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Minutes

SENATE FACULTY AFFAIRS COMMITTEE (SCFA)

Thursday, January 29, 1998

3:00-5:00

229 Nolte Center

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

Absent: None

Regrets:
Mary Dempsey, Richard Purple, Geoffrey Sirc, Harlan Smith, Georgina Stephens, Caroline Turner, Delane Welsch

Guests: Jesse Berglund, Pat Frazier, Robert Jones, Julie Sweitzer

[Meeting topics:
Subcommittee Reports, Health Plan Task Force Report, Conflict of Interest Policy, Sabbatical Leave Policy,
Teaching Evaluations, Nepotism and Consensual Sexual or Romantic Relationships Policy]

1. Subcommittee Reports

Tenure Subcommittee

The Dean's Counsel will review the post-tenure review guidelines at its next meeting.

Retirement Subcommittee

A draft copy of the retirees' bill of rights was presented to the subcommittee earlier that day and will be presented to
SCFA in March.

2. Health Plan Task Force Report

Overview of the Final Report:

The main focus of the task force has been to decide whether the University should separate from the state and
provide its own health care benefits. Some believe it is better to stay with the State because it is such a large
group and has better bargaining clout. However, the University should have more say at the State level because
it makes up a quarter of the employees represented by the State.
The most important issue that is of greater concern to the University than the State is access to University
providers. Currently, there are barriers to University physicians for University employees. However, the
Academic Health Center (AHC) has had financial problems, so using employee benefits dollars should not
become a solution.
It has already been determined that the University should not separate from the State for 1999 because there is
not enough time develop a separate plan. However, the University's status is till uncertain for the year 2000.
The task force is optimistic that the problems with the State will be resolved by the time a decision must be
made for 2000 because the State has been very responsive to University issues and has promised to address
some of them for the 2000 plan.
The main recommendation of the task force is for the University to continue to work with the State while
developing an alternate plan so the University is prepared to separate from the State if the State cannot meet
the University's needs.
The task force will continue to work on determining if the University can address all of its issues if it stays
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with the State and the State cannot address all of them.
The task force has also considered the AHC because it is currently negotiating to become a primary care
provider in the State Health Plan for 1999, but it has not considered what it will do for the year 2000.
However, the State is seriously considering moving to BHCAG or a similar model for that year, so University
providers should be aware that they should work towards being a part of that model.
The task force has a website that includes a discussion forum, the final report, and the research report.
Future agenda items will include mental health coverage since it is not a top priority for the State and dental
coverage because it has not been considered so far.

3. Chair's Report

Pending policies include:

Intellectual Property:
SCFA and the Research Committee have approved the proposed policy but the General Counsel has since reviewed
it and plan to return it to SCFA for further review. Any new modifications will be highlighted.

Academic Misconduct:
FCC had questions that were addressed by the General Counsel's Office, but the interpretations were not acceptable
to FCC because it is not certain who the General Counsel defends under the policy.

Conflict of Interest: It is currently under review by SCFA.

4. Conflict of Interest Policy - Discussion with Frances Lawrenz 

Comments and Concerns:

The proposed policy is simply the original policy that has been modified to meet the requirements of the NIH.
It would be helpful to develop a small group to review the policy. Members of the group would include
representatives from SCFA, Frances Lawrenz' Office, and the General Counsel's Office.
If the policy is meant to define relationships other than business partnerships and technology transfer, it should
be more general.
The policy is not clear as to whom it is applicable and why it is important.
In the existing policy, royalties from scholarly works do not have to be disclosed even if they are over the
fiscal limits. However, the revised policy requires that royalties from a book that exceed $10,000/year must be
reported.
At the beginning of the proposed policy, financial interests include any royalty from anywhere, but later in the
policy, the only interest is in royalties over $10,000.
Small sums should not be reported but the proposed policy is not clear as to whether or not they have to be, but
clarifying "significant" would help in determining if they have to be.
The proposed policy implies that approval for projects is needed if their royalties will more than likely exceed
the fiscal limits. The policy should be clarified if that is not its intention.
The proposed policy does not create an approval process, but it does require that a management plan be
arranged in order to protect students who may work on the project that will create a profit. The policy insures
that objective judgments are made.
NIH rules have come to apply to everyone even though they are not applicable to everyone.
The University should explore NIH boundaries to make sure the NIH can make all of its rules applicable to the
entire University.
The General Counsel believes the University should meet all of the NIH demands.
NIH wants all income reported regardless of the type of project that produces the profit.
Under subdivision 7, it is implied that everything is included when it states, "included, but not limited to"
which is clearly not the intention. The issue could be resolved if "business-related" was inserted before
"financial interests."
SCFA and the General Counsel should meet so the committee can explain its concerns and the General
Counsel can help incorporate them into the policy so they are still in compliance with the NIH guidelines.
The issues that have been raised are present in the current policy so the policy may have to be completely
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reworked to resolve them.
SCFA should request a definitive statement from the General Counsel that explicitly states if NIH guidelines
must be followed by the entire University.
Although much of the wording in the proposed policy comes from the original policy, the reorganization of the
policy and the changes in the headings places a different interpretation on some of that same wording.
The second paragraph of subdivision 7 should be under its own heading and "financial interest" should be
incorporated. Otherwise, if it is not separated under its own heading, it should become part of the first
paragraph.
The Regents Office has reformatted all of its policies so they all have the same format, but none of them have
been reviewed by external bodies to make sure nothing substantial has been changed.
The small group will only meet once and then correspond by e-mail.

5. Proposed Sabbatical Leave Policy

Comments and Concerns:

COAFES and CLA have provided estimated expenses for implementation of the proposed sabbatical leave
policy for the semester system. COAFES said the policy would be difficult to implement, but it can be done
because it is an important and fair policy. However, CLA has proposed that the policy be changed.
The Dean's Counsel has proposed that the sabbatical leave be restricted to one semester at full-pay or two
semesters at half-pay because colleges would have difficulty funding a full-year's sabbatical at full-pay.
A compromise has been developed that would incorporate the first semester's leave at full-pay and the second
semester's leave at half-pay so a person receives two-thirds of their salary while on leave for a year. The
drawback of the compromise would be that the original projection would be less than and the one month's pay
for each year of service would be disturbed.
The subcommittee has always wanted a policy that would be financially defensible at the time it is presented
for approval.
A proposal has been produced that requires each college and department to reallocate part of their budgets to
free up more money for the support of leaves. This would be done through a phase-in process that would
require a ten percent increase to be implemented over five years.
The reallocation process will stop once full-funding is reached and hopefully that can be achieved by colleges
and departments within five years.
The phase-in of eligibility has not be considered, but will have to be before a final version of the proposed
policy is presented.
In CLA, if fifteen percent of the faculty make full use of the policy each year, it will cost the college between
$1.5 and 1.85 million per year. The base was established by counting single quarter and sabbatical leaves, but
unassigned leaves were not accounted for.
Unassigned leaves will not be available under the semester system.
The changes to the proposed policy offer less to the faculty then what the current policy does.
Departments who fund their own leaves will not be able to under the stipulations of the proposed policy.
The funding problem is bigger than was originally anticipated so changes must be made to the proposed
policy.
Setting stipulations on eligibility could be a better alternative than requiring that reallocation occur.
Each department should determine how its unassigned leaves are handled.
Based on historical participation levels, the minimum requirement of the proposed policy should provide a
semester's leave at full-pay to all who are eligible to take a leave.
The proposed policy requires the accrual process to start over after a semester is taken off at full-pay.
The choice for leaves under the proposed policy would include a semester off at full-pay every five years or a
year's sabbatical at full-pay every ten years or at two-thirds-pay every seven years.
A semester taken off every fifth year was a trade-off for a quarter leave at full-pay every three years or a
sabbatical leave at half-pay every seven years.
The Benefits Subcommittee will reconsider the proposed policy and the suggested changes.
Most departments use the money saved from only paying partial faculty salaries because of leaves to pay for
graduate assistants.
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6. Publication of Student Evaluations

Suggestions and Comments on the proposed Student Evaluation questions: 

It is not certain if SCFA should consider the publication of student evaluations since the Educational Policy
Committee (SCEP) is already looking at it.
The inclusion of "I would take a class from this professor again" is a good question in the proposed survey.
Be more blunt in number nine and say "disorganized" instead of "less structured." Otherwise, the question is
ambiguous.
It would be more useful if number fifteen read, "The instructor usually fostered discussion and problem solving
in the classroom."
Using the same set of questions in all classes is not always appropriate because there are many different class
structures.
Darwin Hendel has provided these questions on the web to conduct a survey and MSA has also considered
them.
If SCFA were to review the student evaluations, faculty members would be put in an unfair situation because
probationary faculty would be making a political statement on something that directly affects them and their
future at the University.
All probationary faculty and faculty seeking promotion to full professorship must prove their teaching
performance and if this evaluation becomes the standard form, it will be used to evaluate the teaching skills of
the professor when it is really only meant to evaluate the course.
The proposed student evaluation was not designed to replace Form D.
The respondent characteristics should be made available at the same time as the student evaluations in order
for the evaluations to accurate.
There was a study that proved that student evaluations are not very accurate because the same material was
presented in various ways, which proved to greatly affect the outcomes of the evaluations.
The course guide is not accurate in describing the outline of a course.
Other schools offer informal postings of student evaluations, but it should be more formal at the University
because of its size and central organization would make the evaluations more accessible and the process would
be more credible.
The committee decided to reconsider the issue at its next meeting.

7. Nepotism and Consensual Sexual or Romantic Relationships Policy

Changes to the proposed policy include:

The second sentence of the second paragraph in Section 1 is new and provides a philosophical statement of the
policy.
There is a new definition section and under subdivision 1, a definition for "Members of the University
Community" has been provided.
The language in subdivision 3 was changed from "responsible" to "appropriate" administrator.
The last sentence of the first paragraph in the Compliance sentence is new in order to allow prohibited
activities to occur when that is most appropriate solution. However, the conflict will continue to be supervised.
Under the Consultation section of the Procedures, the "should" was changed to "must" in all of the appropriate
places.
The Consultation section of the Procedures includes a number four and five. Number four stipulates that
arrangements agreed upon have to be disclosed to people who provide supervision or are directly related to the
circumstance and number five incorporates the fact that arrangements will be periodically reviewed.
A new section was added to the Procedures, dealing with non-competitive hires, which explicitly states that
this policy does not supersede the guidelines for academic searches related to non-competitive appointments.
An Amendments and Interpretations section was added to the Procedures.

Comments and Concerns:

The most recent policy presented to SCFA includes changes suggested by SCC, the General Counsel, and the
administration.
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The policy has also be made available for review to the Equal Employment Opportunity for Women
Committee (EEOWC), the Commission on Women, the Academic Staff Advisory Committee (ASAC), and the
Civil Service Committee.
The policy will be brought back to SCC on February 5 and placed on the docket for the February 19 University
Senate meeting.
The administration reviewed the policy earlier that day and there was concern with volunteers being included
in the definition for "Members of the University Community."
Although "blood" has been changed to "familial", the limits still have not been defined.
The Conflict of Interest Policy provides two definitions for familial, and the definition in this policy should not
go beyond either of those.
"Extended family" may not be sufficient in defining familial.
Adding "significant" before "familial" will clarify which relationships should be presented to the EO/AA
Office.
By including every relative in familial, the policy will require that each case must be presented to the Equal
Opportunity/Affirmative Action (EO/AA) Office, which is obviously not necessary in some cases.
The policy will come through faculty governance but it is not certain if the procedures should.
It is not certain if the policy should explicitly state that the administration should consult with the appropriate
faculty group if changes are desired.
Amendments should be separated from Interpretations because there is a precedent that a policy be formally
interpreted by a committee.
"Interpretations" may not be the appropriate term to use because there is a difference between informal and
formal interpretations that is not distinguished.
The procedures of the proposed policy are substantial enough that FCC will more than likely want language to
distinguish formal and informal interpretations as well as major and minor procedures.
The administration will more than likely rework the Amendments and Interpretations section so the committee
should not worry about the particulars right now.
If the Procedures need interpretations, there is something unclear about them and they should be clarified.
FCC suggested that the provision on the non-compete reference in the Procedures be moved into the policy
under the Compliance section.
It is not certain if the shift from prohibition to the current tact is appropriate.
The groups that recently received the proposed policy have never seen this policy before and the timeline
provided for feedback is not long enough.
The policy must remain general in order to cover as many areas as possible, but the procedures are meant to
help carry out the policy.
Proper execution of the policy will depend upon the wise treatment given by the EO/AA Office.
The administration is pleased with the present proposed policy because there is a single process to handle
prohibited relationships.
There is debate as to whether or not SCFA should hold the policy because the other groups that just received
the policy should have time to review it and offer feedback, but the policy has been under consideration for
four years and it should nothing should hold it back from approval.
Although SCFA has members who are also members of the groups who just saw the policy for the first time,
that does not mean those members were representing the other groups they are a part of during SCFA
meetings.
If resistance to the proposed policy arises at the February 19 University Senate meeting, it will be withdrawn.
The possible outcome at the senate meeting is not a good enough reason to not let the other groups provide
consultation.
The decision to handle a prohibited activity ultimately depends upon the people in the relationship because
they decide whether or not they are going to report it.
The committee approved a motion to defer the approval of the policy so the other committees have time to
review and provide suggestions on it.

8. Adjourn
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Return to the Faculty Affairs Homepage


