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To the Irvine Divisional Senate Assembly:

INTRODUCTION


The Council on Faculty Welfare (CFW) considers issues relevant to faculty welfare, academic freedom, affirmative action and diversity, and emeriti affairs.  Its membership and duties are described in Irvine Bylaw 99.  Professor Pauline Yahr chaired the Council this year and served as the Council’s representative to the Senate Cabinet and the Irvine Divisional Senate Assembly.  The Council sent representatives to three UC committees and four UCI committees: University Committee on Faculty Welfare, University Committee on Academic Freedom, University Committee on Affirmative Action and Diversity, Chancellor’s Advisory Committee on Child Care, Special Senate Committee on Diversity, and the Smoking Issues Committee.  The Council’s standing subcommittee for Emeriti Affairs consisted of three emeriti members and the Chair of the UCI Emeriti Association (UCIEA).  Each Council member also served on one of three subcommittees:  Faculty Welfare, Academic Freedom and Affirmative Action & Diversity.   

CFW had ten monthly meetings during the academic year of 2006-07.  Additional discussions were conducted electronically.  The Council reviewed and discussed the following issues, proposals, policies, and reports.  When appropriate, it responded to the Chair of the Academic Senate, UCI administrators, or UC Senate committees:

SUMMARY OF COUNCIL’S DISCUSSIONS AND ACTIONS 

Council on Faculty Welfare Issues

1.  Gender Pay Equity and Career Equity Reviews – (1/23/07, 6/12/07)

A.  In response to a CFW memo, the Council on Academic Personnel (CAP) revised its FAQs about Career Equity Review (CER; previously known as a Career Review) to conform to UCI policy, which states that a CER can consider only rank and step.  Prior references to pay in CAP’s FAQs about CERs have been deleted. 

B.  Via Chair Mecartney, CFW asked the EVC/Provost (EVC/P) if UCI has a procedure by which faculty at the appropriate rank and step can seek correction of pay inequities, such as occur through pay inversion.  Vice Provost Killackey replied that CERs are the mechanism for addressing pay disparities, but since they address only rank and step, the answer to our question appears to be no.  CERs were also a topic when Chair Yahr met with the EVC/P, who asked CFW to encourage faculty to increase their use of the CER process since its success rate is high, for which he provided data summarized by year and gender.  The EVC/P also pointed out that CERs can be initiated by faculty, chairs, deans or Academic Personnel (AP).  Since UCI’s pay equity data suggest that gender, and to a lesser extent ethnic, pay equity problems vary markedly by school (see below), CFW felt that it could not broadly recommend the CER process as a mechanism to solve pay equity problems without knowing its success rate by school, and more specifically by gender within school.  Similarly, since CERs may be more likely to succeed when initiated at a review level (e.g., chair, dean or AP) than when initiated by a faculty member, CFW requested data on CER success rates as a function of whether or not they were initiated by the faculty member, again by gender within this category.  No response has been received.

        In regard to why so few faculty apply for CERs, Council members agreed that requesting a review may alienate colleagues because it suggests that their actions in previous evaluations may have been biased.  Faculty may worry about repercussions or the re-opening old wounds.  Yet even if these problems were overcome, CFW had questions about whether CAP could accommodate any substantial increase in CERs.  

C.  In reviewing UCI’s latest pay equity data, CFW used a Sign test to analyze the temporal patterns of gender pay differences for each school.  The results revealed two patterns.  One, seen in Arts, Business and Engineering, shows women’s actual pay level fluctuating back and forth across the amount predicted by the pay of their white male peers with the same degrees and with equal years of professional experience and service at UCI.  The Sign test showed no statistically significant gender difference in these schools.   In contrast, for six schools on the general campus, the Sign test did produce statistically significant results suggesting long-term patterns of gender bias/preference/discrimination   In five of schools (Biological Sciences, Humanities, Information and Computer Sciences (ICS), Physical Sciences and Social Sciences), the bias favors men.  In one (Social Ecology), it favors women.  In ICS, the gender difference has been shrinking fairly steadily, suggesting that processes are in place in ICS that overcome bias.  In contrast, the other five schools show no pattern of improvement.  The actual pay of the women faculty in those schools differed annually, in the same direction, from that predicted by the pay of their white male peers, for eight, and in most cases nine, of the past nine years, often by about $5,000/woman/year.  Despite the female bias in Social Ecology and the gender-neutral pattern in three schools, the general campus as a whole has moved away from rather than toward gender equity.  Clinical sciences at the medical school also show this pattern.  This is a serious concern because it affects faculty morale, retention and recruitment.  Currently, equity advisors and deans review UCI’s pay equity data for their school annually and initiate corrective measures where needed.  While that approach held promise when it was initiated ten years ago, the data suggest that it has been ineffective in at least five schools since they show no change in their pay equity profile.  This is true despite substantial changes in the faculty involved in the analyses due to retirements, turnover and the many hires in the last decade.  CFW discussed these data in concert with data provided by the Office of Equal Opportunity and Diversity (OEOD) on the mean salaries of men and women at each rank and step within schools.  CFW’s concerns and suggestions were forwarded to the Senate Chair for further action.  This included, but was not limited to suggesting that the pay equity data be considered when reviewing deans and chairs and be a factor when the Academic Planning Group allocates FTE to academic units.  
2.  Use of Overlapping Steps at Promotion – (1/23/07)
It was brought to CFW’s attention that CAP has been routinely promoting faculty from the highest steps of the Assistant and Associate Professor ranks to Step 1 of the next rank (with off-step pay to provide a salary increase).  Because the APM indicates that the total period of service at the overlapping steps will normally be two years for promotion to Associate Professor and three years for promotion to Professor, CFW is concerned that routinely promoting faculty without recognition of their service at the overlapping steps could violate APM policy and be detrimental to faculty welfare, particularly because salary increases associated with advancement to Step II, III, etc. are minimized by the fact that the return to on-scale pay is done as a percentage of the UC scale rather than the UCI Merit Scale.  CAP Chair Fan responded that there are ways to ensure that service at the overlapping steps is considered favorably, but CFW was concerned that those mechanisms are not well know.  The Council asked the Senate to take steps to determine if the CAP’s current practice is in accord with the APM and, if it is, to ensure that all faculty members are notified of this process, its rationale and implications, and the steps that chairs and deans can take to overcome it for individual faculty members.
3.  Emeriti Subcommittee Proposal – (2/20/07) 

The Executive Committee of UCIEA approved a motion with two recommendations and asked CFW for its endorsement:

1. CFW’s Subcommittee on Emeriti Affairs should become a Council of the UCI Academic Senate with representation on the Senate Cabinet.

2. The UC Senate should establish a UC-wide standing committee on emeritae/i       affairs with a representative on the UC Academic Council.

The Council did not endorse the first recommendation, but unanimously endorsed the second; however, the Senate Cabinet returned the endorsed recommendation to CFW for further discussion.  The issue will be revisited next year. 

4.  Report on UCI’s Child Care Services - (5/15/07)
Sharon Block, Chair of the Chancellor’s Advisory Committee on Child Care provided an overview of the 2005-06 Annual Report of the Chancellor’s Advisory Committee on Child Care, which identified four major areas requiring attention: 1) Fundraising, 2) Long-term childcare growth plans, 3) Tiered tuition, and 4) Increased campus communication.  UCI’s unmet child care needs were discussed, and the Council’s recommendations were forwarded to the Senate Chair for action:  1) The Verano Place facility should remain in operation after the Infant/Toddler Center opens and until more progress is made toward meeting the child care needs of faculty and staff; 2) Long-term planning for child care should be considered early in the planning process for each new campus building and housing development; 3) Facilities for infant/toddler care, and possibly preschool and after-school care, should be considered as University Hills is developed; and 4) More information was requested about the success of the  “silent campaign” to raise funds for childcare facilities..

5.  University Hills and ICHA Management– (3/20/07, 6/12/07 & 7/17/07)
To learn more about issues facing ICHA, UHills residents and those involved with recruiting, CFW met in July to discuss questions, circulated in advance, with representatives from ICHA and the UHills Homeowners’ Representative Board (HRB).  Attending were Prof. Richard Haier, Chair of the ICHA Board of Directors; Chuck Hayward, ICHA President; Jane Laning, ICHA COO/Senior VP;  Andrew Herndon, VP-Community Development, Kathy Windsor, Marketing Director; Chris Hane and Prof. Michael McNally, HRB Co-Chairs, Senate Chair Mecartney and incoming Senate Vice Chair Heckhausen.  

Prof. Haier reported that the Board of Directors “runs” ICHA but that this consists primarily of directing ICHA management on new home construction.  It does not involve policy setting.  The EVC /Provost (EVC/P) sets policy and decides who may purchase new or resale homes, what the density and sizes of homes will be in each building phase, and when move-up lotteries occur.  Thus, ICHA management serves three masters – the community, Board, and EVC/P.  The HRB co-chairs pointed that the HRB is, officially, an architectural review board.  Its role in organizing events for residents and hearing community concerns led to a change in its name but not its official standing, which may explain the difficulty it encounters in obtaining information from and exchanging views with ICHA. 
Access to information about UHills emerged as a key area for improvement as it impacts deans, chairs and others involved in faculty recruitment, recruits themselves, current residents and faculty hoping to someday move to UHills.  Therefore, CFW repeated its request that the Senate ask the EVC/P to work with ICHA to develop and post FAQs for policies and procedures related to home buying.  Posting empirical data on home pricing and wait times for homes for each eligibility group was also suggested.

Council members commended ICHA and the administration for the success of UHills, which is envied by other universities and UC campuses.  Nonetheless, CFW asked the Senate to seek an outside review of how UHills/ICHA functions.  CFW also expressed the view that evaluating UHills/ICHA on the basis of selling all available homes is too narrow because it ignores the fact that many recruits, even those who buy UHills’ homes, dislike the time window for purchase decisions, having to respond to a home offer before their job offer is final, and the complex purchase process.  Viewing UHills almost entirely in terms of recruitment was also a concern since ICHA’s charter also addresses faculty welfare and retention.  Finally, CFW felt that an external review could help to resolve some long-standing issues including: 1) ICHA customer relations; 2) Failure to allow new faculty to exchange their access to costly, new, large homes for access to smaller, less expensive, older ones whose owners’ needs have changed; and  3)  Differential compliance with ICHA bylaws and regulations.  For example, while ICHA verifies residents’ eligibility for homes twice a year, based on UC employment, it acts less consistently with homeowners who allow their homes to be occupied by non-UC employees for much longer, and under different conditions, than ICHA rules specify.  ICHA’s board is also smaller than the revised bylaws specify, and ICHA does not prepare its annual reports in writing.  The Council suggested that the reports be written and available to the Senate as well as the administration.  Review by housing and management experts might also identify more ways in which UHills and ICHA could serve UCI even better than they already do, just as reviews aid academic programs.  

6.  Gay/Lesbian/Bisexual/Transgender (GLBT) Issues 

OEOD reported that its web site will provide a link to GLBT’s planned web site.  An outline was handed out and reviewed.  

Irvine Divisional Senate/Internal Issues 

1.  Proposal for a Campus Parking Oversight Committee - (10/3/06)
The Academic Senate reviewed the status of the Senate Parking Oversight Committee, created in l983, and proposed several changes for CFW’s review:  1) charging the committee with advising the administration, 2) renaming the committee, 3) changing the membership to include: two new staff assembly members, one more undergraduate student, and the Chairs of CFW and CSE; and the removal of the VC of Administrative & Business Services.  The Council reviewed the proposal and agreed that more frequent meetings, more Senate involvement, a change in the charge and membership of the committee, and CFW’s involvement in UCI parking policies and rate setting would be useful.  CFW forwarded a recommendation from the Chair of the UCI Emeriti Association to add an emeriti member.  However, members declined to take on the proposed relationship to the parking subcommittee as the reporting relationship was not clearly defined.

2.  Special Committee on Rights of Faculty Accused of Academic Misconduct – (10/31/06)
The Council discussed the proposal from the Committee on Privilege and Tenure (CPT) and agreed that thorough measures should be in place to protect faculty accused of misconduct. The Special Committee was convened to address two concerns:  1) Faculty members accused of academic misconduct should be advised by the Senate of their rights and protections very early in the process.  2) Procedures should be well known, and accused faculty should be protected from leaks of information that would damage their reputations. For the early phase of a misconduct case, members approved of the Faculty Rights website as well as the assignment of an Expert Faculty advisor (attorney) to each accused faculty member, although the members were skeptical that there would be enough faculty at UCI qualified to serve as experts.  For the later phase of the misconduct case, CFW comments included:  More detail is needed on how the formal investigating committee (FIC) would be organized.  CPT should inform faculty of their civil due-process rights and their rights as members of the Senate. CPT should also encourage accused faculty to consult as much as necessary with their attorney and the Expert Faculty advisor.

3.  Proposed Changes to Senate Bylaw 205 – (11/28/06)

The University Committee on Rules and Jurisdiction proposed increasing its membership in order to conduct its business without interruption due to absences.  CFW found the proposal to be reasonable and straightforward and unanimously approved it. 
4.  Proposal to Establish a Special Senate Committee on Pandemic Planning – (11/28/06)

The Academic Senate proposed establishing a Special Senate Committee on Pandemic Planning which would meet 2-3 times and to produce a policy statement on behalf of the Senate.  CFW declined the offer to send a representative because it had confidence in the expertise of the faculty who had already been asked to serve.  The Council did, however, recommend that the Deans be consulted so that the policies developed could be discipline-specific.

5.  Council Structure  – (11/28/06)

The 1998 Academic Senate restructuring combined the Committees on Faculty Welfare, Affirmative Action, Academic Freedom and Emeriti Affairs into the current CFW, and the Council was asked to revaluate its structure and workload to see if any adjustments are needed to address all of its issues. The Senate Chair was informed that the members agreed to continue functioning as they have since the 1998 restructuring, but asked to increase its membership by two to ensure that the Council has enough individuals to send representatives to the many system-wide and campus committees to which it sends delegates.  The proposed Irvine Bylaw change to affect that increase was approved by the Divisional Senate Assembly on June 7, 2007.

6.  EH&S’s Task Force on Smoking – (3/20/07)
The initiative to make UCI a smoke-free environment was discussed.  The CFW Chair attended the Smoking Issues Committee as representative of the Academic Senate and conveyed the range of opinions discussed at the Council’s meeting.  The Smoking Issues Committee will continue to meet during the next academic year, and CFW will send a new representative. 
UC Senate Issues 

1.  UCORP Report “Institutional Review Boards (IRB) at UC:  – (10/3/06 & 10/31/06)
The University Committee on Academic Freedom (UCAF) has cited a number of reports of IRB interference in faculty research and suggested the establishment of systemwide standards.  IRBs are charged with protecting human and animal subjects and deciding if the value of the research outweighs the possible risks, and members agreed that the IRBs should not expand their review to evaluate the project’s scientific methods or design.  CFW supported:  1)  The use of the “exempt” and “expedited” categories of activities where appropriate as this will reduce delays for all proposals; 2) A standardized review process and criteria across UC campuses with a means of ensuring consistency; 3) Sufficient staffing is needed in the Research Oversight offices; and 4) Faculty serving on IRBs, Institutional Animal Care and Use Committee (IACUC), and the new human Stem Cell Research Oversight (hSCRO) should receive recognition in academic merit reviews, and chairs of these committees should receive financial rewards.

2.  UCAP Report “Synopsis of the Present Status of the UC Merit and Promotion System and Principles of and Policy Recommendations for UC Faculty Compensation” – (10/3/06 & 10/31/06)

UCAP’s report addresses the crisis facing the UC salary scale which is driven by a lack of parity with UC’s Comparison Eight institutions.  Members strongly supported UCAP’s efforts to encourage the UC system to restore a direct relationship between faculty pay and determinations of rank and step based on academic merit.  The disconnect between merit scale and the actual salaries endangers the meaning or the merit scale and creates a morale problem for faculty whose salaries fall way below those colleagues at the same or close steps.  The Council opposed the following recommendations in the UCAP Report:  1) Recommendation #3 which encouraged President Dynes to find alternate solutions if the State does not assist the University with the funding of faculty salaries to maintain its quality; and 2) Proposed Implementation Step 5, which made a similar point. In addition, neither the privatization of UC not its disaggregation, which were also considered in UCAP’s Policy Recommendation #3, were supported.  Members noted that UCAP overlooked the value of total compensation and there was no data to support that UC loses a substantial number of faculty because salaries are higher elsewhere.  Nonetheless, members agreed that salaries should be based on merit as assessed by peer review for rank and step and that the pay associated with those steps should be brought into line with market rates.

3.  UCAP’s Proposed Modifications to Academic Personnel Policies (APM220-18B, (4) Advancement to Professor Step VI and Above Scale - (10/3/06 & 10/31/06)
The Council appreciated UCAP’s effort to clarify the criteria for advancement to Professor, Step VI, and Professor, Above Scale, and to align interpretations among divisions.  The proposed modifications to “Advancement to Professor Step VI and Above Scale” have been circulated to the UC campuses regularly for the last few years.  The past modifications had not brought about the desired effect, and Council members continue to question both the rewording’s effect and value. The Council forwarded a question about whether “sustained excellence” applied to scholarship alone, or whether teaching and service were to be included.  Suggested wording was forwarded for either application of that term.  The Council also requested that the phrase “career review” be explicitly defined as there were questions about whether the term covered the period since the last promotion, or whether it covered one’s entire independent career.  If these two concerns were addressed, the Council supported the proposed modifications, but members are concerned that variations will persist despite the adoption of the proposed changes.

4.  Proposed Policy on Stewardship of Electronic Information – A Systemwide Review

Of the Work Group’s August 9, 2005 Report – (11/28/06)
The proposed policy is based on the UC Information Security Work Group’s 2005 report as well as review and comment by other campus groups.  Although CFW was not asked to review it, members noted that it had a faculty welfare component.   The proposal discussed the issue of accountability.   Since faculty are accountable for violations of the Faculty Code of Conduct, which does not address the handling of electronic information, CFW forwarded the suggestion that the Faculty Code of Conduct may need to be modified to ensure accountability in the case of faculty failure to safeguard electronic information.

5.  Draft Proposal on Pharmaceutical Vendor Relations (Part I) – (1/23/07)
This first part of a larger proposal to regulate relations between pharmaceutical vendors and UC clinicians focuses on three possible conflict of interest situations:  gifts from vendors to individuals; interactions between vendors and UC personnel; and membership on hospital or medical group formulary committees by UC faculty members who have substantive financial relationships with pharmaceutical vendors.  CFW supported the draft policy as a laudable goal, but had concerns that its implementation would present problems.  The Council suggested that the proposal be revised to be more focused, with clear and empirically informed principles, and guidelines for accountability and enforcement. 

6.  Draft Proposal on Pharmaceutical Vendor Relations (Part II) – (2/20/07 & 3/20/07)
The second component of the proposal to regulate relations between pharmaceutical vendors and UC faculty focused on three more types of conflict-of-interest:  It specified that faculty members shall not publish articles that have been ghostwritten by vendor employees; that UC employees shall not accept non-competitive grants or gifts from vendors; and that all consulting agreements shall be publicly listed.  The Council unanimously felt that the draft proposal was poorly written and unacceptably vague.  Members did not agree on whether or not this would be a good policy.  Concerns included: 1) The policy should not be limited to health sciences faculty and pharmaceutical vendors since other research areas may face comparable conflicts of interest; and 2) Enforcement of the policy, if adopted, would be difficult and inconsistent, and that problems resulting from inconsistent enforcement could be as bad as those that the proposed policy is intended to solve.

7.  Proposed Open Access Policy - (4/17/07)
The proposed Open Access Policy would allow open access to journal articles and conference proceedings authored by UC Faculty.  Currently, UC faculty members sign away their copyright privileges to publishers.  This policy would encourage them to opt-out of that process.  Three opt-out options were offered for comment.  CFW discussed them last year during the informal review process.  The Council unanimously endorsed Option #3, the notification-only option, because it was the least restrictive. 

8.  Draft Consensual Relationship Policy  - (4/17/07)
UCFW requested informal input from the campus faculty welfare committees. Any UC person in a position of authority needs to be the person responsible for reporting the relationship.  This policy runs parallel to the recently revised Faculty Code of Conduct regarding faculty and student relationships, but applies more broadly to relationships involving staff and students (postdocs, TAs, RAs etc.).  The Council unanimously approved the draft policy, and Chair Yahr was asked to convey the Council’s suggestion that an educational plan for faculty and graduate students be developed and included in the proposed policy for the next phase of UC review.  
9.  Child Care Needs Assessment from UCFW  - (4/17/07)
UCFW asked campus faculty welfare committees to review the benefits to faculty of having backup child care on campus.  While providing backup child care is well intentioned, the Council felt that it was unfeasible for several reasons:   1) Ensuring high quality care that is adequate for sick children would not be financially viable.  2) Unless the back-up caregivers are trained nurses, it would not be appropriate to put them in the position of having to determine if and when a child requires a physician’s care.  3.) A campus back-up child care facility, or even a referral service, would have the potential to be dangerous and a liability.  CFW agreed that meeting the still unmet need for high-quality, full-time and after-school childcare would yield more benefits. 

10.  Systemwide Senate Review of Proposed Amendments to APM 620, Policy on Off-Scale Salaries - (5/15/07)
The proposed amendments were developed by the Work Group on Faculty Salary Scales in an attempt to restore the relationship between actual salaries and the merit system of rank and step. The Council supported President Dynes’ commitment to returning UC faculty pay scales to competitive rates.  However, CFW opposed several of the proposed amendments:  1) Replacing a specific salary point with a salary range will create problems for department chairs who will have to negotiate with each faculty member, raising concerns about favoritism and inequity; 2) A salary range may contribute to racial, ethnic and/or gender pay disparities.  Gender differences seem particularly likely given gender differences in negotiating styles; 3) Removing the term “exceptional” in regard to the use of off-scale pay would normalize the dissociation between rank and salary and simply hide inequitable procedures; and 4) The definition of off-step pay as a situation in which pay is above that for the next step leaves pay at the level of the next step in the odd position of being neither on nor off step.  The Council supports the continued use of specific salary points, and prefers to have salaries determined by a peer review process rather than campus administration.  

11.  Systemwide Senate Review of the UCAF Proposed Student Freedom of Scholarly Inquiry Principles - (5/15/07)
The new proposed policy provides students with principles of academic freedom, similar to the written principles that the faculty have.  The Council found the principles to be reasonable and non-controversial and approved them without further comment.

12.  Systemwide Senate Review of Proposed Policy Revisions to APM 110-4, 230-17 and 18, 279-20, 360-80a, 520-4, 710-14/ 3846, and 765 - (5/15/07)

The proposed revisions bring the APMs in line with current practices.  The new policy, APM 765 - Death Payments, gives faculty members the same benefit that staff members currently receive.  

CFW unanimously approved the policy revisions and the new policy without further comment.  

Status Reports

The following subcommittees have the opportunity to provide status reports at each meeting on issues under review at the campus level and by the UC Senate committees:  Faculty Welfare, Affirmative Action and Diversity, Academic Freedom, and Emeritae/i Affairs.
Consultants from the Offices of Human Resources and the Equal Opportunity and Diversity also have the opportunity to provide status reports at each Council meeting.    The Council would like to thank Gwen Kuhns Black, Anne Paden and Gina Merriott for their important contributions.

Issues for 2007-08

A number of issues from 2006-07 will continue to be reviewed during the 2007-08 academic year:  faculty housing, infant/toddler care for faculty, health care benefits for active and retired faculty, space and services issues regarding emeriti, gender equity, and the proposed broader oversight of equal opportunity and diversity by the Academic Senate committees.  For University Hills, the Council will be interested in following up with the administration on its continuing concerns about the priority list procedures for sales and resales, the creation of an ICHA FAQ web page, an external administrative review, and written annual reports.  Data is also expected on two other issues that the Council will look be interested to commenting upon:  1.) Information from the Office of Equal Opportunity and Diversity (OEOD) regarding annual data on underutilization of women and minorities in the UCI faculty.  The updated five-year summaries will be reviewed during Fall Quarter 2007; and 2.) UCI’s summer school policy will be discussed when data is received on the number of faculty teaching in the summer session, how courses were assigned, and other relevant data.
The minutes of the monthly meetings are on file in the Academic Senate Office.

On behalf of the Council on Faculty Welfare,

Pauline Yahr, Chair

Faculty Members:


Representatives:

            Pauline Yahr, Chair
Emeritus Representatives: (3)



Peter Burke, W&SQ

Julian Feldman, Emeritus Rep


Nancy Burley, W&SQ

Robert Newsom


Gil Conchas, FQ

Myron Simon, Emeritus Rep


Imran Currim, W&SQ
Representatives:



Peter Ditto, W&SQ
Stephen Clancy, LAUC-I Rep


Aimee Edinger, F&SQ

Tania Asef, ASUCI Rep, FQ  


Dan Gillen

Dan Hixson, ASUCI Rep, W&SQ 


Roland Giolli

Patty Lee, AGS Rep


Susan Greenhalgh
Consultants:


Sanjoy Mazumdar

Anne Paden, Human Resources


Janice Plastino, F&WQ
Gina Merriott, Human Resources


Richard Robertson
Gwen Kuhns Black, OEOD



A. J. Shaka



John Smith (F&WQ)



Alan Terricciano, SQ


Attachments:  


Reports from the Council's Subcommittees

REPORT BY THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC FREEDOM (UCAF) 

CFW’s Subcommittee on Academic Freedom advised members on academic freedom issues mentioned previously in this report.  A member represented the Irvine Division at the two meetings of University Committee on Academic Freedom (UCAF).  UCAF issues for 2006-07 included:  

· Academic Freedom for Students - Proposed principles on academic freedom for students, similar to APM 010 for faculty, were discussed and circulated to the UC campuses for review and comment.

· Institutional Review Boards – UCAF proposed the establishment of systemwide standards and collected comments on the subject from the UC campuses.

· Academic Freedom at UC – A revised position paper was discussed.

· UCOP Proposal on the Relationships Between Pharmaceutical Vendors and Clinicians 

· Misconduct in Research – Reviewed data received from Campus Research Integrity Officers.

· The use of “collegiality” in evaluating faculty for merits and promotions – data and complaints from the University Committee on Privilege and Tenure were discussed.

· Systemwide Review of the draft University of California Open Access Policy – reviewed and commented on the academic freedom issues affected by the proposed polity.

Subcommittee members:

Janice Plastino, Chair and UCI Representative to UCAF

Richard Robertson

Dan Gillen

Peter Burke

Sanjoy Mazumdar

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  -

REPORT BY THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON AFFIRMATIVE ACTION AND DIVERSITY 

CFW’s Subcommittee on Affirmative Action and Diversity advised CFW on affirmative action and diversity issues mentioned previously in this report.  A member represented the Irvine Division at the quarterly meetings of the University Committee on Affirmative Action and Diversity (UCAAD).   UCAAD issues for 2006-07 included:

· The Impact of Proposition 209 on the UC

· Implementation of the President’s Task Force on Faculty Diversity Report

· Implementation of modifications to APM 210, 240, and 245

· Systemwide Review of  the UCEP/CCGA Report on the Role of Graduate Students in Undergraduate Instruction

· Systemwide Review of UCAP’s Proposed Modifications to APM Policies 220-18b, (4) Advancement to Professor Step VI and Above Scale

· Systemwide Review of UCAP’s report: “Synopsis of the Present Status of the UC Merit and Promotion System and Principles of and Policy Recommendations for UC Faculty Compensation”

· Reports from the Faculty Diversity Officers

· Adding Diversity to Program Review Criteria and Procedures

· Regents Study Group on Diversity and Inclusiveness

· Campus Planning Activities, Strategies, and Directions

The Subcommittee met several times prior to CFW meetings to discuss UCI’s Affirmative Action Plan, progress by schools in hiring faculty as diverse as their applicant pools, progress toward meeting the State requirement for sexual harassment training, steps that UCI Senate Councils could take to implement recent changes to the APM.  

Subcommittee members:

Pauline Yahr, Chair and UCI Representative to UCAAD

Nancy Burley 
Brian Cummings

Peter Ditto

Michelle Garfinkel

Susan Greenhalgh

John Smith 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  -

REPORT BY THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON EMERITI AFFAIRS 

CFW’s standing Subcommittee on Emeriti Affairs met prior to the Council meetings and considered the following issues in 2006-07 in addition to the items described above under number 3:   

· The Subcommittee discussed changes in retirees' pensions and health plans benefits, including UC's version of Medicare Part D.  
· The Subcommittee endorsed a resolution from the UCI Emeriti Association (UCIEA) which calls for the Chancellor and Senate to consider convening a Task force to look at future ethics issues at UCI , and to consider a future campuswide program in ethics.  CFW endorsed the resolution and forwarded it to the Senate Chair for action.
· The Subcommittee asked CFW to survey, under Chair Yahr's signature, deans
and chairs about each academic unit's policies and practices regarding

office space and services offered to emeriti in order better to understand

how and whether deans and chairs are thinking about their emeriti,

especially those who wish to remain active in research.  Chair-elect

Newsom will follow up with CFW and the academic units in the fall.
Subcommittee members:

Julian Feldman, Chair

Robert Newsom

Myron Simon

Ron Miller, Chair of UCIEA, ex officio

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  -

REPORT BY THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON FACULTY WELFARE 

CFW’s Subcommittee on Faculty Welfare advised members on faculty welfare issues mentioned previously in this report.  A member represented the Irvine Division at the monthly meetings of University Committee on Faculty Welfare (UCFW).  UCFW issues for 2006-07 included:

· Consultation with UCOP regarding:   Open Enrollment, Human Resources and Benefits, Budget, Senior Management Policies, and Loan Assistance Programs (MOP & SHLP)

· Reports from the UCFW Health Care Task Force

· UCOP’s Clinical Services Division – relationship between UC Medical Centers and UC health plans.

· UC Treasurer’s Office – UCRP investment performance

· Reports from the UCFW Task Force on Investment and Retirement

· Adoption Benefits, and Back-up and Emergency Childcare

· APMs Related to Sick Leave,  Reasonable Accommodation, Medical Separation and Constructive Resignation (APMs 700, 710, 711, and 080) 

· APM 220-18.b(4) Advancement to Step VI and Above Scale

· 2007 Mercer Report on Total Remuneration

· UC Consensual Relationship Policy

Subcommittee members:

Pauline Yahr, Chair

Imran Currim

Roland Giolli

Aimee Edinger

A. J. Shaka

Alan Terricciano
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