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Minutes

SENATE FACULTY AFFAIRS COMMITTEE (SCFA)

Thursday, January 15, 1998

3:00-5:00

229 Nolte Center

Present:
Kent Bales (Chair), Josef Altholz, Gary Balas, Carol Carrier, Robert Fahnhorst, Richard Goldstein, Eville Gorham,
Roland Guyotte, Richard McGehee, Cleon Melsa, Anne Pick, Shenoa Simpson, Geoffrey Sirc, Delane Welsch

Absent: None

Regrets:
Carol Chomsky, Mary Dempsey, Judy Gaston, Richard Purple, Harlan Smith, Georgina Stephens, Caroline Turner

Guests: Robert Jones

[Meeting topics:
Subcommittee Reports, Conflict of Interest, Sabbatical Leave Policy, Health Plan Task Force Report] 

1. Chair's Report

SCC did not pass the proposed Consensual Relationships/Nepotism Policy at its last meeting.

The Task Force on Faculty Consultation presented its report to FCC, which included the recommendation that
more senate members be appointed to key committees in order to develop a better network. Although the
constitution already states that (it was remarked by a SCFA member), the Committee on Committees has not
followed this policy because senate elections take place after the Committee on Committees must make its
selections.

2. Subcommittee Reports

Retirement

The subcommittee will meet on January 29 to discuss the draft bill of rights and to develop a letter to the President.

Tenure

The post-tenure review guidelines were finalized and have been sent to Provost Bruininks for his review.
Discussion still continues about when to close tenure files.
The subcommittee will begin to discuss salaries during sabbatical and whether they should be calculated
from recurring money or from total compensation. Medical School faculty on sabbatical furlough would like
to receive one half of their total compensation, which includes their clinical and teaching salaries, instead of
one half of their base salary.

3. Discussion of the Conflict of Interest Policy

Committee Members' Suggestions:

Subdivision 1 of Section 1 does not cover all areas of the University because it focuses on technology
transfer and interaction with business and public entities. However, all areas are held accountable later on in
the policy because the exclusion of traditional academic work from reporting now has been removed.
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The policy was revised to be accordance with the NIH.
It seems that every policy that the University develops these days focuses on technology transfer and
cooperating with business, thus losing sight of what the University is all about.
The policy should explicitly state that it is designed specifically for technology people if that is the case.
The policy has used the exact wording of the federal code to list exclusions, but not all areas are covered
under the federal code.
Professor Morrison has stated that policies may have separate sections for those whose grants come from a
body of the government and for those whose grants do not.
It may not be possible for the Regents to only have one policy to address this issue.
The term "royalty" is used too loosely throughout the policy because it is not certain how leave the exclusion
of royalties out of the policy.
Problems may arise because the parts of the new policy has been rearranged and relabeled, so that the
applicability of terms ambiguous or misleading or wrong.
It would be helpful to switch subdivisions 1 and 2 and add, "Among its other activities..." to subdivision 1.
Instead of rewriting each section, the language that was most recently deleted should be reincorporated into
the policy so the committee can suggest changes from that.
The Intellectual Property Policy excludes those items that have been removed from the exclusions of this
policy.
But traditional academic work can create conflict of interest.
It will be argued that the Intellectual Property Policy deals only with property whereas the Conflict of
Interest Policy deals with reporting oneís financial interest.
It's one thing to have to report activities, but it's another thing to have to receive approval for those activities.
The language that has been deleted under Article 3 after (a) should be restored with the addition of, "except
when supported by federal grants under the federal law" so the contradiction is eliminated.
The Regents copy of the first draft of the revision includes a comment made by a lawyer that states that it is
unlikely any of the language that was removed would create a conflict of interest. However, the language
was still removed because it is not used in the NIH rules.
Under subdivision 7 (page 11 of 18) in the second paragraph, the first sentence allows the Board of Regents
power they are not entitled to because it deals with a person's civil freedom.
The issue of identification oneís affiliation when testifying should not be in this policy, but if it is, it should
be in a separate section.
People will not think to look in the Conflict of Interest Policy for testifying guidelines.
The language from the original document dealing with disclosure should be restored and then separated into
its own section so it is clear what has to be disclosed and to whom it should be disclosed to.
Under subdivision 7, the first paragraph dealing with publication of papers is not clear and should be
excluded.
Under subdivision 8 (page 3 of 18), the definition is of ìfinancial interestî is too broad: "anything of
monetary value, included, but not limited to.Ö" However, deleting "not limited to" and adding, "with regard
to business" after "monetary value" would clarify the subdivision.
Even if subdivision 1 becomes subdivision 2, emphasis is still placed upon technology transfer and
interaction.
Under subdivision 7 of section 2, it is unclear that disclosure is made to the external entity and not the
University.
The second paragraph of subdivision 7 should include reference to membership of an external entity because
it has nothing to with financial interest, but with intellectual affiliation.
A lawyer should review the policy from the point of view of SCFA.
At one time there was a Regents' policy that required employees to disclaim representing the University if
they were testifying before the legislature.
The last sentence of Subdivision 7 (page 11 of 18) removes policies, which is may not be appropriate.
Frances Lawrenz and the Board of Regents should be notified that there is a limit to consolidating policies.

4. Discussion of the Publication of Teaching Evaluations

Discussion of this topic will take place at the next meeting because not all of the relevant materials were made
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available.

5. Sabbatical Leave Policy Revision

The following comments were made about the new leave policy: 

The Academic Furlough Policy will replace the Sabbatical Leave Policy
The new policy will not only cost more money but will cost in other areas as well.
If everyone's unclaimed time was grandfathered into the new policy, over half of the University would be
eligible for a furlough during the first year, so rules will have to be devised to make sure not all of those take
one right away.
The Administration wants to improve the leave policy, but the financial aspect of the policy must be within
reason since the administration is already so overly committed.
Currently, the only sources available to fund the new leave policy are at the college or department level.
The only way to solve the funding issue would be to institute quotas.
According to the new policy, leave is an entitlement that should not be limited by a quota so those eligible
should receive the furlough.
A clause should be inserted into the new policy that states that there will be an implementation process with
changing quotas.
Academic development should be made available to everyone, not just those that produce the most articles.
The purpose of renewing oneís energy and knowledge has been retained in the new policy.
At first, participation must be limited to keep costs under control.
The implementation process must be considered immediately to eliminate potential problems.
Some departments will have trouble funding the terms of the new policy during the implementation process
and in the long-term.
The new policy should acknowledge that career development extends into retirement.
The new policy includes explicit guidelines for departments and colleges; these will not be submitted to the
Regents for approval.
Departments require faculty members to return for at least one year after they have been on leave.
A sabbatical is similar to an academic furlough because neither is an entitlement.
Sabbaticals have been considered an entitlement because so few people take advantage of them.
However, under the new policy, departments may be able to set standards so high that leave is neither an
entitlement nor available to those in most need of renewal.
Grieving about repeated denial has been moved out of the policy and into the interpretations.
The current policy has credit guidelines for transfer faculty that could be used as a model for the new policy.
The proposed policy does not allow transfer faculty members to take leave their first year at the University,
but it does allow junior faculty to take leave after four and half years.
Five years is too long for probationary faculty to wait to take leave.
Although it is not possible for all departments, some may allow leave after three years for their probationary
faculty if they make up the difference of the salary expense after the faculty member's credits have been
applied.
The new policy would be useful for those individuals who have already completed the requirements of the
tenure process and are about to embark on their second major project.
Deals may be arranged with incoming probationary and transfer faculty.
Without a phase-in process, many people will be turned down for financial reasons.
Everyone may be grandfathered in at 5/9 of their credit, but the percentage of the credit could increase
depending upon the year in which a person would like to take leave.
The implementation process should give preference to those people who have already accrued enough time
for a sabbatical and have not taken one in a long time.
Many people may delay taking their sabbatical until semester conversion takes place, which will create
artificial inflation for the first year.
At Berkeley, most sciences and humanities faculty take a semesterís leave at full pay in the traditional
seventh year rather than a year at 2/3 pay.
The minimum included in the phase-in guidelines should be what faculty would have gotten if there were no
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change in the policy.
It is not certain if people on A appointments should be able to accrue eleven months of leave and people on
B appointments should accrue only nine months of leave.
The new policy includes academic professionals but not term faculty, but the second group will still have to
be considered.
The new policy does not set a minimum for years of service, which allows Academic Professionals the
ability to take month long leaves during their second or third year of employment.

6. Report from the Health Plan Task Force

The group has been questioning whether the State can address all of the University's issues and if not, should the
University find an alternative health plan.

Issues more important to the University then the State include: 

Access to University providers--currently University employees cannot access University providers.
Out-of-area coverage during sabbaticals or for early retirees--the only plan that offers non-emergency
out-of-area coverage is the State Health Plan, which is very expensive.
Non-managed care option- the only way to get out of managed care is through the State Health Plan, but
there is a deductible, a substantial co-payment, and the maximum lifetime coverage is greatly reduced.
Spousal coverage-University employees cannot refuse medical coverage even if their spouses can cover them
under better insurance.
Mental health coverage--There are problems with choice and coverage.
University's contribution to retirees--The University makes no contribution to heath care for retired
employees before they turn 65, but employees can purchase coverage at the group rate. Current retirees are
satisfied with the service they receive, but it is very expensive.
Domestic partners coverage--Domestic partners cannot be included in the family plan at the State level so it
is not possible at the University. The University has offered a cash benefit, but it is not the same.

Positive Outcomes:

The State has been extremely receptive to the University and two additional seats have been made available
to the University on the State's Joint Labor Management Committee (JLMC).
Currently, University providers are negotiating with Blue Cross and Blue Shield and it will more than likely
become part of the State Health Plan Select Option for 1999. However, it is not certain if this will be
available for the year 2000, since the State is considering an alternative health plan approach.

Recommendations:

There is not enough time to separate from the State and develop a plan just for the University for 1999.
The University should not commit to staying with the State through the year 2000 and should continue to
work with the State while developing an alternative to fall back on.
The University should make its final decision for the year 2000 by July 1998, since the State will know what
it will do for that year by then.
Supplemental insurance should be considered regardless of the University's decision to stay with the state or
not. However, this may not be allowable or politically wise if the University does stay with the State.
The Academic Health Center should work more aggressively towards its plans for the year 2000 since the
State is considering converting to the Buyers' Health Coalition Action Group (BHCAG) model.
Funding should be made available to complete further market research, discussions with vendors, and
actuarial analysis of the University's demographic and medical usage experience.

Comments on the Research Report:

BHCAG has lower premiums but higher deductibles then what the University currently has through the
State.
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In order to draw further conclusions, more research must be done with the demographics of the University
population and the experience of University employees under the current plans through the State.
University of Wisconsin employees get their State Health Plan family coverage at no cost while University
employees have to pay a premium for the equivalent. However, the total cost for Wisconsin is $528 and the
University pays the difference between $420 and the employee premium.
Some health plans have lower premiums then the University's Health Partners Classic plan, but they have
higher out-of-pocket maximums and deductibles.
Most plans do not have out-of-area coverage similar to what is offered through the Health Partners Classic
plan.
Annual out-of-pocket maximum refers to how much employees have to pay before the health plan accepts all
of the remaining costs for in-area coverage.
The Choice Plus plan that Josten's uses is an innovative one developed by BHCAG which includes nineteen
different care systems and each employee chooses from three different cost groups.
The highest cost group has a higher premium, but there is more flexibility as to where a person can go for
medical treatment.
The Choice Plus plan eliminates the insurance company and establishes a more direct relationship between
the employer, employee, and medical provider.
Each employer is self-insured so there is no insurance company determining the premium. The employer
takes the risk of setting the premium and covering the expenses.
The State Health Plan rates increased dramatically because the State thought their plan would collect a sicker
population (higher costs) when Medica withdrew its Premier option.
Macalaster College offers only a Health Partners plan, which they pay less for than the University, but
employees have considerable a co-payment and there is a $5000 out-of-pocket maximum for out-of-area
coverage.
Josten's has some of the highest premiums in BHCAG.
The Universities of Michigan, Illinois, and Iowa provide some coverage for their retirees.
The Retirement Subcommittee has determined through research that many universities do not provide health
care coverage for their retirees.
Toro allows retirees to purchase (at full cost) any available health plan until they are 62 years old, but
between 62 and 65 years, Toro pays the employer portion of the premium so the retiree only has to pay the
active employee rate for coverage.
Employees who travel even though they are not on leave are covered by their plans if they have an
emergency, but it is not clear what constitutes and emergency.
A supplemental plan should be considered that would provide health insurance for employees while they
travel on business.
Health plans are extending coverage into surrounding states.
The committee approved a motion to commend the work of the Task Force and for the group to continue its
work.

7. Adjourn

Return to the Faculty Affairs Homepage


