
C2. Faculty Resources   
 
The school has adequate faculty, including primary instructional faculty and non-primary 
instructional faculty, to fulfill its stated mission and goals. This support is adequate to sustain all 
core functions, including offering coursework and advising students. The stability of resources is 
a factor in evaluating resource adequacy.  
 
Students’ access to a range of intellectual perspectives and to breadth of thought in their chosen 
fields of study is an important component of quality, as is faculty access to colleagues with shared 
interests and expertise.  
 
All identified faculty must have regular instructional responsibility in the area. Individuals who 
perform research in a given area but do not have some regular expectations for instruction cannot 
serve as one of the three to five listed members. 
 

1) A table demonstrating the adequacy of the school’s instructional faculty resources in the 
format of Template C2-1.  

 
Table C2-1: Instructional Faculty Resources 

 
Concentration 

First Degree Level 
Second 
Degree 
Level 

Third 
Degree 
Level 

ADDITIONAL 
FACULTY3 

PIF 11 PIF 21 Faculty 
32 PIF 41 PIF 51 

Biostatistics 
   MPH 
   MS 
   PhD 

Natalie 
Dean 
1.0 

Robert 
Parker 

1.0 

Steven 
Foti 
1.0 

Babette 
Brumback 

1.0 

 
PIF: 14           
Non-PIF: 1 

Environmental 
Health 
   MPH 
   PhD 

Eric Coker 
1.0 

Song 
Liang 
1.0 

John 
Lednicky 

1.0 

Anthony 
Maurelli 

1.0 

 
PIF: 6              
Non-PIF: 2 

Epidemiology 
   MPH 
   MS 
   PhD 

Srinivasa 
Vaddiparti 

Ananth 
1.0 

Catalina 
Lopez-

Quintero 
1.0 

Lusine 
Yaghjyan 

1.0 

Ting-Yuan 
Cheng 

1.0 

 

PIF: 14          
Non-PIF: 3 

Population Health 
Management 
   MPH 

Ara Jo 
1.0 

Nicole 
Marlow 

1.0 

Valery 
Beau De 
Rochars 

1.0 

  
PIF: 5             
Non-PIF: 9 

One Health 
   PhD 

Tara 
Sabo-

Attwood 
1.0 

John 
Lednicky 

1.0 

Joseph 
Bisesi 

1.0 
  

PIF: 5               
Non-PIF: 1 

Public Health 
   BPH 

Elizabeth 
Wood 

1.0 

Shantrel 
Canidate 

1.0 

Frederick 
Kates III 

1.0 
  

PIF: 4                
Non-PIF: 0 

 
Concentration 

First Degree Level 
Second 
Degree 
Level 

Third 
Degree 
Level 

ADDITIONAL 
FACULTY3 

PIF 11 PIF 21 Faculty 
32 PIF 1 PIF 51 
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Public Health 
Practice 
   MPH 

Lusine 
Yaghjyan 

1.0 

Joseph 
Bisesi 

1.0 

Julia 
Varnes 

1.0 

 
  

 

PIF: 0                
Non-PIF: 0 
  

Health Services 
Research 
   PhD 

Arch 
Mainous 

1.0 

Nicole 
Marlow 

1.0 

Santanu 
Datta 
1.0 

 
 

PIF: 4               
Non-PIF: 8 

Social and 
Behavioral 
Sciences 
   MPH 
   PhD 

Brittney 
Dixon 

1.0 

Nichole 
Stetten 

1.0 

Lindsey 
King 
1.0 

Kathryn 
Ross  
1.0  

PIF: 5              
Non-PIF: 3 

1Primary Instructional Faculty (PIF) may be counted as a PIF a maximum of two times. 
2Faculty 3 can be either primary instructional faculty or non-primary instructional faculty. These individuals may 

appear multiple times if their responsibilities and training/experience are appropriate to count in multiple 
concentrations. 
3Additional Faculty must be individually identified in Templates E1-1 and E1-2, as applicable. PIF and non-PIF 

faculty identified in other concentrations in the table may be included in this headcount if their responsibilities and 
training/experience are appropriate to count in multiple concentrations. 
The FTE indicated below each faculty name should denote the contribution to the school as a whole rather than to 
individual concentrations. 
 

TOTALS: Named PIF 31 

 Total PIF 88 

 Non-PIF 27 
 

 
2) All primary instructional faculty, by definition, are allocated 1.0 FTE. Schools must explain 

the method for calculating FTE for any non-primary instructional faculty presented in C2-1.  
 

Effort is calculated as instructional activity, research and other sponsored activities, clinical 
activities and administration and service, as appropriate to the position description and promotion 
track of the faculty member. Faculty certify their effort each semester through the university’s 
effort reporting system.  
 
Level of effort for any activity reflects the actual time spent on that activity. Teaching effort is 
generally calculated as 8.33% effort per one credit course per semester; thus a three credit 
course would be the equivalent of 25% effort in that semester, or 8.33% effort for the year.  
 

3) If applicable, provide a narrative explanation that supplements reviewers’ understanding of 
data in the templates.  

 
N/A 
 

4) Data on the following for the most recent year in the format of Template C2-2. See 
Template C2-2 for additional definitions and parameters. 

 
a. Advising ratios (faculty and, if applicable, staff) by degree level (bachelor’s, 

master’s,   doctoral), as well as the maximum and minimum. If both faculty and staff 
advise, present and calculate both ratios 

 
Both faculty and staff contribute to advising of students, depending on the degree level. 
Among faculty, most advising is carried out by PIF in the college. Non-PIF with advising 
responsibilities are faculty in the college who are less than 1.0 FTE. As described in 



section H1, lower division undergraduates who are tracking for the BPH program have 
access to four staff advisors.  

 

Table C2-4a1: Staff regularly involved in advising, mentoring and the 
integrative experience 

PIF General Advising & Career Counseling 

Degree level Average  Min Max 

Bachelor’s1 24.5 10 39 

 
All students accepted into the limited access junior-senior BPH program have an advising 
meeting with the program director in the first semester to determine their plan of study 
and discuss program goals. After the initial advising meeting, students meet with the BPH 
program director as needed. In addition to advising in the college, all students have 
access to the UF Career Connections Center programs for career counseling as well as 
access to the PHHP embedded career counselor. Career advising is further described in 
section H2.  

 
At the graduate level, all advising is carried out by faculty. The average number of 
students advised by an individual as well as the maximum number of students advised by 
an individual decreases at the master’s and doctoral program levels compared to the 
bachelor’s level. In the master’s program, the maximum number of students advised by 
one faculty member does not reflect the norm, as is evidenced by the average number of 
3.3 (the median number of advisees for all master’s degrees is 2.0). Advising levels for 
the integrative experience tend to be higher in the MPH program, which is the largest 
public health master’s degree program in the college. However, with a recent transition to 
a capstone course in summer 2020, under which the integrative experience is carried out, 
there is now additional advising for the MPH integrative experience from the course 
instructor; that additional advising is not captured in this table, because data for the table 
were collected prior to the first capstone course offering.  

 

Table C2-4a2: Faculty regularly involved in advising, mentoring and the 
integrative experience 

PIF General Advising & Career Counseling 

Degree level Average  Min Max 

Bachelor’s 49 49 49 

Master’s 3.3 1 16 

Doctoral 2.2 1 6 



Table C2-4a2: Faculty regularly involved in advising, mentoring and the 
integrative experience 

Non-PIF General Advising & Career Counseling 

Degree level Average Min Max 

Master’s 2.5 1 3 

Doctoral 1.3 1 2 

* Data for general advising and career counseling were collected on March 1, 2020. 

 
b. If applicable, average number of baccalaureate students supervised in a cumulative 

or experiential activity 
 

BPH students complete their experiential activity through a service learning practicum 
course, PHC 4943, in the spring of their senior year. The BPH program director serves as 
the course director and thus mentors all of the students through this experience. Students 
also work with community preceptors during this experience who provide informal 
advising and mentoring. Student evaluations of the PHC 4943 course are very positive 
overall, supporting the adequacy of faculty supervision for the experiential activity. For 
example, the majority of students have agreed or strongly agreed with the statements, 
“The course fostered regular interaction between student and instructor” and “The 
instructor was instrumental to my learning in the course.”  

   

Table C2-4b: Faculty regularly involved in advising, mentoring and the 
integrative experience 

Supervision/Advising of bachelor's cumulative or experiential activity  
(All PIF) 

Average Min Max 

49 49 49 

 
c. Average number of MPH students supervised in an integrative learning experience 

(as defined in Criterion D7), as well as the maximum and minimum.  
 

Students in the MPH program are mentored by their faculty advisor during their 
integrative learning experience. Faculty give advice on designing and conducting the 
project and provide feedback on drafts and the final written product. Faculty also review 
the final project presentation. Students also work on the ILE project with a preceptor, who 
provides additional advising and mentoring. 

 

Table C2-4c: Faculty regularly involved in advising, mentoring and the 
integrative experience 

Advising in MPH integrative experience (All PIF) 

Average Min Max 

2 1 8 

 
d. Average number of DrPH students advised, as well as the maximum and minimum 

 
N/A 



 
e. Average number of PhD students advised, as well as the maximum and minimum 

 
f. Average number of academic public health master’s students advised, as well as 

the maximum and minimum 
 

Master’s and doctoral students are matched with a faculty mentor who advises the 
student on course selection, research and the thesis, dissertation or final exam 
requirements for the graduate school. At the doctoral level, students receive a tuition 
waiver and stipend to work with an individual mentor. Most faculty members mentor one 
or two students but a faculty member with a well-supported research program may 
mentor several doctoral students, as is reflected in the max number of 6 in Table C2-4e. 
On average, the PIF faculty-student advising ratio for both the doctoral and public health 
master’s degree programs is just slightly over 1:2, indicating more than adequate faculty 
resources for advising in these programs.  

 

Table C2-4e: Faculty regularly involved in advising, mentoring and the 
integrative experience 

PIF Mentoring/primary advising on thesis, dissertation or DrPH 
integrative project 

Degree Average Min Max 

PhD 2.2 1 6 

Master’s other than MPH 2.1 1 5 

Non-PIF Mentoring/primary advising on thesis, dissertation or DrPH 
integrative project 

Degree Average Min Max 

PhD 1.3 1 2 

Master’s other than MPH 0 0 0 

 
5) Quantitative data on student perceptions of the following for the most recent year. Schools 

should only present data on public health degrees and concentrations.  
 
a. Class size and its relation to quality of learning (e.g., The class size was conducive to 

my learning) 
 

Data on class size are presented for the 2019-2020 academic year. The MPH program 
collects data on student satisfaction with class sizes through the exit survey administered 
when the student completes their final presentation of their integrative learning experience 
project at the end of their academic program. For the reporting year, 77 of 101 MPH 
graduates, or 76.2%, responded to the class size question on the exit survey. The data are 
presented in Table C2-5a1 and show that more than 90% of students agreed or strongly 
agreed that the MPH class sizes were appropriate for the type of learning required in the 
courses.  



Table C2-5a1: MPH student perceptions on class size, 2019-2020, N = 77 

Survey Question 
Strongly 

Disagree or 
Disagree 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

Strongly agree 
or Agree 

The MPH class sizes were 
appropriate for the type of 
learning required in the 
courses 

1.3% 6.5% 92.2% 

 
Data on class size for other public health PhD and master’s programs were collected via 
survey in spring 2020 from students who graduated during the reporting period. There were 
13 responses from 38 graduates, for a response rate of 34.2%, which was much lower than 
for the MPH students. The difference is attributed to collection of data through an exit survey 
for the MPH program versus collection after the student had left the program for the other 
degrees. Among those who responded, the majority felt that the class sizes in their program 
had a very positive or somewhat positive impact on their learning. No respondents reported a 
negative impact. 
 

Table C2-5a2: Other public health master’s and doctoral student 
perceptions on class size, 2019-2020, N=13 

 Survey Question 
Very negative or 

somewhat negative 
impact 

No impact 
Very positive or 

somewhat positive 
impact 

Overall, please 
rate how the size 
of your classes 
impacted your 
learning. 

0% 15.4% 84.6% 

 
b. Availability of faculty (i.e., Likert scale of 1-5, with 5 as very satisfied) 

 
Data on faculty availability, presented for the 2019-2020 academic year, were collected by 
two methods. The new UF course evaluation system, GatorEvals, was launched in fall 2019. 
The system includes an indirect question about faculty availability: “The instructor provided 
prompt and meaningful feedback on my work and performance in the course.” While this 
question can be helpful in assessing faculty availability, a more targeted question was 
suggested for inclusion in the course evaluation to allow for the specific data to be collected. 
Requests to the university to include this question were not granted, in part because of the 
newness of the system and reluctance to add more questions. An additional challenge with 
these data is that they are presented as an aggregate for the college; thus data on public 
health courses alone are not available. In addition, response rates are not provided. 
Nonetheless, the data at the college level were reviewed for fall 2019 and spring 2020 and 
are presented in Table C2-3c. The majority of students in the college who responded to the 
question on course evaluations strongly agreed or agreed that the instructor provided prompt 
and meaningful feedback on their work and performance in the course.  
 
In order to capture more information on faculty availability, a question was included on a 
graduate survey that was distributed to all public health program graduates from the 2019-
2020 academic year. Of 139 graduates of graduate-level public health programs, 35 
responded to the question, “Overall, course instructors in my program are available to help 
me during and outside of class times” for a response rate of 25.2%. Of those who responded, 
nearly 90% strongly agreed or agreed, while only 3.4% strongly disagreed or disagreed 
(Table C2-5b).  
 



Table C2-5b: Data on perceptions of faculty availability, 2019-2020 

Survey Question 
Disagree or 

strongly 
disagree 

Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Agree or strongly 
agree 

The instructor provided 
prompt and meaningful 
feedback on my work and 
performance in the course.1 

Fall 2019 = 6.9% 
Spring 2020 = 

3.5% 

Fall 2019 = 10% 
Spring 2020 = 

6.3% 

Fall 2019 = 
83.1% 

Spring 2020 = 
90.2% 

Overall, course instructors 
in my program are available 
to help me during and 
outside of class times.2 

3.4% 6.9% 89.7% 

1Data were taken from the public results of the GatorEvals system and cannot separate out the health 
professions courses from the public health courses; thus this measure is college-wide. 
2Data were collected from a survey of public health program graduates conducted in spring 2020. 

 
6) Qualitative data on student perceptions of class size and availability of faculty. Only present 

data on public health degrees and concentrations.  
 

Among those who responded to the MPH exit survey and the survey of graduates of other public 
health MS and PhD programs, 17 also provided qualitative feedback (18.9%). Those who 
responded seemed satisfied with their experiences. The college made a strong effort over the 
past several years to move to a blended learning format. The new format encouraged applied 
learning in small groups, including in large classes that had previously been offered in lecture 
halls with little interaction among students. It had been noted previously that this switch to 
blended learning created the opportunity for more effective learning in classes of all sizes. As one 
student noted, “For classes with active discussion groups, it was helpful to have smaller class 
sizes so you could interact with and get to know your classmates. For some of the larger classes, 
the instructors would sometimes break the class into smaller discussion groups, which was also 
helpful.” As students progress in their program of study, class sizes tend to become smaller. This 
was widely perceived as having a positive effect on student learning. Student comments were 
mainly favorable and included:  
 

 “I normally had pretty small classes, about 20 people. I actually got to know quite a few of 
them as they were in subsequent classes as well and we would do group projects 
together and form study groups.” 

 “I felt most productive in classes of 10 people or less, and that was most of my more 
specialized courses.”  

 “I felt I received more attention from professors due to the smaller class size. It was a 
more personal experience.” 

 “The size not too small or big just the perfect size for students to build a relation(ship) 
with the course instructor.” 

 “I love small class sizes, it allowed me to get to know my professors and feel more 
comfortable approaching them with questions.” 

 “The class size was not too large, allowed for easy interactions with almost every 
member of the class.” 

 “Loved the small classes.” 

 “Very small, less than 10 people, to facilitate getting to know the teacher better in order to 
ask him/her questions in and outside of class.” 

 “We had small class rooms for 4-7 students, which encouraged critical thinking and 
targeted learning.” 

 “Classes were a good size and enabled people to easily ask questions.” 
 

Only three respondents had critiques of class sizes: 
 



 “In person classes had a good number of students. Online classes were too crowded for 
professor to give adequate attention to students.” 

 “The manner in which epidemiology was taught would have been better if the class size 
was smaller, similar to that of the Biostatistics course.” 

 “The epi methods courses were a bit too big to effectively learn the material.” 
 

Qualitative feedback on faculty availability was also largely positive. One student commented, “All 
my instructors were very willing to provide help when needed. This was very impressive.” Other 
students noted “Whenever I had questions, the professors were always willing to help me and 
were usually quick responders” and “Instructors were very flexible with their office hours and were 
willing to work with you if you could not attend.” However, exceptions were also occasionally 
noted: “Some teachers were very approachable and had ample office hours/times to meet outside 
for help. Some did not,” “My professors were very open to helping outside of class, however, my 
faculty advisor was not” and “online instructors were a little too overwhelmed to provide students 
with attention required.” 
 
See ERF C2-6: Qualitative Data on Class Sizes. 
 

7) If applicable, assess strengths and weaknesses related to this criterion and plans for 
improvement in this area.  

 
Strengths:  

 The majority of survey respondents felt that class sizes in their program had a somewhat 
positive or very positive impact on their learning.  

 Initiatives to provide more applied learning experiences in all classes as well as those set in 
place to reduce class size have been effective and will continue.  

 
Weaknesses: 

 The survey on class size and faculty availability had a low response rate. Ideally, these 
questions should be incorporated into the course evaluation system to try to capture the data 
in a more timely and consistent manner. This evaluation system was revised in fall 2019 with 
new questions, and initial efforts to add PHHP-specific questions for college courses were not 
successful.  

 
Plans for improvement: 

 Beginning in the spring 2021 semester, the following question will be added to the university 
course evaluation system and applied to all courses in the college: “The class size was 
appropriate for the type of learning required in the course” with response options of Strongly 
Disagree, Disagree, Neutral, Agree, Strongly Agree. 

 
 

 
 


