Faculty Caucus Minutes
Wednesday, November 18, 2015
(Unapproved)
Call to Order

Senator Kalter called the meeting to order.
Executive Session:

Annual ASPT Salary Report (Provost Krejci, Vice President Alt)

Senator Kalter: The salary report that the Senate has traditionally had is in our Constitution and ASPT Policy, but the tradition has been interrupted. We hadn’t had the annual report for several years. We will see tonight a cumulative report, but we are now going to go back to the practice of an annual report. This we also go into executive session for.
The Illinois Open Meetings Act, section 5 ILCS 120/2 section c, 1, allows for closed meetings to consider “The appointment, employment, compensation, discipline, performance, or dismissal of specific employees of the public body or legal counsel for the public body”.
Motion: By Senator Hoelscher, seconded by Senator Daddario, to move into executive session. 

Senator Winger: As you read that, that didn’t sound like what we are doing tonight. Are we speaking to a specific salary?

Senator Kalter: In general, we will not be, but because we make available the specific salaries of faculty before this meeting, we do it out of an abundance of caution.

The motion was approved by the Caucus with the exception of Senator Winger, who abstained.

The Caucus completed its executive session and returned to open session.
Office of Equal Opportunity, Ethics and Access Compliance Reporting (Shane McCreery, Director)

Senator Kalter: Shane McCreery is here to discuss with us how his office does reporting regarding salary in compliance with various federal and state laws. This will inform our discussion of the ASPT Article II, in which the URC is suggesting that we change a very long standing wording that has never been utilized.

I will start with Professor Houston of the URC, because she was on the subcommittee last year that brought this issue to the fore and had discussions with Shane’s office in terms of what we already do in terms of equity reporting, what the definitions are, etc.

Professor Houston: In our review of the entire ASPT document, we discovered in Section 2.d that there was language that stated that the URC may conduct a university-wide equity review. The URC shall develop an appropriate equity distribution plan and the plan must be approved by the faculty. As we investigated further, there had never been an equity review conducted since 1976. In order to conduct one, we need a definition and what the scope is. Based on our exploration, we had no institutional memory related to what we mean by a university-wide equity review. Our subcommittee touched base with a few key people on campus, Shane McCreery, a few others and consulted with the AAUP to find out if there were some standards or best practice guidelines. Upon all of that, we came to the conclusion that the issue was something that would go beyond the scope of the URC. We didn’t feel comfortable in our group making a decision about how equity review would be defined.  We did a cursory examination of other universities and found that there was a wide range of procedures, and also which groups would be examined, some looked at salary only, some examined race, gender, sexual orientation, etc.  That is what led to our recommendation that a committee or work group might be best to really determine where to go next to set some standards for this review.

Director McCreery: On an annual basis, my office is tasked with the responsibility of preparing a rather comprehensive compliance document, titled the Affirmative Action Plan. Part of the plan is an annual equity analysis, but that analysis is specific as we do in comparing males’ to females’ salaries and minorities to non-minorities. We go through three layers of analyses to determine if something is going to be deemed inequitable. The first is that we take all of the employees of the university and identify what job categories that they should be assigned and those categories are determined by the Department of Labor. ISU has 52 categories and employees are assigned to these categories based upon similar responsibility levels and skills. We average the salaries of all the employees in a category and compare them male to female to see if there is any type of disparity and then minorities to non-minorities. We do find there to be differences, so we move to the second layer of analysis, which is a multiple regression analysis. This is a complex statistical analysis that is dictated by the Office of Federal Contract Compliance. It is so statistically complex that my office contracts with a firm that does this for us. In this, we are looking for multiple legitimate factors that would help explain the compensation differences, such as education, experience, performance and productivity. The last layer of analysis is anecdotal evidence where we identify the names of individuals on campus. My staff and I will meet with Human Resources, deans, provost, chairs to gather any type of information as to why an individual would be substantially higher or lower than the par group.   This involves review of merit based increases to peers, a review of performance appraisals, and things of that nature.
The Affirmative Action Plan’s salary equity review is obviously limited because we are looking at it through the lens of gender and race, but on an individual basis, if a faculty or staff member has a concern regarding their salary and feels that they are under compensated on the basis of discrimination, I do an individual analysis. That can be based on any type of protected class, race, gender, religion, etc. My office does not take into account compression and inversion. What my office does is a bit incomplete for the purposes of URC.

Senator Winger: Can we ask you to boil it down?  My understanding from last year was that women at all levels, in terms of faculty rank, are paid less. Is that correct?

Director McCreery: I don’t believe that that is the case. I am not familiar with what information would have been shared last year, because we wouldn’t paint it with such a broad brush. It would be broken down by discipline and job group. There are certain areas within the Affirmative Action Plan where women compared to men are under compensated. I don’t have all of that in front of me now.

Senator Winger: So we are not going to go into those things now?

Senator Kalter: That may be a little off topic since we are trying to think about what we need to do in order to analyze it rather than what has already been presented—what we want to know versus what we think we already know and what we are going to do about that.

Senator Daddario: What’s the goal?

Director McCreery: That’s hard to define. The goal for the Affirmative Action Plan is to remedy those individuals who are under compensated and we can assign that to a pattern based on race or gender. If we do identify in the Affirmative Action Plan that we take a job category and I am finding that the majority of a certain racial group is under compensated compared to the average, then I would work directly with the provost to make that be known so that the provost can work with the dean and chair to remedy that. If I identify a pattern of behavior that can be discriminatory or if there is no other explanation other than it is inequitable, then I would notify the Office of the Provost to try to remedy that situation.

Senator Kalter: Your reporting does that on an aggregate level for the university as a whole, but you can also do it on a departmental level?

Director McCreery: Correct.

Senator Lessoff: The undercurrent of the previous discussion was how do peoples’ salaries, in particular faculty at different ranks, vary by discipline and experience compared to some outside standards at comparator institutions.  I am understanding that you are all about the internal; that is your legal mandate and professional responsibility? You are not concerned about this professional issue that we were talking about for an hour about ten minutes ago?

Director McCreery: Correct. The analysis that I do and the data in which I am authorized to collect are specifically proscribed by the U.S. Department of Labor.

Senator Ellerton: I know that you mentioned issues of compression don’t fall under your analysis, but some of what you said that relates to issues of compression may do. I’m puzzled on one thing. You mentioned that you investigate the merit and performance of individuals who would appear to be discriminated against in terms of salary. But some issues of compression that would apply to. There are some cases of compression where there has been merit and productivity, but there are still issues of compression so that individual is being discriminated against. The result happens to be compression but they’re not getting that salary that is implied by their performance.  Is there any way those sorts of issues of compression would fall under your review?

Director McCreery: The issue of compression has not been an area of focus as we have compiled this data. When we are trying to identify individuals to determine if their race or gender played a role in where they fall within that spectrum in comparison to their peers, we have been able to find, for example, a situation where someone was hired and the timing of their hire was such that they are ineligible for a salary increase that year and the next year there is no salary increase or its low, so they are already behind in comparison to their peers. But the issue of compression and inversion as you have characterized it is not something that we have focused on.

Senator Cox: Two questions. One has to do with the various measures that you have; one is the average or the aggregate of all salaries in a category and you can do that on a department level?
Director McCreery: I can, but I need to distinguish what I can do and what I do do for the plan. The plan just requires me to look at job group. I can and do some department chairs requests that I break it down to more detail, either by college or department or in non-academic areas as well. That is a secondary analysis that I can do as a service to the university community upon request.

Senator Cox: That request can be made by chairs, provost, individuals?

Director McCreery: Yes, if it is an individual, I run that comparison to their peers within their department, so it would be even more specialized. Yes, I can break it down to the individual level if someone has a concern that their salary has been negatively impacted due to discrimination.

Senator Cox: So we have the average by category and the statistical analysis that is contracted out. You may receive different results. The third measure is your anecdotal studies. How do you reconcile the data should it be different in terms of gender and race?
Director McCreery: I am trying to drill down deeper with each step. If I am not able to satisfactorily explain why a Caucasian faculty member in a department is at a substantially higher rate of pay than everybody else in the department, that is going to be concerning. I want to make a determination as to why and that could be something as obvious as it is a former administrator who as a part of an unsuccessful administrative position has gone back to the faculty and for whatever contractual reason has carried their salary with them. We don’t have as many that are substantially, disproportionately low. We do have this cluster in the middle.  If I identify in a job group that of the bottom ten, six are minorities or women, then I will try to make a determination as to why. I will look at the year they are hired. I will try to make a determination if there is an educational difference; what variable can I attribute to that. If I am not able to attribute to something that is objective, then the anecdotal piece goes to the subjective evidence looking at the performance evaluations or the DFSC/SFSC reviews and how that compares to their non-male or non-minority peers.

Senator Cox: Do you have a set figure in terms of percentage difference in which a red flag is raised?

Director McCreery: Five percent is the first step, triggered automatically, which is proscribed by the Office of Federal Contract Compliance.
Senator Winger: Roughly how often do you intervene with the provost, chairs and deans?  How many times a year?
Director McCreery: It depends; it is normally on a case by case. When it comes to the Affirmative Action Plan, since I am just looking at it from a minority or male versus female, it is not all that uncommon, because there are certain areas where it happens every year. There is not a lot of traction in certain fields, so if everybody is getting no pay raises, so there is not going to be any statistical difference, I may report directly to the president, so President Dietz is aware, as is the Board, of the details of the Affirmative Action Plan. We are the only state institution that shares the Affirmative Action Plan with the Board of Trustees. I haven’t done it this past year, but I have a staff member who does this, but will go out at the individual department level to share with them why and identify individual staff members. So it is often not done directly with the Provost’s Office unless I am sensing a trend or a group situation. But at the individual department level, we will identify faculty by name that these three seem to be disproportionately lower than the others; are you aware of that? Often they are, but we are supposed to be that watch dog to make them aware so if there is discriminatory impact, not intent, but impact, that can be addressed.

Senator Winger: So roughly how many?

Director McCreery: I can’t give you an exact number because I didn’t do that, but on an annual basis, based upon the underutilization that we have in certain job categories, I am guessing five to seven university-wide that we would have an opportunity to say the statistics are identifying something we need to explore further to make a determination.

Senator Kalter: That includes faculty and staff?

Director McCreery: Correct.

Senator Winger: What currently are our racial categories?

Director McCreery: All these are dictated by the Federal government. Caucasian, African-American, Hispanic, Asian, Pacific Islander/Native Hawaiian, Native American, Unknown, Two or More Races and Non-U.S. Citizen/Alien.

Senator Kalter: Technically speaking, it is American Indian/Alaskan Native because too many people would answer the Native American question yes.

Professor Houston: Would you say in some disciplines, as we know, tend to have fewer women or minorities, so when you are doing the comparisons, there would be no evidence because you would have too small of a pool or no members in a particular cell to really do a comparison?

Director McCreery: There are going to be some job categories that are going to be absent of any minorities or a certain minority categorization.

Professor Dean: Two questions occur to me. One is the data source for these different criteria that get plugged into the formula, for example, productivity measures and performance measures.  I’m thinking for example, in my own college, the digital measures program that tracks what we are all doing. We don’t all use it equally or upload information consistently or completely. So what are your information sources for that?

Director McCreery: That’s quite accurate.  We are dependent on whatever the department or the college is using to reach a conclusion on that. It can vary because you could have a college or department that is using one set of criteria or tool that is not being used in another.

Professor Dean: What we report in our ASPT documents should be the most complete or official record of what we want on the table? Are those some things that you draw from?

Director McCreery: Yes, that is.

Professor Dean: My other question is that I understand that the analysis is outsourced and is complex, but I am wondering if it would be possible for us to get a copy of the basic formula that is used. Some of us use multiple regression analysis in our work, we use a lot of complex statistics and some of us teach it, so some of us might be interested in seeing the formula that the company uses.

Director McCreery: That is proscribed by the federal government to the company that is applying it, but that is something I am happy to provide.

Senator Kalter: Is that already in the Affirmative Action Plan?

Director McCreery: Correct.

Senator Kalter:  The Senate or perhaps the Senate chair receives that plan and it is essentially a public document, especially after it goes to the Board of Trustees.

Senator Ellerton: Point of clarification on one of the categories you mentioned. You mentioned non-U.S. citizen. How do you rate in terms of visas-non-U.S. citizen or is it a resident alien or non-resident alien?  How do you discriminate that particular category?
Director McCreery: I don’t go into that distinction because I am not assigning people into those categories. That is part of the annual solicitation of race and ethnicity information. I can’t tell you specifically what the distinguishing factor is. I just get data that comes in that category that is put in there with the same number of people for any of the other racial categories.
Senator Ellerton: Who would generate that data? Would that be HR?

Director McCreery: That would be.

Senator Cox: Since you don’t take into account compression as a rationale and you have weeded out gender, race, ethnicity, but you still see a disparity, you refer that case to the Provost’s Office?

Director McCreery: For any type of anomaly, and I will be doing it this year. I had a staff member do it previously, l meet with individual department chairs and give them a snapshot of their department and salary associated with race and gender. We walk through things that have caught our attention that could be problematic if there was an OFCCP audit to try to get an explanation. Maybe they are aware, maybe they are unaware. We walk through why it is concerning to us and why we need additional information to make sure that there is not any type of discrimination. Once we have that conversation with the chair, we have had success with that being moved forward. We do it in February and March of every year after the plan comes out. Often the department chair and HR will partner to try to get a better understanding. If it is not someone who has been in the chair position long, they don’t have all of the answers either. So it is trying to identify the person who is undercompensated and make a determination as to why or what remedies are available.
Senator Kalter: If you were not to have success at the department chair level, are you permitted to talk to the entire DFSC, given that that is the personnel committee for faculty?

Director McCreery: If invited, I would.

Senator Kalter: About an individual case?

Director McCreery: It would be uncommon for someone as a department chair to be openly resistant or hostile. If I found that someone was blatantly not responding, I would go to the next level up, the dean. If I kept running into the same levels of inaction, that’s where the benefit of reporting to the President comes in.

Senator Cox: On compression, you have determined in this sit-down chat and your analysis that those issues, gender and race, are not going to explain a significant disparity, you bring this to the attention of the chair and you leave that issue there with the suggestion that it might be compression/inversion.

Director McCreery: No.

Senator Cox: So that is a conversation that is best directed somewhere else.

Director McCreery: Right. That’s where the challenge of defining equity has come in with the charge to the URC versus the responsibility of my office. I view equity with a much smaller lens than what the URC is charged to do.
Senator Kalter: If there are no more questions, I am going to ask Shane to stay here for a moment. This all relates back to Article II and we are probably going to have to compress some of our ASPT discussion tonight, but we should talk about Article II while he is here. In Article II.D, the major substantive change, everything else seems to be editorial, although one thing may be under discussion for another reason. Currently our language has been there since 1976?
Dr. Catanzaro: 79 is the first version that we have in our archives.

Senator Kalter: The language that has been there is that the URC may conduct a university-wide equity review and you notice the “may”. That allowed this to sit on the books by saying may rather than will for these number of years without any action whatsoever on the part of the URC. It continues in this case the URC shall develop an appropriate equity distribution plan. This plan must be approved by the Faculty Caucus members of the Academic Senate prior to its implementation.  The Office for Diversity and Affirmative Action, which is the old name for Shane’s office, shall determine the criteria for affirmative action equity review in consultation with the URC. The suggested change is every six to eight years, the URC shall review any equity distribution plans and implementations of the plans to ensure conformity to university policies and procedures. So you will notice a couple things there. First the six to eight year timeline. Second that rather than conducting, the URC would be putting themselves in the position of reviewing. The other thing to note is that salary is not necessarily the only thing that was either the original intent or may be our intent when we talk about equity with respect to ASPT. This is appointment, salary, promotion and tenure. So are we hiring in with respect to diversity? What about the salaries and the salary increases, the performance evaluations? Are people, once they get here, getting tenure and promoted? In my department discussions, the most interesting thing, is whether women are getting promoted to full. I think it is important for us to talk about and flesh out. Essentially what the URC did was to send a letter to the provost saying we think that this is too big for the URC and can we have a taskforce that would determine what is in this affirmative action distribution equity plan.  Let’s talk about whether we have observations or suggestions for those several changes to the current but obviously not effective wording of Article II.
Senator Lessoff: It seems as though by sort of understanding, the URC is defining equity here as issues within the university. I was at an earlier job where they conducted an equity study and it was that other form of equity study, which is how we at whatever level all compare in terms of salary and working conditions to peer institutions. The understanding is that is not what you are talking about.

Professor Houston: The way the current language is stated, which is why we really recommended that the issue be taken up by a larger body so that there could be a determination as to the scope and definition of an equity review.

Senator Daddario: I see two issues. One, which is what this ASPT document is trying to get at is what to do going forward. But, two, since there is a backlog and information has not been looked at since 1979, it seems like there may need to be an intermediary step. For example, hire some sort of external review committee to come in and work through the problem of what happened between 1979 and now, looking at what that external review suggests for how to move forward and then coming back to this issue and trying to build a plan for every six to eight years based on actual information and not this amorphous gap.

Senator Kalter: Shane, do you have any thoughts about that?

Director McCreery: I think one thing to emphasize is that my definition of equity is proscribed by the federal government and so it is going to be limited. Is this group satisfied with that since that is conducted automatically on an annual basis or are they wanting to get the capital E involved. As an outsider sitting in for the first time, it sounds like that could be the valuable way to go, even if it is just looking at the historical analysis of that to figure out what all happened to get us to where we are so that we can then create a map and move forward.
Senator Daddario: Which raises point number three.  In an absence of a mandate to achieve some specific equity goal, all of this information ends up being retroactive and a statistical analysis that looks backwards and in a way perpetuates the inequity by forestalling it all the time. Another thing that the outside body might do is bring in information about standards for setting goals or give some specific guidelines for how to achieve capital E equity. I don’t know if these groups exist or what they do or if they have a specific political agenda.

Senator Kalter:  I wanted to turn to Senator Krejci next.

Provost Krejci: Did you have a question for me?

Senator Kalter: Senator Daddario’s question.

Provost Krejci:  I am not an expert in this in area, but I think the suggestion of looking into what other people do in these areas is very appropriate. When this first came this summer to me as a request from Cheryl Jenkins, I took it to cabinet. That is when they asked Shane to do some beginning analysis of what are other universities doing about this. Are we different; are we similar? Shane, if I remember correctly, you looked at other state universities in Illinois and found that Northern had done something but not to the extent that we are talking and none of the other universities had done anything like this. That doesn’t mean that the public universities in Illinois are the standard of what we want to do. Shane, I don’t know if you want to talk about the survey you did this summer.
Director McCreery: Northern Illinois University’s office of human resources was the one who spearheaded their effort to do salary benchmarking. The term equity was used, but they were trying to make a determination and they used external and internal factors. So what is the going rate of a faculty member in X discipline? What is the going rate and where are we in being able to achieve that? They looked at theirs from a very holistic approach when it came to recruitment and retention as well as promotion. Theirs was much larger so that they could be competitive externally and to retain faculty that they had. I have seen some other schools and I have one with me. This is the report from UC Berkeley and they did a faculty-salary equity study in January 2015. Theirs is quite comprehensive. It takes equity to that capital E. This is a supersized review of equity. They did internal, external and played all of this out and did in a way that is more sophisticated than what I am familiar with. I would be happy to share this. They basically dissected their entire workforce. They did a wonderful job, but I don’t know the amount of work or the timeframe it took them to come up with this completed document.
Senator Kalter: It would be great if you sent that and any others you have in your office, we can post those on the website.

Professor Houston: There is also a report from 2006-07 from the U of I. This was a pretty extensive planning team called the Gender Equity Planning Team. They did an extensive study looking at some of the structural barriers because one issue that we want to think about, and Shane, would you say that your office primarily has a focus on looking at whether there is discrimination, and so there is a distinction between discrimination versus perhaps structural barriers. For example, if there are ineffective recruitment policies that result in fewer women, fewer minorities coming into the hiring pipeline, is that discrimination or is it another kind of a structural barrier but still lends itself to inequities. All through the process, whether it is at the hiring level, whether it is at the tenure/promotion level, does our institution also think it is valuable to look at the structural barriers that may fall outside of the purview of the OEOEA, which may specifically be looking at has discrimination occurred? So there is a report, if you think it would be useful, that the U of I had.  They did put together an internal team made up of a number of people from various units within the university. They were focusing on tenure and promotion and hiring related to women academics.
Senator Kalter: One of the things I want to get us to is a couple of things in the specific wording of this rewording. We had talked about five-year reviews, three-year reviews, etc. I am uncomfortable with a six to eight year review, both because it is too long and because it is not five years, which we have said is the habit. If we put it into a five year cycle, it is much more likely to happen if it is an ASPT document. Second, URC is an External Committee of the Senate that reports through the Faculty Caucus. It seems to me that if this equity study, and I think it should be an ongoing study because it is too much to bite all of this off in one year at a time when you don’t have a budget to hire an external review committee. We don’t have an extended Senate structure that goes beyond a second level. We have Internal Committees and External Senate Committees, but we don’t have committees that then report to the URC. The only exception to that is the curriculum committees. One thing that might work is to have an ad hoc temporary external mixed committee that would made up of a couple of members of URC and a couple of members of the Faculty Caucus to look at how we would set up a cycle so that each year you were looking at one thing. One year, it could be salary, one year could be promotions; one year could be recruitment structures and things like that. I don’t really like the wording that says that the URC shall review any equity distribution plans, because that assumes that they exist. That was what was assumed before. It may conduct an equity study, but it really doesn’t have to and it never did and it never will is kind of the implication of the current language. The implication of the proposed language with the word any implies that if there is anything there, we will look at it, but if there is nothing there, we don’t have to look at it. I think we should work on that so that it is much more firm that we are serious about this. I don’t think it is worthwhile to go back to 1979 and look historically. Most of those people have retired already. So I think what we want to do is look at the recent past, current conditions and move forward. In terms of this being an information item, we still need to tweak this language, but we also need to figure out as a Faculty Caucus whether we endorse having a taskforce or an external ad hoc committee. We can defer that tonight. But that is where I think we should move with this. It is budgetarily not sound to try to do all of this all at once at this moment in history. Anyone have anything else about Shane’s presentation or Article II?
Senator Rich: Do we have any confusion with the use of the term equity for this the purposes of this discussion and this particular clause and its common usage with regard to a different form of salary adjustment and in the ASPT document itself it is referenced by that same phrase?
Senator Kalter: How would you define the second form that is not in this paragraph of equity?

Senator Rich: Generally to approach issues of compression and inversion. The idea that there would be an adjustment outside of merit to address differences in base salary that have some reason that need to be adjusted and compression is typically one of the issues or for example, if you making up for a bad timing of a performance evaluation, that comes in the form of an equity adjustment. I encourage us to be very clear here so that those things don’t get confused.

Senator Kalter: That is an important point for the URC to think about what terms defines the difference between socioeconomic equity or social types of equity, race, gender, sexual orientation, versus equity among peers within a department, discipline or program, which can overlap. If the word is used throughout the document, where is there linguistic slippage, semantic slippage between the terms?

If nothing else, here is our plan for the rest of the night. We are going to vote first and then have Diane Dean give the IBHE FAC report. We are going to put the rest of the ASPT discussion off until next time, except that we have to decide at the end of the night whether we want to meet on December 2.

Thank you very much Mr. McCreery for coming and informing us about all of that. It was very helpful.
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Motion: By Senator Hoelscher, seconded by Senator Nichols, to approve the slate of candidates for the University Hearing Panel. The motion was unanimously approved.
IBHE-FAC Report (Diane Dean, IBHE-FAC Representative)

Professor Dean: This is my first go at giving a report to you all. I have two committee meetings to report on. First, I want to thank you for the appointment to the IBHE FAC. I am very much enjoying the service and I appreciate your confidence in me to represent the university. 
In terms of the report, let me go through the highlights of that. In terms of the state budget, Gretchen Loman of the IBHE, reported on the state budget. She had little news. She was not optimistic. Basically she let us know that they did not anticipate an approved budget until after the new year. She thought it was not going to be until March. She also shared with us that the Senate Higher Education Committee has been holding hearings around the state at different campuses and in the meantime our different college university presidents have been strategizing how do we keep going, how do we remain open without a budget and what will we do in the spring if there is not something in place. She shared with us what they are doing within their own agency. They are doing some of their own belt tightening as have other state entities. 
There is a commission being formed on the future of the Illinois workforce. This is the result of a legislative mandate to IBHE to form this commission. It will analyze the current and projected workforce needs in each of the different economic regions of the state and then look at the college degree and credential production capacity in that region and make recommendations for aligning degree production with workforce needs, including recommendations about how can we expand degree and certificate completion rates and also making linkages to a finish up program that they have which is aimed at getting adults who have some college credit but not a degree or certificate to return and actually complete that. This links back to one of the state’s goals in the strategic plan for higher education broadly, goal three, which is to increase the number of credentialed adults throughout the state to meet our economic needs in Illinois and also to maintain global competitiveness. The goal is to have sixty percent of all adults in the state having a college or career credential by the year 2025, but in the report I shared with you, that number sixty percent actually falls short of what economists estimate what we are going to need in Illinois. The estimate is that we are going to need seventy percent and the reality is that we have less than forty two percent presently.
Another taskforce is being put together. This one is on military prior learning assessment. That is looking at how to recognize prior military learning and award academic credit to our veteran students and active service members. That taskforce looks at examining the history of prior learning assessment, looking at policies and practices in our state and other states, as well as standards and alternatives for awarding credit for military learning and looking at issues of how are these things transferred within institutions. The taskforce that is going to handle that is very sizable. One of the concerns that FAC expressed is that there is a very low representation of academic people on that taskforce. There are just three faculty members and two college presidents among a seventeen member taskforce and yet the function of it is to determine how to award academic credit. So people most closely connected with that enterprise is very thinly represented in that body. As part of that, they are going to launch by reviewing a scan of military prior learning assessment that was done by an organization called the Council for Adult Experiential Learning. We were presented with an excerpt of that scan that they developed which just enumerated the nine recommendations that came out of it. Those are enumerated for you in the report that I prepared. After we got this small summary, we were then asked to review that and endorse it, but we pointed out to them that this is just a tiny summary. We would like to see the full report. We don’t know what data were used in the report. We don’t know what some of the recommendations are or what the techniques are to which the report refers. We don’t have enough information to endorse it. The other concerns that were expressed were that some of the four year institutions were concerned about being put into a position where they have to accept all transferred PLA credit that had been awarded at a community college whether or not the university would deem those transferrable. Another concern was that this seemed focused more on access and completion, not focused on evaluating and ensuring quality in awarding these credits. Regardless of the concerns, within caucus, the majority of votes were to go ahead and endorse the excerpt that we were presented with.

A bigger item on the agenda was the low performing programs report. Three years ago, there was a public act that amended our Board of Higher Ed act, which ups the review of reporting requirements for academic programs that we have at our public universities. Specifically, it requires annual reporting on programs that have low enrollment, low degree completion or high expense per degree. This October, the IBHE delivered the first report that resulted out of that and the report only focused on degree completion. That is where they decided to start. Next year, starting in January, they will begin working on examining enrollments. Next fall, they will start looking at the expense per degree. They pulled up a five year average of completions for different programs in our public universities and gave each university a report and asked each university to respond to programs that have been flagged as low producing in terms of degrees. That was 12 if it is an associates program, 6 for a baccalaureate program and 1 for a doctoral program. Those were the thresholds for being considered low. The institutions were asked to give a rationale. You had an opportunity to justify it. You could say this contributes to general ed or supports another program or there is a certain workforce need, or you could specify the status if it was being redesigned or consolidated or in a sunset status and being phased out.  If an institution couldn’t provide a rationale, then IBHE flagged it and it is going to get a priority review in the coming year to try to assign a status to it. 
There were a number of concerns that came out from this. One was the timing of the whole thing. This was an act that had been on the books for three years and this past spring, IBHE took it up to undertake the degree production review. They prepared their materials and provided that to the universities in May and then asked for the responses in July. It was a very tight turnaround for something that they had had three years to think about and work on. It was also issued to us at a time when the faculty and the committees that this work on our campuses are in recess. It was not optimal. Larger than that was a big apprehension about how is the General Assembly going to use this data, especially in our current fiscal context. We are in financial crisis; we have an overdue budget that we haven’t been able to pass. They are looking to cut higher ed appropriations, so how is the General Assembly going to use this information when it is put in their hands. Is it going to encourage them to link budget decisions to performance of programs? Beyond that, the assembly members who are receiving this information, they really lack contextual information about our overall enrollment management on our different campuses. What are our institutional budget practices? So all of that is absent from this report. They are just getting numbers with the explanations that universities provided, which was itself another concern that arose because there wasn’t really guidance or specificity on what we had to provide. So the resulting responses from the different universities were widely varying in their length and depth. For example, Governors State had four programs flagged and they gave a 45 page response on that. In contrast, the U of I system had 91 programs that were flagged and they ended up giving about a third of a page for each one just to justify it. We had asked for a copy of the report before it went to General Assembly. We were not provided with that. We received it at the same time that it was made publically available on the IBHE website. So there were a number of concerns about that. In response to our concerns, Gretchen emphasized that it is already a law; it’s in place; and the purpose of it was just to highlight what good work that institutions are already doing, but the FAC was not convinced of that. So we were very apprehensive.
The next item that came up was the State Authorization Reciprocity Agreement. It is an interstate agreement if you sign on to establish comparable standards for all online programs and courses so that we can ease transferability for students who might be in Illinois, but take an online course elsewhere and want to transfer that back to a program here or vice versa. ISU is a member of SARA, but beyond being a member, you have to agree to some guidelines as a member and that includes that we have to institutional plans in place for developing and sustaining our online offerings. We have to ensure that our curricular for the online courses are comparable in their academic rigor to the traditional on campus versions of those courses. We have to ensure that the faculty who teach online courses are appropriately trained and effectively supported in online pedagogies and technologies. We have to regularly evaluate the effectiveness of online learning and demonstrate how we use that data for program improvement. We have to be sure that we are providing effective student and academic services to students who are enrolled in online courses. It is not just an agreement that says we will take your courses if you take ours. 
Senator Kalter: We are about five minutes until our hard stop time. I think you are almost at the bottom. What were the topics of the ones…

Professor Dean: Those were the biggest things. Some of the others were just some informational items. There are some action teams being formed through the IBHE and I would like to call those to your attention. If they are something you might be interested in, you can let me know and I will forward your name as someone who would like to serve on them. They are teams that will advocate for quality in higher ed; a team that is looking at affordability; a team that is looking at the attainment gap question; and a team that is looking at adult degree completion. The last thing I would like to call to your attention within that is that there is a board position opening on the IBHE for a public university faculty member. It is open to any public university faculty member throughout the state, so you can go to the government website and nominate yourself if you would like to do that.

Senator Winger: What does it pay?

Professor Dean: Nothing and I think that you will have all online meetings because no one can afford to reimburse you for the travel. There is more detail in my report about specific parameters. 

Senator Kalter: Just to remind everyone that Cynthia sent around the report a week or two ago.

Professor Dean: The last thing I would like to do is emphasize that this is a two way thing. I am a representative there, but please come to me if there are things you would like me to be aware of, there are things that you are working on in a group or a committee that you would like to make sure that FAC knows about so that we can advocate on our end and support you and work together. I would really like to make that happen.

Senator Kalter: About the low producing, victory that they went from low producing to low performing as the title of that report. I think we need to keep putting pressure on them about… I was really disturbed by the fact that they were talking about the length of reports when this is extra reporting already and I thought that our brief reports… One of the creators of the brief reports is Bruce Stoffel, and Jim Jawahar did the work over the summer about this. They were excellent; they did everything that they needed to do in about a paragraph or two for each program that we had. I also think that it is really important that we keep putting pressure at IBHE about the need to look at the high expense, low producing programs because if you look closely at most of our programs, they are not going to find that. They may find low producing programs, but there is almost always something that is being offered in concert with something else and that is very much worthwhile. I think we need to put pressure on that and against…we shouldn’t be rewarding Governors State for the length of their report. We should be wondering why they were so anxious about that. Any other questions or comments?
Senator Winger: I am just aghast at the whole thing. They are talking out both sides.  They want us to increase the number of degree programs and students to match the workforce and they are talking about degree production like I am Charlie Chaplin at the factory and then they are attempting to micromanage from a distance because we have a bunch of programs that need to be cut.  Who died and left them in charge, and the state pays seventeen percent for this place. Where do they get off?

Professor Dean: That was a big eye opener for me too. Serving in this capacity is enhancing my awareness of just how many things are increasingly being legislated and the dwindling participation of academic representation in those processes and committees. One of the things I am doing right now is I got the most recent legislative report from what is being proposed and discussed in the General Assembly, down to specifying training requirements for trustees. 

Decision on date of next Caucus(es):  December 2, December 9 or both?

Senator Kalter: We have one final agenda item and that is that is to point out that we could if we wanted to meet with during the last week of classes on a Wednesday, which would be an off Wednesday or we could just do a marathon session on the 9th or we could do both. Can I have a show of hands of everybody would like to meet only on December 2 which is the off week one. One? A show of hands would like to meet only on the 9th? It sounds like we will take December 2 off your hold list and see you on December 9th and have a fantastic Thanksgiving.

Thanks everyone for the long night and I apologize to Sam and Bruce for their long night and to Angie.
Adjournment 
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