Faculty Senate Meeting Minutes

March 6th, 2006

Margaret M. Walter Hall, Room 235

Special Meeting:  Faculty Categorization and Classification
In Attendance:

Arts & Sciences:  T. Anderson, K. Brown, J. Duerr, S. Gradin, A. Hughes (for Y. Helm), 

D. Ingram, D. Lassiter, S. Lopez, M. McMills, M. Morris, S. Reilly, S. Sarnoff, 

W. Roosenburg (for K. Uhalde), J. Webster
Business:  M. Tucker
Communication:  P. Bernt, B. Debatin, J. Miller, R. Stewart

Education:  A. Howley, T. Leinbaugh

Engineering:  D. Gulino, H. Pasic, T. Sexton

Fine Arts:  C. Cardenas, G. Lush, A. Reilly, M. Scott, D. Thomas

Health and Human Services:  A. Graham, D. Matthews, R. Mittelstaedt

Osteopathic Medicine:  P. Coschigano, M. Simpson 

Group II:  C. Naccarato, M. Thomas

Chillicothe:  V. Parker

Eastern:  T. Flynn

Lancaster:  A. Middleton (for J. Becker)

Southern:

Zanesville:  R. Shriver

Excused:  

D. Deeter, T. Hale, J. Benson
Absent:

D. Drabold, D. Miles, T. Young, W. Gist, D. Stroh, K. Heineman, M. Crawford

Minutes of the Meeting
As this meeting was a special meeting and consisted primarily of conversation, these minutes are presented in “note” form to reflect the nature of the conversation.

The Chair, P. Bernt, called the meeting to order at 7:10 p.m.

I.
Roll Call
Roll was called by the secretary
II.
Faculty Categorization

Bernt began by explaining that the purpose of this special meeting is to discuss the document “Faculty Classification Initiative” that has been presented by the PRC and P&T committees and to discuss what might work and what might not work with regard to the document.
B. Debatin: Announced a meeting of the local chapter of AAUP on Vision Ohio on March 8th; he asked Senate members to circulate the information about this meeting

Bernt:  PRC on May 18, 2000 passed a resolution on the proportion of Group I faculty teaching at OU in which adherence to AUP guidelines is stressed.
K. Brown:  In 1974 74% of the faculty was Group I, and it was 73% last year, so why is this a problem?

Bernt:  The issue is the new budgeting model; we don’t want this to go any lower, and it is about the protection of tenure; many of our peers have this in writing.
K. Brown:  The document is insulting to contingent faculty; it makes it sound like they are a threat to tenure when in fact they aren’t – RCB is.

C. Cardenas:  The issue is the clarification of faculty categories; if the preamble is offensive, it can be changed.
K. Brown: Perspective is everything; contingent faculty may not feel valued by the university given the wording in the document.
M. Thomas: Contingent faculty members are professionals who deserve a place at the table; is satisfied with the groups that have been working on the document.
Bernt:  It is not to anyone’s benefit to allow non-tenure track faculty to have de facto tenure; this attracts a pool of labor that can be exploited.
C. Naccarato: The rationale of the 2000 resolution was to say that Group II faculty is important, but should be limited; the question is:  why haven’t resolutions been implemented or ignored?  Those resolutions were supposed to end the problems.
Bernt: This is why we need to revisit the issue again.
S. Sarnoff: We need to look at why the proportion of non-contingent faculty on regional campuses is so high.
A. Graham: AAUP guidelines are not meant to apply to regional campuses.
M. Simpson: One of the problems with being Group II is that they are really just contract employees; Group II faculty is treated fairly until there is a “problem” (like budget problems).
Bernt: Group II has faculty status.
Bernt:  Do we keep the group designations or do we just move to descriptive definitions?

A. Graham:  P&T decided to leave the Group I, Group II . . . designations until this meeting was over.
C. Cardenas:  The committees wanted to be able to match things up in the handbook (which has all of these categories in it); the terminology is transitional.
W. Roosenburg:  Maintaining the categories seems to maintain the “stigma.”

Bernt:  What about Group I descriptions?

C. Cardenas:  There is a discussion of Group I descriptions in the new document; it encourages departments to lay out proportions from the beginning.
R. Stewart:  The first bullet point leaves room for manipulation by directors of tenure-track faculty

H. Pasic:  Agrees with Stewart
Bernt: The bigger issue is workload; there is no language in the Handbook on this.
C. Cardenas: The second bullet point is a result of lack of paper contracts these days; we want to see in writing the responsibilities for each year for untenured faculty.
B. Debatin: As it is written, there could be problems with untenured faculty having to negotiate.
A. Reilly:  It needs to be flexible.
R. Stewart: We should strike the word “annually”; they should be able to renegotiate anytime.
S. Reilly: Expressed need for detail on what “responsible for curriculum” means.
A. Graham: The language is a compromise; it doesn’t preclude Group II participation, but Group I should take leadership in curriculum development.
J. Duerr: Curricula are developed by Group II on regional campuses in some cases; if we say they can’t serve, we might run into problems.
K. Brown:  Why do we have to say that all departments must do the same thing?

Bernt: It doesn’t say this anywhere in the document; this curriculum point is something that needs to be worked on further by the committees.
III.
Group II

A. Graham discussed the definition of Group II in the document and outlined new definitions and changes from current definitions.

K. Brown: Asked Graham to explain “pro-rated” benefits.
A. Graham: This has to do with fairness with respect to workload – benefits are on a sliding scale, which is already done for some classified staff. 

Bernt: Fears that people could be taken advantage of because of this. 

B. Debatin:  The issue is long-term underpaid contingent faculty.
Bernt: Benefits need to be tied to workload.
A discussion followed on the need for part-time faculty to teach certain courses, questions surrounding work-load policies, and the need for at least some amount of benefits for these faculty members out of fairness.
J. Duerr: Asked Senators to encourage Group III and Group IV colleagues to come forward with suggestions/comments.
M. Morris:  Feels that limiting Group II to teaching only ties the hands of directors.
D. Matthews:  Committees need to be looking at ways in which directors would have incentives to hire Group I positions instead of Group II.

M. Simpson:  We should also look into if there are any labor laws involved in these issues.

IV.
Group IV
K. Brown: There is a problem with OUCOM Group II clinical faculty being designated as “clinical professors” but other Group IIs in other colleges are designated as ‘lecturers’; this is a fairness issue.
Bernt:  This is common practice at our peer institutions.
J. Duerr: This is something on which we would like to get as much input as possible – there is a wide range of possible ‘titles.’

C. Cardenas: Titles in Colleges of Medicine is standard for the industry.
H. Pasic:  We should stick with the terminology that is used around the country.
V.
Grandfathering Issues (with people who are in place right now)

Bernt:  This would be in the interest of fairness.
C. Naccarato:  Would this be left up to the units? Would hope that someone who has been here for a long time would not be put back to the bottom.
Bernt:  Are there people who are Group II that should be Group I or Group III that should be Group II?

Bernt:  The next step is for committees to take the input from this meeting and do some fine tuning and then bring it back until we get a document that can be agreed upon.
MOTION:  T. Flynn motioned to adjourn the meeting (A. Graham second).

MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY ON A VOICE VOTE

Bernt adjourned the meeting at 9:30 p.m.
Respectfully Submitted by Timothy G. Anderson, Secretary
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