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Inside this issue: 

As promised by the presi-
dent and the provost, the 
merit process is a work 
under construction.  The 
department chairs, deans, 
associate provosts, the 
provost and I reviewed 
last year’s process at a 
retreat in August.  Most 
seemed to think that 
things went pretty well.  
Some mentioned how the 
late stages of the process 
seemed mysterious to 
faculty.   Up to the point 
of the chair’s recommen-
dations to deans, the 
process seemed transpar-
ent, but from the faculty’s 
perspective what was 
foggier was what hap-
pened between that point 
and the receipt of one’s 
letter from the president. 

The chairs were clear 
that they wanted to re-
tain a distinction between 
the merit process and the 
annual review, and so the 

provost’s office worked 
out a new draft of proce-
dures that Beverly Dia-
mond presented at the 
first Academic Forum of 
the Fall semester.  (The 
Forum, presided over by 
the provost and myself, 
consists of chairs, deans, 
and the chairs of certain 
Senate committees.)   
This coming year’s proc-
ess will recognize the dis-
tinction between the judg-
ment of merit for the pur-
poses of raises and the 
annual review process. 

The key provisions in the 
draft read: 

Annual evaluations shall 
serve two functions:  (1) to 
guide the professional 
development of the faculty 
member, and (2) to record 
part of the evidence upon 
which personnel decisions 
and salary recommenda-

tions shall be based.  Ac-
cordingly, 

• each regular faculty 
member of the College 
of Charleston will be 
evaluated annually 
on the basis of per-
formance over the last 
calendar year at the 
College. 

In addition, 

• each faculty member 
with at least one full 
calendar year of ser-
vice at the College 
will be assigned a 
merit category on the 
basis of performance 
over the last three 
calendar years (or the 
time since hire if this 
is less than three 
years) as one factor to 
be considered in the 
determination of any 
salary increase. 

(Continued on page 3) 
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Immigration Act 
In its last session, the Gen-
eral Assembly passed the 
Illegal Immigration Reform 
Act that, among other 
things, will require state 
colleges to police the citi-
zenship of students.  All 
students must prove to us 
they are citizens or that 
they are legal aliens.   If 
they cannot, we must kick 

them out.  Tom Trimboli 
(Legal Affairs), Don Burkard 
(Enrollment Management), 
and the Provost, among oth-
ers, have hammered out a 
strategy to put the College in 
compliance with this act.  
Though they had no hard 
numbers, they reported to 
the Board of Trustees that 
compliance will come at no 

small cost to the College. 

In my view, requiring the 
College to verify citizenship 
does little to protect the 
state from spending money 
on illegal aliens.  

 

(Continued on page 2) 



Those faculty who have chosen an 
optional retirement program (ORP) 
rather then the state retirement 
program may be getting less from 
the College than they think.  Your 
pay stub says the College contrib-
utes 12.48% of your salary to which-
ever retirement account you’ve cho-
sen.  But only 5% of that money 
actually goes to you.  One portion of 
the remainder, 3.42% of your sal-
ary, goes into a state insurance 
fund; and 4.02% goes to the state 
retirement fund.  (If you are in the 
state program, 9.06% goes to the 
pension fund and the same 3.42% 
goes to the insurance fund.) 

The contribution to the insurance 
fund helps pay for the insurance 
that all state employees will enjoy 

after retirement, whether you are in 
an ORP or the State Program.  But 
the 4.02% that the College pays into 
the pension fund will never benefit 
the ORP faculty member on whose 
behalf it is contributed.  It helps to 
pay unfunded mandates, such as 
the TERI program, which benefit 
only those who eventually will draw 
a state pension. 

Terry Bowers, the faculty secretary, 
has been working on this issue ever 
since he was chair of Welfare years 
ago, but neither Judge Sanders nor 
Mr. Higdon were much interested in 
this inequity.  Now, with the new 
administration, we’ve begun to see 
some hope for change. 

On 30 September, Bowers, myself, 
and Steve Osborne (Business Af-

fairs), Shirley Hinson (Government 
Affairs), and Tom Trimboli (Legal 
Affairs) met to discuss possible solu-
tions.  It seems that state law might 
require the percentages summa-
rized above; but we’re looking for 
other workable ideas that will bring 
the College’s retirement benefits 
more in line with those of peer and 
aspirant institutions, which almost 
universally are more generous than 
South Carolina.  North Carolina 
contributes 6.84% (rather than 5%) 
to ORPs; Tennessee contributes 
10%; Georgia 9.65%. 

Working with Compensation and 
Welfare, Bowers and I will continue 
to meet with the administration on 
the issue and update you when 
there’s more to report. 

steady trend, but are still rather low 
at 55, 63, and 65%.  The number of in-
coming African-American students 
declined significantly, from 182 last 
year to 123 this year.  Another some-
what disturbing trend is the worsen-
ing “yield” rate for accepted applica-
tions.  While we’ve held steady in ac-
ceptances at about 64%, fewer stu-
dents are choosing CofC, proportion-
ally.  Only 43% of in-state admits 
ended up coming here, as did only 

Don Burkard reported to the Board of 
Trustees on current enrollment fig-
ures.  “Preofficial” figures put our 
undergraduate population at 9833, a 
reduction of nearly 100 students from 
last year; graduate students have 
risen about 100 to 1493.  Full-time-
enrollments levels have dropped by 
136.   That translates into a pretty 
significant decline in revenue.  Four-, 
five-, and six-year graduation rates 
have all improved, continuing a 

22.6% of out-of-state admits.  These 
continue a three-year downward 
trend.  The only thing keeping our en-
rollments somewhat steady is that our 
number of applicants is up in that 
same period, from 8674 in 2006 to 
9964 in 2008. 

It seems clear that student recruit-
ment is an issue we need to take seri-
ously. 

Immigration Act (Continued from page 1) 

Optional Retirement Program 

Enrollments 

own sagacious Simon Lewis, it turns 
our gates into machines of exclusion.  
Symbolically, we are closing our 
wrought iron doors to those who are 
most vulnerable amongst us:  the chil-
dren of undocumented workers, chil-
dren who cannot be held responsible 
for any crime of migration.  I say sym-
bolically:  it’s not as if the children of 
illegal immigrants could afford to come 
here in the first place!  The whole thing 
is not only ungenerous, but its gratui-
tousness makes it a gesture unbefitting 

a great people.  What a petty thing to 
do!  It diminishes us, and every time 
we demand a citizen to produce his or 
her “papers” we ought to be embar-
rassed for ourselves. 

Tim Carens and George Hopkins are 
working to draft a resolution on the 
issue for the November meeting of 
the Senate. 

I have seen no data to indicate there 
is a problem in the first place.  I will 
not venture to speculate about the 
motives of members of the General 
Assembly who voted for this measure, 
but it seems to me it will accomplish 
little more than the inconvenience of 
dozens of staff and hundreds of stu-
dents.  Almost certainly it will cost 
the state more than it saves. 

The law harms the ethos of a public 
college.  To borrow an image from our 
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The main difference, of course, is 
that the merit evaluation is over a 
three year period.  Faculty will sub-
mit material for the annual evalua-
tion and a supplement for the merit 
evaluation: 

The Department Chair or Dean of 
Libraries will assign a merit cate-
gory on the basis of this three-year 
summary and the annual evalua-
tions over the same three calendar 
years.  Newly hired faculty members 
need not submit any additional ma-
terials. 

The Forum also discussed the de-
scriptions of the three merit catego-
ries.  Susan Farrell, representing 
the Tenure and Promotion Commit-

tee, asked that service be added to 
the highest merit category (last 
year, one could get into the highest 
category only through exemplary 
research or teaching).  This sugges-
tion was largely supported and so 
will be incorporated into the next 
version of the draft.  That draft will 
soon (if not already) be available to 
all faculty on the Academic Affairs 
web site, and I encourage you to 
look at it and talk to your chairs or 
send comments to me or to Laura 
Penny (Welfare chair), Laura 
Turner (Compensation chair), or 
Richard Nunan (T&P chair). 

The final draft will be reviewed by 
the Compensation, Welfare, and 
Tenure and Promotion committees, 

and, because it will incorporated 
into the 2009/2010 FAM, the By-
Laws committee will also present it 
to the Senate for comment. 

 

 

 

Brand Manual 

Merit Raises (Continued from page 1) 

the College caught up with its competi-
tors” view.  For these it’s an area that’s 
been long neglected and has long 
lagged behind the quality of work we 
do at the College.  Others have chafed 
at the inconvenience of compliance.  It 
pinches to break in the 
new shoes, so to speak. 

There is no doubt that con-
forming to the new stan-
dards will require  . . . con-
formity.  And many of us 
have a natural impulse in the opposite 
direction, not to say we’re all maver-
icks.  The impulse to ignore 
“appearances” and get to the 
“substance” is, of course, good in fac-
ulty and contributes to the leadership 
role we play in society.  But a sloppy 
and uneven self-presentation can un-
dermine that leadership as well, and 
I’m glad we’ve got some talented people 
at the College now attending to our 
appearance. 

I’ve had a number of conversations 
with Mike about the new standards 
and about the costs of the complying.  
The hope is that we’ll ease into them 

over the course of a year to defray 
many of the costs—of printing new 
letterhead, for example.  Do NOT 
throw away old letterhead, business 
cards, etc.  Use them up before you 
turn to the new standards. 

There’s a possibility of 
costs to faculty and 
academic departments 
that Mike has not an-
ticipated, some of 
which I’ve heard 

voiced in the last few weeks.  I recom-
mend that you take those to your 
chairs and deans, and if there’s still a 
problem, take them to me so I can 
collectively represent these hardships 
to the provost.   I’m convinced we can 
solve these problems, even with our 
budget cuts, and that it’s well worth 
our while to solve them. 

We’re also bound to encounter things 
in the manual that need tweaking.  
Such a document is never static and 
will be continually updated, so bring 
your suggestions for improvement to 
Mike. 

Mike Haskins, Executive Vice Presi-
dent for External Relations, has 
launched the College’s first brand 
manual, a compendium of standards 
for everything from business cards to 
letterhead to web-page design, style 
sheets, and ideas for consistent mes-
sages.  The goal is not only to estab-
lish a uniformity in our external pres-
entation but a uniformly professional 
appearance.  The manual represents 
exactly the kind of attention to the 
College’s public image for which 
President Higdon brought Haskins to 
the campus; and it’s exactly the kind 
of thing for which the Board of Trus-
tees brought in Dr. Benson. 

To invoke Marshall McLuhan, the 
medium is the message so often with 
prospective students, with prospec-
tive donors, and really with the pub-
lic in general.  As Dr. Benson indi-
cates in his cover letter to the man-
ual, this effort can pay dividends to 
us all. 

I’ve heard various reactions from fac-
ulty so far.  Some have breathed a 
sigh of relief with an “it’s about time 
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The Brand Manual can 

be found at: 

http://www.cofc.edu/

brandmanual/ 



As I reported in my last newsletter, 
one of my concerns about the 
change in annual evaluations and 
in the new merit system is that we 
run the risk of devaluing good 
teaching.  There’s a clear incentive 
to produce exemplary research, 
which is relatively easy to docu-
ment.  But proving that one is an 
exemplary teacher is a foggier af-
fair.  What evidence of teaching will 
persuade chairs and deans to put a 
faculty member in the exemplary 
merit category? 

To address this concern—that is, to 
make sure these changes to our 
evaluation processes promote excel-
lent teaching—Associate Provost 

Diamond and I convened an ad hoc 
committee on developing and evalu-
ating teaching.  The purpose of this 
committee is to provide a resource 
for academic units—a compendium 
of “best practices.”  It is not to 
promulgate some new standards to 
which departments must conform. 

We’ve broken into four subcommit-
tees, which are listed at the Senate 
website.  One subcommittee is look-
ing into our student evaluations, 
seeing if the instrument ought to be 
revised and trying to determine to 
what extent the data produced by 
these questionnaires can be trusted 
in merit judgments.  Another sub-
committee is studying the role of 

classroom visitations in helping to 
develop a teacher’s skills and in 
evaluating that teacher’s perform-
ance.  Another is studying portfolios 
and other evidence of good teaching, 
and a fourth is looking into how the 
College can provide faculty with the 
resources they need to develop into 
better teachers. 

The first reports coming from these 
subcommittees ought to be ready 
near the end of the Fall semester. 

Budget Process 

Developing and Evaluating Teaching 

grams do not reach these commit-
tees until the eleventh hour, just 
before they come to the Senate and 
after departments and individual 
faculty have invested scores or even 
hundreds of hours of preparation.  
It is difficult to think strategically 
at that point:  the committees can 
only react. 

That’s one of the things the ad hoc 
committee on shared governance is 
hoping to solve.  In the meantime, 
I’ve been meeting with Academic 
Affairs, Business Affairs, the deans, 
and the chairs of Budget and Plan-
ning to put into place an annual 
budget process that provides for the 
kind of faculty influence called for 
in the Faculty/Administration Man-
ual. 

Largely through the efforts of Cyn-
thia Lowenthal (Dean of HSS), Bev 
Diamond (Associate Provost), and 
Sam Jones (Budgeting and Payroll 
Services), we’re very close to pro-

ducing a draft of a process for the 
Academic Affairs portion of the Col-
lege’s budget that includes faculty 
at all stages—from original concep-
tion to approval by the Board of 
Trustees. 

I’d like to emphasize here the sup-
port that the Provost, Elise Jorgens, 
and Dr. Benson have given to this 
initiative.  Both have fully encour-
aged meaningful faculty participa-
tion in the budget process. 

As anyone who’s recently been on 
the Senate’s Budget or Planning 
Committee knows, the faculty have 
not been exercising much influence 
on those most important decisions 
of the administration:  where will 
the money go?  In my view, this is 
not any individual’s fault, and it’s 
not the fault of an administration 
stingy of faculty input.  It is a sys-
temic problem that is largely exac-
erbated by our own committee 
structure, which builds in a sort of 
institutional amnesia from year to 
year.  We ought to be developing 
financial expertise among faculty 
who serve on Budget, and we ought 
to be thinking strategically in the 
Planning committee.  But neither 
committee has really ever been 
given the resources to function 
meaningfully. 

Nor does the current process allow 
them much room for meaningful 
influence.  For example, new pro-
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There was some confusion among faculty recently about 
whether one became an at-will employee upon entering the 
TERI deferred retirement plan.  (An at-will employee can be 
fired at any time for any reason.)  Drawing from state docu-
ments, Human Resources, I think, was suggesting that fac-
ulty became "at will" employees upon enrolling in 
TERI.  After extensive review of the law, Tom Trimboli, our 
attorney, has assured Academic Affairs and HR that faculty 
enrolled in TERI constitute a special case, and no one will 
lose their tenure status upon entering the program. 

No faculty will become an at-will employee. 

Faculty Secretariat Office 
108 Randolph Hall 

COLLEGE OF CHARLESTON 

3. Faculty must opt-in for online 
evaluations by 10/30/08. As of Oct. 
30 approximately 10% of the 
courses taught are going to 
utilize online evaluations. 

4. The evaluation window will be 
open the last week of classes (12/1 
– 12/8) from 6:00 AM until 
11:59PM and students will access 
this through Cougar Trail.  John 
McCarron, in AAPA, will send an 
initial email to students in the par-
ticipating courses, with instruc-
tions. Reminder emails will also be 
sent during the week that online 
evaluations are open to remind 
students to complete their evalua-
tions. 

5. Results will be processed and avail-
able via the Faculty Activity Sys-
tem (FAS) after final grades have 
been submitted.  

6. Online results do NOT include the 
percentile rankings – only the 
course ratings and student com-
ments, since the paper-based re-
sults will not be available until 
much later. 

7. Online results are merged back 
into the paper-based results and 
processed normally (reports are 
generated and sent to the depart-
ment). 

Educational Technology 
September 9, 2008 

1. Optional online course evalua-
tions, which were approved by the 
Faculty Senate on April 8, 2008, 
will be implemented for all semes-
ters from fall 2008 – spring 
2009.  The only exclusions are fall 
2008 express 1 and express 2 
courses due to time con-
straints. Adjunct Faculty and 
Study Abroad courses will be in-
cluded in the optional online 
course evaluations. The system 
will be administered and evalu-
ated by Digital Measures, an off-
campus vendor, in collaboration 
with the Faculty Educational 
Technology Committee (FETC) 
and John McCarron in the Office 
of Accountability, Accreditation, 
Planning, & Assessment (AAPA).  

2. Faculty will be invited to opt-in 
for each courses they teach via an 
e-mail that links faculty 
to Cougar Trail with instructions 
on how/where in the Faculty Ac-
tivity System to opt in.  (This will 
occur after rolls are finalized and 
faculty will be able to opt in for all 
courses they teach in one secure 
place.) 

Compensation Committee 
From Laura Turner, head of the Com-
pensation Committee: 

The committee has a multitude of 
issues before it, some of which are 
being also pursued by the welfare 
committee. These concurrent issues 
include increasing ORP contribu-
tions by the College and possibly 
providing benefits for partners and 
their dependents. In addition to 
assessing the first year of the merit 
raise situation and making recom-
mendations for improvement we 
also hope to also create a strategic 
faculty salary enhancement plan 
with specific goals/benchmarks. The 
committee is also looking into a va-
riety of issues including a salary 
study of adjuncts and instructors as 
well as a gender based salary study. 
There are many other ideas/issues 
in the mix that we will be looking at 
for possible action on our part that 
are simply too numerous to name! 
Please rest assured that we are 
talking with deans, chairs, provosts 
and faculty to glean the greatest 
understanding of the various issues 
from all perspectives and are trying 
to work towards the greater good in 
all ways. 

Committee Reports  

Phone: 953-5425 
Fax: 953-1853 
E-mail: kellyj@cofc.edu 

http://www.cofc.edu/
~senate/ 

TERI Program 


