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1. Welcome and Introductions

Chair Clifford Steer called the meeting to order and welcomed committee members and guests.
Steer informed the committee that, after additional review and electronic vote by committee
members, SCFA members voted not to endorse Professor Stuart Yeh’s letter to Cambridge Hill
Partners which was presented at the April 5, 2022, SCFA meeting.

2. Term Contract Faculty and Lecturer/Teaching Specialists Proposed Subcommittee



Steer introduced the next agenda item, and informed SCFA members of the following:

e The formation of the proposed subcommittee has been consulted with numerous
governance committees during the past year, including SCFA, the Academic Freedom
and Tenure Committee (AF&T), and the P& A Consultative Committee (PACC).

e [f the proposed subcommittee is situated under SCFA, it would work independently of
SCFA and report when requested, but would not demand any additional workload for
SCFA members.

e The proposed subcommittee may also work with a designated faculty member in the
Office of the Executive Vice President and Provost who will be assigned to address issues
specifically related to term faculty.

Steer then handed the meeting over to Professor Ned Patterson, chair, Faculty Consultative
Committee and Senate Consultative Committee, who reviewed the work of the Fixed Term
Faculty and Teaching and Research P&As Task Force (Task Force), of which he was chair.
Patterson also reviewed the draft charge and membership of the proposed subcommittee and
asked SCFA members for their feedback prior to a vote. He said most questions appear to pertain
to membership, which could be revisited once the proposed subcommittee is seated. Patterson
then invited discussion from committee members.

Victoria Osinski recommended that a postdoctoral student be added to the committee. Patterson
agreed. Osinski said that Patterson could contact the Postdoctoral Association or Rhonda
Jones-Webb, assistant dean, Office of Postdoctoral Initiatives, for recommendations.

Gopalan Nadathur noted his concern that addressing issues of academic freedom is part of the
proposed subcommittee charge. He said there is no administrative policy that exists to
specifically address academic freedom concerns as they relate to P&A staff (tenure stream
faculty have the Board of Regents Policy: Faculty Tenure as a guiding document). Nadathur
recommended that the words “academic freedom” be removed from the charge. He said the
primary responsibility for these issues lies with the AF&T Committee. Patterson invited Adolfo
Carrillo Cabello to comment, as it was he who had added the words “academic freedom” into the
proposed subcommittee charge.

Carrillo Cabello commented that he believes that:

e Seating this subcommittee will be difficult because of the specificity of the membership.
There are only two P&A representatives on AF&T to draw from when making
appointments to the proposed subcommittee. Adding SCFA to the fifth bullet point under
membership in the charge would double the number of P&A representatives who could
be considered for appointment to the proposed subcommittee.

e The focus of the proposed subcommittee should remain on non-tenure stream faculty.

Nadathur reiterated that there is no written policy or procedure that relates specifically to term
faculty. He added that the AF&T is working on this issue which will be addressed at its May 27,
2022, committee meeting. He again suggested removing the words “academic freedom” from the
list of duties and responsibilities that the proposed subcommittee would address, and noted that it
could be put back in, once an appropriate document for addressing such issues had been created.

Sean Curley suggested that the Senate Committee on Committees (ConC) is better suited to
appoint and seat the committee than is SCFA, though SCFA could be helpful to ConC as a


https://docs.google.com/document/d/1u1fUAaO464XDH2gm4dsd2pYDhejMvK6xWHAb3qUq-uA/edit

resource. His second suggestion was to specify that system campus representation be part of the
subcommittee membership. Steer said Curley’s points are both legitimate concerns, and, at the
same time, the make-up of the subcommittee as listed in the current draft document is not set in
stone. Steer added that changes to the membership or charge of the subcommittee may be made
by the subcommittee members with approval by the parent committee.

Kathryn Dowd supported Carrillo Cabello’s comment that the committee should be made up of a
majority of P&A staff and suggested reconsidering the restriction that P& A members of the
subcommittee be “3 P&A representatives with primary teaching and/or research
responsibilities.” She said, as a P& A administrative staff, she is very familiar with the contract
details of P&A and faculty, 7-12 plans, and contractual details even though she does not have
“teaching and/or research responsibilities”. She noted that in her previous position she was a
fixed-term instructor in the Department of Chemistry. Dowd also supported Osinski’s
recommendation that postdoctoral students be represented on the proposed subcommittee.

Rebecca Ropers asked for clarification regarding the first position listed in membership - she
said that she believes it is contract faculty that is being suggested in that position - not P&A. She
noted that there are nearly twice the number of contract faculty at the University as there are
P& A with teaching/research positions. She said that the P&A voice is very important and, at the
same time, she does not want to lose the representative voice for contract faculty.

Ropers then added that there have been many discussions about the need to have the majority of
the members of this subcommittee be P&A or fixed-term faculty. She added it is important to
include the voice of tenure stream faculty who are interested in and supportive of the work of the
proposed subcommittee. She felt it would be important to include the voice of at least one tenure
system faculty member which would lend a different and important perspective.

In response to Nadathur’s recommendation to remove the words “academic freedom” in the list
of duties and responsibilities, Ropers said she would prefer to see it remain in the document so
that it is called out, not forgotten, and explicitly paid attention to. Rather than remove “academic
freedom”, Ropers said, perhaps the opening sentence of the bullet point could be changed or
expanded. Nadathur said that he understands that others would like the proposed subcommittee
to discuss academic freedom issues, but the wording should be changed so that there is no
confusion about where the primary responsibility for policies and procedures regarding academic
freedom resides.

Carrillo Cabello said that he has been a member of the Task Force since it began. He remains
optimistic that the intention is to provide a platform for people at the University pursuing
professional careers to express their concerns regarding some of their daily working conditions.
There is a distinction, he noted, between the protections that contract faculty have (multi-year
contracts, for example) and those afforded to instructional P& As. While there are certainly
non-P&A University members who are interested in elevating these concerns, Carrillo Cabello
said, it is important that the subcommittee captures the voices of those who are not being heard,
namely P&A instructors.

Steer thanked committee members for their comments and asked for a motion to approve the
adoption of the proposed subcommittee with SCFA as its parent committee. A vote was taken
and passed with 13 ayes and two nays.



3. Faculty Misconduct Task Force Update

Jennifer Goodnough, associate professor, Division of Math and Science, University of Minnesota
Morris, presented information regarding the work to date of the Faculty Misconduct Task Force
(President’s Task Force), which was established by the Office of the President. A description of
the charge of the task force can be found here and a preliminary draft of issues that the
President’s Task Force is intending to consider can be found here.

Goodnough said that she and Ropers would speak briefly on the topic but were primarily
interested in hearing feedback from committee members. Goodnough gave an overview of the
President’s Task Force’s work to date, noting the following:

e The President’s Task Force was established not in response to a specific incident but
rather to respond to the current academic climate.

o The President’s Task Force has representatives from all five campuses as well as memos
of understanding with the two campuses on which faculty members are unionized.

e Phil Buhlmann, chair of the Provost’s Task Force on Faculty Behavior in Graduate
Education (Provost’s Task Force), is also on the President’s Task Force.

e There is already significant infrastructure in place at the University related to faculty
misconduct, perhaps too much, which may make it confusing as to where such issues
should be addressed.

e In February and March of 2022, the President’s Task Force began formulating
preliminary ideas, and began a first round of consultations in April and May of 2022.

e The Board of Regents Policy: Code of Conduct (Code of Conduct policy) is not perceived
as enforceable. This has also been discussed by the Provost’s Task Force. Continued
discussions around this issue will be important.

Goodnough then pointed out areas that have received significant discussion during the
President’s Task Force consultations, and that special attention will be paid to in the final report:
e Power and privilege as a source of problems related to faculty misconduct
e Diversity, equity, and inclusion
o Academic freedom - at no point can this be compromised during efforts to enforce
sanctions
e The Code of Conduct policy - clearly defining who is included in the parameters of the

policy

Goodnough then opened the floor for discussion. Nadathur noted two items he feels should be
dealt with in the report:

e What is reasonable to be considered as misconduct?

e What is not not reasonable to be considered as misconduct?

He added that it is important that the report clearly states that decisions are to be made by
department faculty, not “any” faculty body, not an administrator, and not a dean. There must be a
set of requirements clearly stating that a dean must consult with department faculty on cases of
alleged misconduct, and administration must be made aware of such requirements.

Goodnough noted that the President’s Task Force is still in the information-gathering stage and
has not made changes to its draft document yet. She shared with the committee preliminary
language that may be included in the report: "A¢ all times, any implementation of the
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recommendations must not stifle Academic Freedom. Professional collegiality expectations must
never be confused with congeniality. The recommendations must not be used to stifle or curb
intellectual dissent or disagreement nor encourage conformity. First amendment rights must be
protected. Broad consultation is expected to avoid unintended consequences."

Ann Fallon expressed concern over a colleague in her college having their lab shut down because
of a safety violation, but given no further information or explanation as to why. “How can a
faculty member be disciplined without being told what the problem is?”” she asked. As her
college does not have a constitution, she said she is concerned about where faculty in her college
can access policy that addresses misconduct and sanctions. Goodnough thanked Fallon for
sharing that situation.

Ropers added that the ways that administration can be involved in decision-making processes is
codified quite explicitly in the Board of Regents Policy: Faculty Tenure (Faculty Tenure policy).
Ropers pointed out that if there is a wish to change those norms, that would be a significant
change and would require altering the Faculty Tenure policy. Goodnough added that it is highly
unlikely that the President’s Task Force would recommend changes to the Faculty Tenure policy
as it had not received feedback that the process currently outlined in the policy is not working.
The feedback on the Senate Judicial Committee and its processes, the opportunities for appeals,
etc. has been very positive, Goodnough added.

Jenifer McGuire asked for further information regarding how the Code of Conduct policy is
“unenforceable”. She also recommended that the President’s Task Force take into consideration
that accusations of misconduct may be more frequently levied against those with minority status
because of power and privilege dynamics. Ropers invited McGuire to share with her and the
President’s Task Force any ideas she might have on how to address such situations. Ropers
responded to McGuire’s question as to why the Code of Conduct policy is considered
unenforceable by reading the following language directly from the policy: “This code is intended
to reflect other board and university policies and procedures, it does not create any additional or
different rights or duties of a substantive or procedural nature.” Ropers explained that,
functionally, the Code of Conduct has never been able to be used as a disciplinary tool.

Goodnough said that one concern of the President’s Task Force is that some colleges/
departments have developed their own codes of behavior. While that is a productive step for
individual colleges/departments, it may lead to inconsistencies as to how the University deals
with situations of misconduct. She noted a concern shared in Zoom chat by Nadathur; that there
is not a process in place for situations in which the sanctions put in place are considered to be too
lenient.

McGuire expressed concern regarding over-reacting to less egregious situations of misconduct
if/when concerned parties are identified as having minority status. Goodnough said the
President’s Task Force members hoped that their proposed recommendation of having multiple
people involved in decision making regarding discipline/sanctions would mitigate those
situations. She added that the Office of the Executive Vice President and Provost may be able to
provide mentoring and resources in such situations that many “decision makers” are not even
aware are available.

Nadathur shared two concerns he has in using the phrase “enforceable code of conduct™:



e [fenforceable actions are explicitly listed, then something that is not specified on the list
cannot be sanctioned.

e The mechanism that is already in place and described in the Faculty Tenure policy often
doesn’t get used. Administrators often bypass the decision making process that they need
to follow.

Ropers said she sympathizes with Nadathur’s concerns. She pointed out that, in these situations,
there is not always a clear set of expectations, nor is there clarity about what will happen if there
is a violation. While the Faculty Tenure policy is quite clear about process, Ropers added, it does
not clearly spell out expectations. She said she believes that the institution would benefit from
clarity around expectations and accountability structures.

In the interest of time, Steer thanked Goodnough for the presentation and moved to the next
agenda item.

4. University of Minnesota Libraries Open Access

Sunshine Carter, director of Collection Strategy and eResource Management, University of
Minnesota Libraries (the Libraries), Allison Langham-Putrow, scholarly communications and
engineering liaison librarian, the Libraries, and Nancy Sims, copyright program librarian,
Content and Collections, the Libraries, shared a presentation titled Towards Open Access which
explained the various pathways available at the University for authors to publish their work in
open access format.

The following points were more fully addressed in the presentation slides and by Langham-
Putrow:
e Definition of open access
Pathways to achieving open access status
Why the University values open access
Benefits of open access
Major milestones achieved by the Libraries and the University toward achieving open
access

Carter went through the main sections of the Libraries’ Open Access Statement and how open
access is encouraged at the University:
e Encouraging University authors to retain rights to their published works
e Informing authors how to use the Administrative Policy: Open Access to Scholarly
Articles to achieve publishing goals
e Providing the University Digital Conservancy (the University’s repository for open
access scholarly articles)
e Supporting pathways for materials to be open access through partnerships outside the
University
e Negotiating open access models by prioritizing those that are open, equitable, transparent,
and sustainable
e The Libraries’ vision for open access at the University

Steer then opened the floor for questions. He asked the presenters to comment on the increasing
cost of open access and whether they believe it will level off or continue to climb. Langham-
Putrow said that the hybrid-open-access publishing costs are skyrocketing more than the
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full-open-access options. She added that the National Institutes of Health (NIH) requires that
anyone who is funded by them publish their work in PubMed (a biomedical literature database
containing the abstracts of publications in the database) and/or PubMed Central (a full text
repository containing the full text of publications in the database). Both are no-cost open access
format options.

Nancy Sims added that one focus of the Libraries’ work is to provide an alternative narrative to
the idea that the only way to make work open access is to pay a fee. She referred committee
members to a resource called Open-Access Author Options provided by the Libraires. Sims said
the Libraries staff assists faculty in prioritizing every other option first before paying a fee.

Steer thanked the presenters and moved to the next agenda item.

5. Office of the Executive Vice President and Provost - Looking Ahead

Steer invited Ropers and Gram to provide their perspectives on the upcoming academic year.
Ropers began by thanking the committee members for engaging in meaningful and important
discussions. While in some instances a concrete direction comes from such discussions, Ropers
said, she and Gram are listening to find out what is most important to faculty members and using
that information to guide their work.

Ropers shared the following with the committee:
e Three new faculty associates will join the Office of the Executive Vice President and
Provost to work in specific areas:
o Issues related to fixed term and academic professionals
o Faculty and leadership development
o Evaluation, annual reviews, 7-12 revisions, P&T, equity-oriented evaluation
e Misconduct groups - moving the findings from various committees/task forces forward

Gram noted the following items that the committee engaged with over the past year, and things
that will most likely be part of their consultations next year.

o Administrative Policy: Emeritus/Emerita Title for Retired Faculty - feedback was
extremely helpful; this will most likely be an ongoing policy revision.

e Administration of online Student Rating of Teaching (SRTs). Some minor initiatives have
been undertaken to increase student response rates; this topic may be brought to the
committee next year for additional ideas and feedback.

e Faculty exit and retention study (through Harvard University) - three years of data that
Gram would like SCFA to engage with and discuss.

e Faculty awards - encouraging units/departments to identify and nominate faculty for
awards other than the very big, very well known awards (NIH, National Science
Foundation, etc.) - looking at discipline-specific awards.

e Guidance for departments who are revising their 7-12 statements. Looking for specific
examples of departments that have had success around public engagement, international
engagement, diversity, equity, and inclusion, etc.

e How can the University model standardization in the WORKS project (annual activity
reporting for faculty) and how can the invisible work that faculty members do be
captured?


https://www.lib.umn.edu/services/open-access/author-options

On behalf of the committee, Steer thanked Ropers and Gram for their involvement with the
committee. Steer also thanked committee members for a successful year and adjourned the
meeting.

Geanette Poole
University Senate Office



