirement
of the job;

by} determine if inappropriats staffing levels
are the cause; ‘

c) develop policies to handle "overtimz" in a
fair and consistent manner.

Ther= is som2 inconsistency in the use of titlas making it
difficult to understand reporting ralationship within an
area or to compare joks from one arsa to ancthsr. For

example, in some areas, "Directors" rsport to "Dirsctors”;

in one department positions at th=s same organizational

level will vary from "Manager" to "Coordinator" to
"Director"; one department may use titl=s lik: "Manager"

and "Coordinator" whils another will us= "Dir=sctor" or
"Assistant Vice Provost." To us=2 various titles, in itself,
is not undesirable; however, th=2r=s n=eds to be clarification

on how titles compare..

During the evaluation process, the Committe= gquastiocnead
whether some positions should be classified instead of
contract because of their similarity to existing classified
positions. The Committee recommends that criteria be
established for determining contract status for a pesition.
In addition, the Committes also recommends that the Adminis-
trative Staff Council should be involvad in establishing
those criteria.

"Supervision receivad" by a position was often a function

of the immediate supervisor's style rather than an indicator
of the organizational lewvel of the position. For purposes
of describing positions (and not people), ths Committee
recommends that a decision be made whether supervisory stryle

or organizational level should determine the response to this

question.
- 29 -
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Because changes in organizational structure appear to oaccur
freguently, the Committee recommends that compl=ste organiza-
tional charts should bz updated on a regqular basis.

Supervisors should be r2quired to provids input on all re-

- sponses on the position questionnaire for positions reporting

to them.

C. Recommendations on the Devs=lopment
of a Personnel System for Contract
Positions at BGSU

Developing a personnel system for contract positions is n==ded.
The Contract Staff Classification Study has been the first step
toward this goal. The Committes supports the development of

such a system and makss the following specific recomm2ndations:

1.

2.

10.

A method for updating position descriptions »n a periodic
basis should b= developed.

A compensation program should be develop=d including position
grade levels and the establishment of compstitive salary
levels. Salary levsls should not have upper limits.

Appropriate staffing (such as a full-time Dir=sctcr and an
assistant) should be appointzd to coordinats zll activities

. 0of the personnel system.

The position guestionnaire and =svaluation process shculd ke
revised as previously recomm=nded.

The weighting process should ke examin2d to d=termine its
validity.

h
0
a1}

Top management support of a personnel system is =2ss=ential
the system's success.

All contract positions should bes included in the system, with
no_exclusions.

Based on information generated by this study, care=r paths
should be establishad to assist with upward mobility.

Position descriptions and position profiles should be used
to determine staffing needzs and changes, to recruit for va-
cant positions, and to provide a basis for mcnitoring salary
equity. '

A survey of similar positions at other univsrsities should
be conducted to learn minimum education and 2xperience re-
quirements and make appropriate changes to the raguirements
set by this study.
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D. Recommendation on the Dissemination
of the Results of the Contract Staff
Classification Study

The Contract Staff Classification Study Committee has prepared
this final report for the President of Bowling Green State Uni-
versity. The following reccmmendations are made for dissemination
of information generated by the study to contract staff members:

1. The President should distribute position dsscriptions,
position profiles and rankings of positions to the appro-
priate area Vice Presidents.

2. The Vice Presidents, in consultation with their appropriate
area heads, should review these materials and determine if
the descriptions of positions and rankings are appropriate.

If there are questions, the Vice President should discuss
them with the Director of the Contract Staff Classification
Study. If a re-evaluation is warranted, the Director will
reconvene the appropriate subcommittee. A response on the
re-evaluation will be given to the Vice President. If a
change is made on a position description or position profile
the Director will zlso process the change in position ranking.

3. MN=xt, the position descriptions and position profiles should
be disseminated to current incumbents in the positions. The
dissemination should occur at mestings scheduled for =ach
work area identified in the study. At these meetings the
Director of the Contract Staff Classification Study and
selected Committee members will be present to explain the
study and the developmant of the position descriptions and
profiles.

4., If an employee does not agree with the position description
or the position profils, h=,’she should file an appeal in writing
specifying why he/she is appealing and what change 1s =xpactad.
That appeal should be made to his/her Vics President who may
respond or forward it to the CSCSC for r=view. The Committe=
will review and return a response in writing to the incumbent
in the position. This decision is binding. S -

5. When all appeals have been completed, thz position descrip-
tions and position profiles should be mads cpen for review.
Position rankings should also be released. Points received on
individual guestions or the entire guestionnaire will not
be released.

6. A summary of this final report'should be prepared and distri-
buted to all contract staff members.
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