Minutes

Faculty Affairs Subcommittee Meeting

September 11, 2013
McCallisters Conference Room
6-7 pm
Present:
Martha Horst
Michaeline Cox
Suzie Thetard
Martha Horst
John Baur
Bryce Johason
Marilyn Morey
Mark Hoelscher
Jon Olszewski
Introductions:
Chairperson Martha Horst opening remarks and announcements:


 We will go through our “to do” list, add some new items and come up with a plan 
on what to do first.

This room is reserved for every meeting except the one on October 23 when we 
will be in the circus room.

Oct 23 Mark will be leading the meeting as well as Nov 6.

November 20th. Martha will be back.
Things coming our way

Domestic partner policy; in 2004 a gay task force was headed by Paul Borg.  Lane Crothers was chair of the Senate at this time.  We know policy exists but it has been pulled from the website for review.  We need to invite Tammy Carlson (HR) to our meeting and take this back up. Policy changes need to go through the senate.  Lots of questions including what is their timeline for getting this policy to us.

Hiring of NTT’s; Two years ago we had a meeting about non tenure track hires. Issue was how to make non tenure track hires have a bigger pool and get more diversity in that process.  Also we need a best practices policy for NTT's.  Provost--NTT's are a union position and provost’s office is not interested in creating that document.  Currently, if the NTT position is 100% you have to do a search, not just pick. (Perhaps no longer a concern)

Possible Suspension Policy; There is a desire to create a suspension policy so that if faculty are suspended what would be the procedure / policy.  Dan Holland has a desire for us to begin creating such a policy.

Martha has a meeting scheduled with Sam Catanzaro this Friday to discuss the potential dismissal policy and how to go about developing it. We can bring Sam in for some initial conversation on this issue.  NTT's are not affected by this potential policy. They are governed differently.  Also there is a difference between tenure and tenure track.

Questions presented for discussion;



 Do we have a suspension policy for any other type of person in place?  


Can upper level administrators can get fired immediately?


How is the situation of reassigning a faculty member handled? 


 What does it mean to take away some of the summer pay etc?


All good questions for Sam Catanzaro.  

This committee gets reports to review as well;



 APTC, Athletic Council Report (at exec now).  


Ombudsperson report.  


Faculty Review Committee report.  

Charge of the committee:  Mark is to bring to the exec committee the issue of 
who handles the subcommittee minutes historically

Discussion: 



Ombudspersons committee policy, Crafted by this committee, as a result 


there were three ombudspersons chosen from a slate of names.  This 


committee suggested that people be able to volunteer themselves for this 


position.  (Change this committee made last year).  Martha's feeling is that 

we wait for a year or two to see how it works before we try to overhaul it.  


Perhaps next year we bring in the three ombudsmen to obtain their 



perspective of how it is working and what changes they would 



recommend.  (1st meeting in January).


Junior sabbatical (sabbatical before you get tenure); Al Bowman said that 


this would be extremely political and a very bad idea. Our committee is 


split.  Jon Olszewski is charged with answering the question of do other 


state universities have this?


Library resources position paper (we should wait for the new library dean 


position to be hired before we tackle this paper) Committee agrees.


No desire to talk about pension (committee agrees)


MWF survey still on our “to do” list. Students with MWF schedules (50 


minute blocks) having trouble fitting into mw, TTH 1hr 15 minute blocks.  

This is not going to come to our committee it will go to academic affairs 


not us. We created the survey and that was our work.  We take it off of our 

agenda.


Intellectual property policy we are tabling.


Financial exigency   Definition we found horrid, we crafted our own.  We 


changed the makeup of the committee (taken from AAUP documents) Al 


Bowman said he would take it to the board.  It is a board action and exists 


in the board documents.  Al retired and we do not know the new 



president's position.  We merely present the issue for their discussion.  We 

can change the blue book but not the board documents.  We can 



change the makeup of the financial exigency committee if we need to.  


Item is tabled until later.

What to do next week;

Suspension and reassigning procedure

(Much like the ASPT document)

Tammy Carlson (Domestic Partner Policy) First, easiest and most pressing

Sam Catanzaro 
Adjourned 7:15 pm
Minutes
Faculty Affairs Subcommittee Meeting
November 6, 2013
McAllister’s Private Dining Room
6-7pm
Present:, John Baur, Bryce Johnson, Marilyn Morey, Mark Hoelscher, Jon Olszewski,, John Huxford Michaelene Cox  Mark Hoelscher Martha Horst Susan Thetard
Meeting opened at 6pm
Domestic partner policy.  3.1.13


 Does the committee have any changes or corrections? (Senator Horst describes changes).  
Committee moves to move it forward to the executive committee.  
3.1.13a

Senator Horst notes minor changes to make language clear and consistent. Committee 

votes to move it forward to exec. Senator Horst notes that Tammy Carlson must be at 
senate 
meeting where it is presented and if she is away, bringing the matter before the 
senate 
may have to be delayed.  (Make sure Senator Holland knows).  


Committee notes that Senator Hoelscher will make any minutes corrections and forward 
them to Senate.
Financial Exigency--- 


Meeting with Senator Horst, Senator Holland, Lisa Huson, and the President and the 
President agreed to bring our definition of financial exigency to Board of Trustees at 
board 
retreat.  Senator Horst notes that most of our language came from the AAUP 
recommendations.  The board document refers to a Financial Exigency committee (10 
folks to be determined when financial exigency is declared).  Additional problems, 10 
people on committee, perhaps we need an odd number. Also recommendation from our 
expert, this committee should hold a majority of faculty.   Faculty affairs committee 
considers the proposal that we change student representation from senate planning and 
finance committee student to president of student body.  After discussion, Faculty affairs 
committee decides to leave the document as is in regards to above items.  
Financial Exigency (additional concerns)


Clarify language as to the voting status of the chair


Clarify issue of possible NTT representation


Clarify actual makeup of committee


Clarify order of events and time limits in the case of financial exigency. 

Martha will enact changes and bring it forward to next meeting.
Junior sabbatical will be tabled until next time.  It was noted that this is an initiative that came from Senator Kalter. 
Meeting adjourned 6:55
Minutes
Faculty Affairs Subcommittee Meeting
November 20, 2013
McAllister's Meeting Room
6-7pm
Present: John Baur, Bryce Johnson, Marilyn Morey, Mark Hoelscher, Jon Olszewski, John Huxford, Mark Hoelscher, Martha Horst
Meeting opened at 6pm
Minutes from the meeting of 11-6-2013 were approved.
The committee decided to forwarded on to the senate the Domestic Partner Policy with one change suggested by Senator Kalter from "Natural Children" to "Biological children"
Financial Exigency
Senator Horst provided an overview.  The committee held discussion.  Senator Horst pointed out that this document consists mostly of material we borrowed from AAUP document. The committee expressed the concern that report needs to go to the Board of Trustees and not just to the president as conflicting interests may create difficulties otherwise.  The committee suggested changes which would allow for a report to be rendered to the president and to the board, not just to the president.  Senator Horst agreed to make the change prior to forwarding it on.  The committee voted to send it forward to senate executive committee.

Junior Sabbaticals:  
It was noted that this idea came from Senator Kalter

As noted in research on this issue done by Senator Olszewski, universities that have this are more tier 1 research, more private.  It was also noted that this was discussed in exec two years ago and Al Bowman quashed it in the sense that it would not be politically expedient. Senator Horst noted that we do have an existing sabbatical policy.  It does talk about criteria.  One of them contains language which suggests that junior faculty can already ask for sabbatical but junior faculty is at the bottom of the list.  Theoretically junior faculty could request one but limited resources would, in all practicality, prohibit it.  It was also noted that pre-tenure sabbaticals would cause all types of hard feelings. Senator Horst then noted the possible courses of action by the committee.  We could do nothing, we could advocate for shift of sabbaticals, or we could utilize it as a reward or an award.
As an alternative the committee decided that Senator Horst will have a discussion with Provost about release time University wide (something to be applied for)  If Provost agrees we could graft it on to 3.2.8
Meeting adjourned at 6:50 pm
Minutes
Faculty Affairs Subcommittee Meeting
January 22, 2014
McAllister's Meeting Room
6-7pm
Present: John Baur, Bryce Johnson, Marilyn Morey, Mark Hoelscher, Micheline Cox , John Huxford  Mark Hoelscher Martha Horst Susan Thetard
Guests: Al Azinger: Retired Professor in AES Chair in TCI Work in HR Negotiated the 



contracts with the NTT's 

 
Maria Pao: Languages

Minutes of 12-11-2014 were approved 
Senator Horst provided the committee with an update on her discussion with the Provost.  
The committee then discussed the junior sabbatical concept decided that there was very little support for the concept and voted to eliminate it from our task list
Senator Cox asked if the suspension policy is still on our agenda.  Senator Horst noted that it depends on the policy’s progress through the exec committee.  

Our guests Drs. Azinger and Pao then delivered the ombudsperson committee report after which a committee discussion ensued.
It was noted in the report that there are two cases ongoing for five years so far with no end in sight.  All others have been resolved.  There is one additional case pending that will be arriving soon but no additional information is know at this time.

 FA Subcommittee question:  “Is time spent on duties of the ombudsperson tracked?”  


Dr. Pao noted that she keeps track of time but Dr. Azinger noted that he does not.  Dr. 
Azinger only tracks frequency and number of times they (client and ombudsperson) meet 
rather than actual time involved because some times are very short.  Committee noted 
that it would be helpful to know.  Both Drs. Azinger and Pao agreed to calculate actual 
time involved and include it in the report.   
FA Subcommittee question:  “How do you get involved and when do you get involved? Do they come to you?”


 Dr. Pao answered in the affirmative and Dr. Azinger suggested that it is highly suggested 
that there be an effort for an informal solution prior to movement of the dispute into the 
more formal channels of resolution.  
FA subcommittee question: “How are the cases allocated?”  


Dr. Azinger answered that the protocol is that the ombudsperson committee meet, discuss 
the pending and incoming cases, and distribute accordingly.  He noted that they will 
accommodate a personal request as much as possible though.  Dr. Pao noted that the 
potential client contacts us via the website.  That way all of the ombudspersons are privy 
to the conversation. Hence any of the ombudsperson committee members have been able 
to pick up.  Many times people need to merely express themselves, other times they do 
not know where to turn we help them with that.  The ombudspersons are the first "port of 
call" for this stuff.  Dr. Azinger also noted that it is an ombudsperson’s duty to note 
consequences 
and, when possible, suggest a path that has fewer consequences.  
FA subcommittee question: “Two cases that have been ongoing for so long where will they go?” 



Dr. Azinger noted that there is no formal process for ending the complaint.  The 
complaintent can   continue indefinitely if they want to.  
FA subcommittee question: “What about publicity for the process?  How is the word spread?

Dr Pao noted that there is an ombudsperson website. It is noted in Campus A to Z.  The 
College of Applied Science and Technology (CAST) also has a direct link. 
Ombudspersons are also encouraged to talk to cohorts and ask them to place a link on 
College Page and ask chairs that at the beginning of each year select ombudspersons 
could do a quick presentation to introduce the ombudsperson. 

FA subcommittee question: “What about concerns with academic integrity?”  Is this something that you could help with that?  


Dr. Azinger noted that the ombudsperson’s role is more of a nonjudgmental, mediator, 
bringing people together, etc.   Many times this is a difficult outcome to achieve.  
FA subcommittee question: “What are your feelings on how effective this policy is?  Is the committee sufficient with three members?”


Drs Azinger and Pao both agreed that the policy has been very effective and that three 
members is sufficient for the present.

FA subcommittee question:  “What about the concept of two faculty from different colleges and one at large? Is this working well? 

 
Dr Azinger answered yes and also noted that the at large needs to be here because there 
are many issues that require understanding administrative functions and sometimes the 
issues are resolved by knowing this information. An at large member of the 
ombudsperson committee allows for the selection of this type of person.
FA subcommittee question: “How do you feel about compensation?”  


Drs. Azinger and Pao both expressed satisfaction with the current compensation 
schemata.
FA subcommittee question: “Right now you do not need tenure in order to serve on the ombudsperson committee.  Should it be required, because of possible retaliation?  


Dr Azinger replied that   you could do the role effectively without tenure but you may not 
have the same understanding of the culture of the university in order to do a good job.  
You need tenure for experience reasons more that for protection.  
The Faculty affairs subcommittee then requested that Allocation of time be included in the report and the ombudsperson committee representatives Azinger and Pao agreed to add an estimate of time allocation in the report to the Provost. 

Senator Horst then suggested that we hold off on forwarding it to Senate until estimate, recommendation for future actions, and one sentence explaining the civil service AP case are included in the report.  Also the Faculty affairs subcommittee requested that an ombudsperson committee member attend the senate meeting when it is brought before the full academic senate. 
With no further business the committee adjourned at 6:40 pm.  
Minutes

Faculty Affairs Subcommittee Meeting

March 5, 2014

The Meeting was called to order at 6:00 pm by Chairperson Senator Horst

Those present 

Marilyn Morey, Micheline Cox, Susan Thetard, John Baur, Martha Horst, Melanie Matta  Mark Hoelscher, John Huxford, Bryce Johnson

The Minutes were read and stand approved as read

Susan Thetard gave a report on dismissal policy research


Section 5 Comparison of dismissal procedures.  

· Main difference is explanation for why we are developing a dismissal policy. Other element missing from our document is the inclusion of the individual from many levels and procedures.  

· Our document does not do either of the above. (AAUP bulletin 2013) and is not nearly so clear. It needs to be more clearly spelled out  

· Our document needs better linkage procedure to procedure (for example see AAUP 5-c and its wording). 

· In our document 5-a, is missing (Suggestion for the group is to ask Sam why he left out the language. Is it because we already have an academic freedom policy).  

· AAUP document has much more distinct language directing how the affected faculty member can become involved.  Perhaps we should rewrite and add a calendar more clearly stating procedure, and timeline.  

· Another concern is our order of dismissal vs. sanctions AAUP has different order.  Number 7 on AAUP document shows procedures for sanctions other than dismissal (as if we are looking at this as dismissal first and only if severe enough then we look at other options.  Our document seems to lean the other way (Dismissal first).

Point of discussion from the committee:  


Is our current document flipped and should we consider a repositioning? 



· Again, perhaps we should follow AAUP language in describing affected faculty 
redress. The AFEGC reference is in the suspension procedures should it be in 
the dismissal procedures. (Our doc).  

· (Second fix, having a separate section clearly stating faculty rights and responsibilities).  It is unclear as to when faculty lawyer can be present and also as to what they can do.  Perhaps we should make that very clear.  AAUP doc also has note of maximum number of challenges (recusals). 

Issues for Sam Catanzaro:

· Ask Sam to consider whether we should have similar language in or doc (5c in 
AAUP doc).

· 5c AAUP also has language allowing affected faculty to have an academic advisor and a legal counsel present.  Also verbatim record of hearing will be made available to affected party at no cost 7C AAUP.  Our doc has it but AAUP I
s a bit stronger.

· Our wording regarding suspension is indefinite and not specified with or without pay.  We need to make that much clearer.  Our recommendation is to eliminate 
suspension without pay option.  In AAUP see C-1 salary will continue in any suspension.

Meeting adjourned at 7pm

Minutes

Faculty Affairs

3/26/2014

Marilyn Morey, Micheline Cox, Susan Thetard, John Baur, Martha Horst, Melanie Matta  Mark Hoelscher, John Huxford, Brice Johnson

Meeting opened at 6pm

Minutes of 3/5/2014 stand approved as read

Animal Hazards issue

Came from a faculty member as a response to an issue with an animal in a lab.



Of Note:




There is an ISU animal committee that oversees what happens in that lab




Some faculty obtains their own liability insurance

Legal Council and in the case of a professor performing their duties the university will already back them up.  It is already state law. So in fact there is already sufficient liability coverage through ISU. However in the case of criminal negligence, the University would not back them up.




Therefore there is no need to pursue this issue.




The committee voted to drop this issue.

Public Access of Research (current issue on campus)




Committee voted to ask that our rep (Mark Hoelscher Bring up in exec at next 


meeting and suggested that that next year the committee invite Jim Jawahar can 


come to meeting and report on what is going on with public access to research 


issue.

AFEGC report.



Committee reviewed the report and voted to forward the report to academic exec 


council and let exec decide if they wish to place it on the senate agenda.

Policy on Dismissal



The committee then addressed the developing policy on dismissal



Concerns brought up:


Regarding the structural aspect:



Time line concern possibly too short regarding the dismissal committee being 


chosen by/at the faculty caucus meetings.  







Perhaps we could have a standing committee sort of on retainer. When a case 


comes up we chose from that body the proper special purpose committee.  



Another possibility is possibly utilizing the existing panel of 10 or AFEGC



We could consider another body, perhaps the FRC.  Perhaps we could ask Sam 


to come up with an alternative.


Regarding the order of action considerations:


Dismissal can be initiated either by DFSC or by the University.  We need to ask Sam 




Catanzaro for clarification on:

1. What is meant by "The University"?  Perhaps it is a precaution so that the University can act if the DFSC refuses to act. 


2. Why there are the two options.  


Committee than took up the issue of order of consideration of possible sanctions.  

Should it be dismissal first then suspension?  Or other way around.


Committee conversation noted that it would be very difficult to come up with clarifying 

language and articulate it or even come up with a template.  


Committee is undecided about whether to follow the suspension first structure or the 

dismissal structure.  We ask Sam Catanzaro for Clarification.


Committee noted that perhaps we could add a   lesser sanctions exit ramp to either 

structures but in particular it would make the dismissal structure more palatable.


Some examples of lesser sanctions would be;  



Oral reprimand



Written reprimand



(Other lesser punishments or sanctions)

Actions going forward:

Senator Hoelscher writes up the minutes ASAP and gets them to Senator Horst.

Senator Horst drafts report, we all look at it.  We all email Senator Horst privately with our comments and Senator Horst sends Sam Catanzaro final draft of our requests and suggestion.   

Senator Horst also invites Sam Catanzaro to our next meeting.  

Meeting adjourned at 6:55 pm.

Minutes

Faculty Affairs

April 9, 2014

Attendance

Sam Catanzaro, John Baur, Bryce Johnson, Michelene cox, Melanie Mata, Marilyn Morey, John Huxford, Mark Hoelscher, Martha Horst

Meeting Opened at 6pm

Dismissal Policy Development: 


Dr. Catanzaro opened issuing a thank you for all of the commentary that he received from the committee He noted that he will review and take it back up in the fall.

Committee responded with additional suggestions noting that perhaps it would be appropriate to model language something along the lines of the AAUP structure

Dr. Catanzaro noted that a definition of adequate cause is already contained in AAUP policy but noted that some statement might be useful.  Perhaps the language could utilize positive statements as opposed to negative ones.  Hopefully this policy is one that a lot of work goes into but that we never actually have to use

Other committee input:

Faculty reassignment; make clear the distinction that reassignment is not an automatic 

matter.  The fact that this group found it confusion is important to note.  Perhaps some 

clarification is needed.

Reassignment should carry documentation in case it would have some bearing on tenure 
and promotion.


There may be cases where suspension from all duties is not warranted but reassignment 
of duties is.


Reassignment must be documented


On the issue of suspension without pay vs. suspensions with pay.  Committee suggests 

suspension with pay at all times.  Dr. Catanzaro suggested that we, keep it in but add 

language noting extraordinary or egregious circumstances where suspension without pay is permissible.

The committee expressed concern over who would make decision?  Dr. Catanzaro will investigate and consider the issue.

The committee suggested the addition of language to treat tenure track people differently.  Also the title should be changed 
to reflect that this dismissal procedure should be for tenure track. 

Also the committee suggested that we insert language noting that under these circumstances faculty member may stop the clock.  Dr. Catanzaro noted that it should be feasible to add a timeline so noting.

The committee also expressed interest in adding a section where faculty could go to more completely understand the process.  Dr. Catanzaro noted that on line 49 it would be very easy to insert language here faculty also have rights to due process etc.

The committee also expressed interest in adding language which would clarify how the faculty could respond (refer to AAUP language) would this be answered by a more complete timeline development? Dr. Catanzaro noted that it probably could be and that he would investigate and consider adding a more complete timeline.

The committee then took up the issue of “Suspension first, or Dismissal first”.  Dr. Catanzaro noted that suspension first is necessary strictly as a safety issue.  Dr. Catanzaro noted that he will look into and get some model language.  Threat of harm is the AAUP term.  The scope of a reputational harm to the University would have to be greater than a scope of a personal harm.

The committee then suggested that the provost’s designee language be changed to reflect proper designation. Dr. Catanzaro agreed to take that under advisement and return in the fall with suggested language.

An additional concern of the committee involved the makeup of the deciding committee. Would it be URC or some other group?  Dr. Catanzaro agreed to research the issue and see what other models there are.  

A final concern for the committee regarded the timeline issue.  The timeline seems very restrictive etc.  Why such a timeline to begin with? Dr. Catanzaro suggested we keep at least a recommended time frame to avoid a nightmare scenario where a faculty member says that they need more time and drags the process on and on while still receiving pay.


The meeting adjourned at 6:55

