
Minutes from General Faculty Meeting, November 20, 2013

A General Faculty Meeting was held on November 20, 2013 in the Dolan Science Center
Auditorium and began at approximately 2:06 pm. A quorum was reached with approximately 49 faculty in 
attendance at the beginning of the meeting.  The following members of FC were in attendance:
Ryan Allen, Scott Allen, Barbara D'Ambrosia, Roy Day, Chair, Jeff Dyck, Michael Eng, Tina Facca, Gerry Guest, 
Karen Gygli, Dwight Hahn, Vice Chair, Tom Hayes, Abdul Imam, Simran Kahai, Marc Kirschenbaum, Linda Koch, 
Sheila McGinn, Michael Nichols, Secretary, David Shutkin, Elizabeth Stiles, Dianna Taylor, Mariah Webinger, Sheri 
Young and Tom Zlatoper. The following FC members were absent: Thea Ford and Cindy Lenox.

The meeting agenda was distributed electronically to all FC members and faculty via e-mail on
November 15, 2013. (Appendix A)  Also distributed was a proposal by the Administration for Changes in Faculty 
Benefits to begin in Jan. 2015. (Appendix B) and on November 20, 2013 the analysis and recommendation from 
the Compensation Committee of this proposal was distributed to faculty by email.  (Appendix C)  The 
Compensation Committee’s annual report, in the form of a Powerpoint presentation is included as Appendix D. 

I.   Chair’s Announcements 

A. Minutes of the General Faculty meeting of October 23.

The minutes have been posted and were approved without objection.

B. Search Committee for a new Provost – Final call for nominations for five Faculty to serve on the committee. 

The Chair called for any further nominations.  Paul Schick was nominated by Marc Kirschenbaum. 
Nominations were then closed.

C. Search Committee for a new Provost – Closing of nominations. 

The elections are to start later this afternoon (Nov. 20) and end in one week.  The faculty members of the 
committee must consist of at least one from the CAS and one from BSOB.  Therefore the CAS and BSOB 
candidates that receive the most votes will be elected to the committee, along with the next three 
faculty receiving the highest votes. 

D. Next Faculty Council meeting will be held on Wednesday, January 15. 

E. Next General Faculty meeting will be held on Wednesday, January 29.

F. Election Results 

The proposals to establish an MS Program in Lab Administration and a Policy on Credit Hours were 
approved. 
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G. Report on Decision as to Whether Changing the Drug Plan Administrator is a Reduction in Benefits. 

In accordance with Appendix D of the Faculty Council Constitution, the executive members of FC, the 
Chair of the Compensation Committee and the Chair of the Handbook Committee met to determine if 
the Administration's proposal to change the pharmacy benefits provider from Medco-ESI to 
Catamaran-restat requires a vote of the faculty.  The group voted that the change in provider is not a 
reduction in Faculty benefits and therefore, does not require a vote of the faculty. 

II. Items for Business 

A. Committee on Finance, Faculty Compensation and Work Related Policies 

i. Annual Report of the Compensation Committee

Marc Kirschenbaum, the Chair of the Compensation Committee, thanked the Departments that the 
committee had met with for their time and input and presented the committee’s annual report.  A copy 
of his Powerpoint presentation has been posted under Reports on the FC website and is included as 
Appendix D of these minutes.

Questions or clarifications during the presentation included:

(1)  Salary comparisons for Assistant, Associate and Full Professor versus comparator groups were the 
median salaries.

(2)  The plots of CUPA percentiles for the different Professor ranks are departmental averages.

No questions were asked from the floor at the end of the presentation.

ii. Compensation Committee’s Report on the Administration’s Proposal to Change the Faculty  Benefits 
Package

A copy of the Compensation Committee’s Analysis of the Proposed Benefit Plan Change was sent to 
faculty via email earlier in the day and was posted to the FC website in the Proposals section. (It is 
included as Appendix C of these minutes.)

Marc indicated that the plan changes are quite complicated and in meetings with departments, faculty 
were concerned over how these changes would affect them individually.  The committee did develop 
an Excel calculator for faculty to determine how much it would affect them. 

Marc then discussed the points and issues raised in the committee’s report.

The following questions, clarifications and comments occurred:

Question.  Are faculty being asked to pay a lot more and receive a lot less?

Answer:     Faculty would pay more over time because the split in premium contributions changes in the 
coming years.  (The charts at the bottom of page 1 do not include changes in deductibles.)  Those charts 
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assume that medical coverage remains the same.  There is an increase in contribution toward 
retirement.  (There was confusion about the two charts at the bottom of page 1.  The bottom table 
gives the net sum of premium increases and increases in retirement contributions.)
 
Question:  Why does the Administration want to change the benefits plan?

 Answer:     Marc differed the answer to that question to the end of the presentation.

Clarification:  That the bottom chart of page 1 is a two year total and no increased deductibles or copays 
were factored in. 

Comment:   It is not fair for those that are lowest paid will lose money.

Question:  Has a guarantee been made that the retirement contribution will increase and that the 
Administration will not come back to the faculty for future changes in the benefits plan?

Answer:     Marc differed that question to the end of the presentation.

Comment:  The spousal surcharge is discriminatory as a group of faculty would be singled out and there 
was some disagreement over the number of spouses that have been enrolled in the plan in the past 
that would be affected by the surcharge. 

Comment:  Marc indicated that factoring in the change in life insurance calculations is very difficult and 
the committee made its best efforts to do so in its report.

Question:  How many faculty could receive 3X their salary as life insurance? 

Answer:   Marc couldn’t provide an answer. 

Question:  Would a 70 year old with an unemployed spouse who is not on Medicare be charged a 
spousal surcharge? 

Answer:   Jonathan Smith indicated that they would not.

Question:  What is the net savings projected if the benefits changes are approved?  It was proposed 
that the numbers from the report indicate a $58k yearly savings?  Is that accurate? 

Answer:   Marc believed that was the case.

Comment:  The calculations did not include taxation, interest gained by retirement investments, so the 
final numbers may be different.

Comment:  Perhaps the reason for the requested change in benefits package is that by 2028 more than 
half of a faculty member’s compensation would be in benefits. 

Question:  What assurances have been given that the savings from the changes to the health care 
benefits will be placed into the Administration’s proposed increase in the salary pool ($200k)? 
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Answer:  An email was sent to Marc Kirschenbaum and Roy Day on November 8, 2013 (which is posted 
as a supporting document to the Benefits Change Proposal on the FC website) by John Day and Jonathan 
Smith confirming this in writing.  Jonathan reaffirmed that promise and added that the current University 
budget was being developed with that included. 

Question:  Will the additional $200k added to the salary pool be shared equally? 

Answer:  Marc indicated that all salary increases (whether increases in salary and raises for 
tenure/promotion, etc) will come out of a single comprehensive pool, so the additional $200k is not 
likely to be shared equally among the faculty.  John Day confirmed this. 

Question:  Did the committee take into account the effects of taxes on their calculations? 

Answer:  No. 

Question:  Could Marc comment on the counterproposal that the compensation committee presented 
to the Administration (sent out to the Faculty electronically as part of the materials for the Nov. 6 2013 
FC Meeting)? 

Answer:  Marc indicated that the counterproposal asked for more contribution to retirement (2%) and 
roughly $700k more and that time ran out for more negotiation with the Administration. 

Recommendation of the Compensation Committee:  Marc read the last part of the Committee’s 
written report and recommendation.  “Although we were encouraged by the addition of $200,000 for 
the faculty salary pool, the compensation committee was not given the opportunity to discuss the 
addition in salary with the administration before it was made public to the faculty and we believe the 
current proposal is still a work in progress. Therefore the Committee on Finance, Faculty 
Compensation, and Work-Related Policies recommends that Faculty vote against the proposed 
change in benefits as it is currently packaged. But, we wholeheartedly embrace the last paragraph of 
the administration’s response to our counter proposal which said: 
 
The two of us (John Day and Jon Smith) along with Rich Mausser would be willing to meet with 
the Compensation Committee to further discuss the issues you mention in your proposal. As you 
suggest, these could be considered as part of a long-term adjustment in compensation and 
benefits.”

B. Proposal to Change Faculty Benefits 

Roy Day indicated that the Administration has asked that the proposal go to a vote of the faculty. 

Barb D’Ambrosia made a motion that the proposal for changes to the benefits package be sent to a vote 
of the faculty.  The motion was seconded by Jim Lissemore. 

Dwight Hahn moved that the proposal be referred back to the Compensation Committee for further 
study.  It was seconded.  He stated that he believed from the discussion that the proposal had not 
adequately been studied; it should receive further study and a counterproposal could be developed. 
Since a motion to refer takes precedence over the current motion on the floor, discussion then 
proceeded on the motion to refer. 
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Dwight added that an additional reason for the motion to refer is that the charge of the Compensation 
Committee outlined in the Faculty Council constitution is to negotiate these types of proposals and that 
adequate time has not occurred for this to happen. 

A comment was made that the open enrollment period for faculty needs to be opened and completed 
by the end of the calendar year. 

Roy outlined that if the motion to refer is approved and the proposal is not sent to a vote, then the open 
enrollment period for faculty will begin and no changes to the benefits package will occur for faculty in 
the coming year.  In response to a question from the floor, he also indicated that if the proposal does not 
go to a faculty vote or is not approved by the faculty, then the proposed additional $200k for the faculty 
compensation pool and 1% increase in retirement will not occur. 

A vote was held on the motion to refer and it failed -  34 for and 38 against. 

A vote was then held on the motion to send the proposal for changes to the faculty benefits package to 
the faculty for a vote and it passed - 59 for and 23 against. 

The meeting was adjourned at 3:19 pm. 

Submitted by Michael A. Nichols, Secretary on January 14, 2014.  Approved February 26, 2014.
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