
Personnel Policies Report for the Faculty Senate—February 13, 2013 

 

Personnel Policies Committee (PPC) met on Wednesday, January 30 at 3:00 in the Faculty Lounge. 

Members Present:  William Fridley, Dennis Brewster, John Mischo, Hal Poovey, Dan Althoff and guests 

Diane Dixon and Chris Moretti 

The following topics were discussed at the meeting.  Background information on these topics was 

emailed to committee members before the meeting and this information is attached to this report. 

I. Review of Tenure and Promotion Proposals and Policies (reviewed the meetings with Drs. 

McMillan and Clark, November 12 and 26, 2012) 

 We need to add to the policies a statement on changes in the T & P portfolios:  the only changes 

allowed are those changes related to the status of an item (e.g. an article submission that was 

under review is accepted for publication).  No “new” documents can be added to the portfolio 

after the process has begun. 

 At an earlier meeting, Dr. McMillan voiced his commitment to having the T & P policies in place 

and implemented for the fall of 2013.  We will try to get the policies in the APPM by the end of 

the semester.  We will contact Dr. McMillan to arrange our next meeting. 

 Discussed the definition of procedural due process and whether there was a need for a list of 

examples or an “official” account from RUSO legal counsel Charlie Babb.  We concluded there 

wasn’t, given the proposed policy change of having the entire Faculty Appellate Committee 

(FAC) hear T & P appeals. 

 The Committee on Committees has been charged with the task of forming a FAC to hear only 

appeals of T & P promotions. 

 We need to include a statement in policy to the effect that the faculty member is responsible for 

the contents of the portfolio. 

II. Review of Post-Tenure Review Policy 

 PTR was only discussed briefly at the November 26 meeting with McMillan.  We will contact 

McMillan to ask for feedback on the PTR policy that was approved by the FS (10/10/2012). 

 Discussed the number of categories in which a faculty member must be evaluated as “below 

proficient” in order to have an “unsatisfactory” post-tenure review.  The proposed policy holds it 

must be in 2 of the 3 categories.  There was some agreement that Teaching + 1 other category 

might be acceptable. 

III. Sharepoint and Pending Policy Recommendations 

 It was noted that there have not been any formal policy recommendations sent to the 

administration since the fall. 

 It was mentioned that a pending policy recommendation from 2008 (on changing the definitions 

of evaluative labels) should be included in the APPM when the new T & P policies are included. 

 



IV. Draft of a Proposal on “Faculty Specialization” 

 We discussed Senator Moretti’s draft and concluded this would be a good topic for discussion by 

the entire Senate.  The draft is included (see below) for discussion at the FS meeting of February 

6, 2012. 

V. Family Leave Policies 

 We discussed our charge to review the current policies.  Senator Mischo volunteered to do a 

review of the family leave policies of our sister institutions.  This will be followed by contacting 

Cathy Conway in HR to get information on the policies. 

We decided to request the dates of February 26, and April 17 for the next two Shared Governance 

Forums. 

The meeting adjourned at approximately 4:35  

Draft Proposal on Faculty Specialization 

At the meeting with Doug about tenure and promotion I had mentioned that I had thought some about the ability of faculty to 

“specialize” with respect to the teaching/service/scholarship makeup of our work. I had meant to suggest something about it to 

the PP committee, it’s just been a really busy year for all of us. I only had a rough outline of a proposal in my head, so here are 

the broad strokes: 

 

That a faculty member who attains the rank of Professor (and so has shown significant achievement in all 3 areas, repeatedly in at 

least 2) be allowed to essentially reallocate 15% (the rough equivalent of 1 course) from one of the categories to another. This 

would still leave at least 5% in each area, so the faculty member is still responsible for some work in each area (however 

minimal). So someone could be teaching 5 courses (at no overload) and either have minimal service work or minimal scholarly 

activity. Or be teaching 3 courses with increased service or scholarship expectations, etc. 

 

This sort of thing has been bandied about before (I think I heard Dr. Snowden talk about something similar once). There’d have 

to be some limits involved, like: 

 

Teaching 

No faculty may drop below 50% teaching load (2 courses) as a result of specialization. 

The additional courses taken on by faculty should ideally be lower-level courses (typically those currently taught by adjuncts) or 

have significant enrollment. 

 

Service 

All faculty regardless of specialization would need to take part in program review/accreditation efforts (and possibly routine 

departmental service). 

Faculty with minimal service expectations might still be placed on committees which require a certain number from each school, 

although they should be “last in line” for that. 

The Senate would need to know at the beginning of each year who has more or less expectations in service so that we can make 

committee assignments. 

 

Scholarship 

All faculty regardless of specialization need to maintain a level of scholarly activity appropriate to accreditations. 

 

There’d have to be some other limits too - if more faculty choose to specialize out of teaching than into it you’d have a small net 

cost to the university (the hiring of adjuncts). My guess though is that you’d see more go into teaching than out of it, which is a 

net plus to the budget (fewer adjuncts) and to the students (more courses taught by full time faculty). If enough people wanted to 

specialize into teaching, there might be an issue of not enough courses for them to teach as well. I don’t know how many full 

professors we have or how they are distributed in the departments (math is full-professor-heavy, for example). 

 

Anyway, this is what I planned on bringing to the committee as a suggestion. 

 

Chris 

 



Background of Items for the Personnel Policies Committee Meeting--Wednesday, January 30, 2013 

I. Review of T & P Proposals and Policies 

 FS presents 7 proposals for tenure and promotion policies and procedures (Shared Governance 

Forum, September 26, 2012). 

 D. Personnel Policies Committee  
1. Tenure/Promotion recommendations  
a. Sen. Fridley, chair of the Personnel Policies Committee (PPC) moved that the six policy 
recommendations proposed by the PPC and included in the document “Policy 
Recommendations for the Faculty Senate to Consider—10-24-2012” be approved and forwarded 
to Dr. Bryon Clark and Dr. McMillan per the routing sheet protocols.  
Sen. Moretti seconded the motion.  
Discussion centered on the wording of Proposal 2 and whether Proposal 2 was necessary.  
Text of Proposal 2: “We propose that faculty be given the option to withdraw a 
tenure/promotion application (without prejudice to future applications) after receiving the Vice 
President’s recommendation. In addition, in order for faculty to make an informed decision 
regarding withdrawal, the faculty shall be given a summary of the recommendations and the 
evaluations along with the Vice President’s recommendation. If the applicant files an appeal, the 
applicant shall have the opportunity to withdraw the application at the conclusion of the appeal 
process and before the application proceeds to the President.”  
Sen. Fridley moved to amend the motion to delete Proposal 2.  
There was no second.  
Sen. Fridley withdrew the original motion.  
b. Sen. Fridley moved that the document “Recommended Changes and Placement in the APPM” 
be approved by the Faculty Senate.  
Sen. Maeer seconded the motion.  
After a brief discussion, the motion carried. 11 in favor, 1 abstention (FS Minutes, October 24, 

2012) 

 November 12, 2012 PPC and EC meet with Drs. McMillan and Clark  

2. Meeting with VPAA and AVPAAI  
At the meeting on Monday, November 12, with Dr. Doug McMillan (VPAA) and Dr. Bryon Clark 
(APVAAI), it was suggested: (1) that a narrative statement by the Faculty Review Committee be 
added to other narrative statements provided at other levels on the Promotion and Tenure 
recommendations; (2) that the term “due process” in the Promotion and Tenure 
recommendations be modified to “procedural due process;” (3) that the Faculty Appellate 
Committee deal exclusively with issues of tenure and promotion; (4) that a new, separate 
committee be formed to address all other grievances unrelated to tenure and promotion; and 
(5) that Step 2 of the proposal be modified to address the rare instances in which a tenured 
professor may not hold the appropriate rank to vote on promotion.  
Sen. Fridley suggested the following language to address item (5) above:  
“If there is a committee member(s) that is tenured but not of sufficient rank, that member shall 
only vote on the tenure recommendation. If this creates a shortage of committee members for 
the promotion recommendation (i.e. fewer than five), then a qualified member of sufficient rank 
will be chosen to fill that vacancy by the selection process described in this policy, and that 
committee member shall only vote on the promotion recommendation.”  

http://homepages.se.edu/faculty-senate/files/2012/12/Fac_Sen_Mins_10_24_2012.pdf


Sen. Poovey moved that the proposed language be adopted into the recommendation.  
Sen. Elliott seconded the motion.  
There was a brief discussion.  
The motion carried unanimously.  
Sen. Dixon announced that meeting was not able to also address Post Tenure Review. Dr. Clark 
distributed a revised flow-chart of Shared Governance based on the recent changes instituted in 
the APPM.  
Sen. Poovey moved that the revised flow-chart be accepted.  
Sen. Moretti seconded the motion.  
There was a brief discussion.  
The motion carried unanimously. (FS Minutes, November 14, 2012) 

 November 26, 2012 PPC and EC meet with Drs. McMillan and Clark 

A. Executive Committee  
1. Meeting with VPAA and AVPAAI  
Sen. Dixon: The meeting with VPAA McMillan and AVPAAI Clark lasted approximately two hours 
and was spent reviewing many scenarios. A change discussed would be when the candidate 
receives the narrative evaluation produced at each step of the tenure and promotion process. 
One suggestion was to leave each evaluation with the portfolio until it reaches the VPAA level 
before making the evaluation letters available to the candidate; there was a good deal of 
discussion on this point. Also noted: after the candidate submits his/her portfolio, the status of 
pending projects may be updated, but nothing new may be included in the portfolio.  
Sen. Fridley: The Administration is on board with an evaluation for each criterion. The rationale 
for leaving the evaluations in the portfolio is to prevent retroactive lobbying by the candidate. 
All the evaluations at each step are available to the candidate at the VPAA level, at which point 
the candidate may appeal, withdraw, or continue the process.  
Sen. Poovey: The evaluative letters included in the portfolio lend weight to the reasoning 

process.  (FS Minutes, December 5, 2012) 

 Dr. McMillan voiced his commitment to have the T & P and Post-Tenure Review policies 

in the APPM and implemented by the fall of 2013. 

 New Faculty Appellate Committee? 

 Periodic review with the FS only on matters of policy (i.e. not for decisions on particular 

cases 

 

II. Review of Post-Tenure Review Policy and Procedures 

 

 Sen. Fridley reported that the Personnel Policies Committee along with the Executive 

Committee met with Vice President McMillan on May 10. It was reported as a positive meeting. 

The draft of a Post Tenure Review policy with proposals from VP McMillan, Personnel Policies 

Committee, and incorporating AAUP principles should be ready to present to Faculty Senate in 

September to be forwarded to VP McMillan (FS Minutes September 5, 2012). 

D. Personnel Policies Committee  

http://homepages.se.edu/faculty-senate/files/2012/12/Corrected_Fac_Sen_Mins_11_14_2012.pdf
http://homepages.se.edu/faculty-senate/files/2013/01/Fac_Sen_Mins_12_05_2012.pdf
http://homepages.se.edu/faculty-senate/files/2012/10/Corrected_Fac_Sen_Mins_09_05_12.pdf


Sen. Fridley reported that the Personnel Policies Committee has not met yet, but the first 
meeting is scheduled for Wednesday, October 17.  
At the last Faculty Senate meeting (September 19, 2012), Sen. Fridley presented two documents 
for consideration, viz., “Recent Background on a Post-Tenure Review Policy Draft” and “Faculty 
Senate Draft Post-Tenure Review Policy.”  
Sen. Fridley moved that the Policy be approved.  
Sen. Elliott seconded the motion.  
Discussion: Sen. Dixon moved to amend the Policy to include a second appeals process.  
Sen. Maeer seconded Sen. Dixon’s move to amend the Policy.  
The motion to amend the Policy to include a second appeals process passed unanimously.  
Sen. Fridley moved to amend the Policy to include five (5), rather than three (3), faculty 
members on the post-tenure review panel (Section 1.2 of the Policy).  
Sen. Elliott seconded the motion.  
The motion to amend the Policy to include five (5) faculty members on the post-tenure review 
panel passed unanimously.  
Sen. Moretti moved to strike the last sentence of Section 1.2.1 of the Policy (“The discussion will 
include constructive suggestions for improvement and development, and, specific 
recommendations and arrangements for institutional resources to support the faculty member’s 
improvement and development.”).  
Sen. Fridley seconded the motion.  
The motion was passed: 14 senators in favor, 1 opposed.  
Sen. Fridley moved to include the following statement on page 8 of the draft Policy as a new 
section 1.5: “The post-tenure review process will be subject to periodic and ongoing review. The 
administration will provide the faculty senate—when requested—with data on the results and 
workings of the post-tenure review process.”  
Sen. Althoff seconded the motion.  
The motion was passed: 14 senators in favor, 1 opposed.  
The motion to approve the draft Policy was passed: 14 in favor, 1 abstention.  (FS Minutes 

October 10, 2012) 

III. FS Proposals and Sharepoint Spreadsheet 

 Discussion of existing policy/proposed new policy for APPM, 3.7 Statement on Shared 
Governance  
The document, with existing policy in black text and proposed changes in red text, was included 
for discussion today. Sen. Brewster moved to accept the proposed changes; Sen. Poovey 
seconded. Discussion ensued, with Sen. Fridley noting that the gist of the policy proposal had 
already been approved twice by Faculty Senate, the last time in November 2011. The motion 

was approved with 14 votes in favor, none opposed, no abstentions. (FS Minutes, September 5, 
2012) 

 

 Sen. Bressler: Raised the question of how pending tenurings would be queued if the university is 
at 65% tenured faculty.  
Sen. Fridley: The Personnel Policies Committee will review when and how pending 
appointments are added.  (FS Minutes, December 5, 2012) 

 
 

http://homepages.se.edu/faculty-senate/files/2012/11/Corrected_FS_Mins_10_10_2012.pdf
http://homepages.se.edu/faculty-senate/files/2012/10/Corrected_Fac_Sen_Mins_09_05_12.pdf
http://homepages.se.edu/faculty-senate/files/2013/01/Fac_Sen_Mins_12_05_2012.pdf


Follow-up on the 65% question: 

From: Dr. McMillan, 1/24/2013 

Hi Dr. Fridley, 

We have not had this problem that I recall since I have been at Southeastern.  I remember Dr. Polson or 

Dr. Elder saying that it happened some time ago and the decision was to put those approved for tenure 

on a waiting list.  Apparently they were then granted tenure as slots became available.   I am not sure 

how the slots were allocated for those who were placed on the waiting list in the same year.  I 

appreciate any input or proposed policy the Senate would like to offer on this issue.  We use the 

Southeastern data base to determine the percentage.  It generally yields a lower percentage then some 

of the other possible data bases.  

Let me know if I have answered all your questions,  

Doug  

From: William Fridley  

Sent: Wednesday, January 23, 2013 4:59 PM 

To: Doug McMillan 

Cc: William Fridley; Diane Dixon; Martin S. Bressler 

Subject: Faculty Senate Question 

Hello Dr. McMillan, 

I’m emailing you on behalf of the FS Personnel Policies Committee.  The question was raised of how 

pending tenurings would be queued if the university is at 65%? 

The issue is addressed in the APPM 4.6.4: 

The Regional University System of Oklahoma Board of Regents recommends that not more than 

sixty–five percent (65%) of the full–time faculty at a University receive tenure. Once the sixty–five 

percent limit is reached, there will be no additions to the tenured faculty at Southeastern. However, 

the tenure process on campus will continue. Faculty members recommended for tenure will be placed 

in a priority–hold status by year pending tenure vacancies.  

 
I believe we are looking for clarification of the phrase “priority-hold status by year pending tenure 

vacancies.”  Does this mean that the ‘first placed’ on the priority-hold status will then be the first 

granted tenure when a tenure vacancy occurs that puts us under the 65% limit?   

Also, who is responsible for keeping track of these lists and numbers? 

Any clarification will be appreciated. 

Thank you. 

William  



IV. Consider Senator Moretti’s “Faculty Specialization” Proposal 

 

V. Family Leave Policies 

 
Maternity and Paternity Leave—it was decided that the relevant policies (APPM 5.1.3.4.1 and 5.1.5) 
would be reviewed prior to the next PPC meeting. In addition, an effort will be made to obtain 
additional information on these policies from Human Resources. (PPC Report 10-24-12) 
 

5.1.3.2 Eligibility  

Sick leave will not be earned by an employee during leave of absence without pay, unpaid 

maternity leave, suspension without pay, layoff, or removal from the payroll for any reason. Sick 

leave will not be paid on any illness or injury incurred while committing a crime, nor will it be paid 

on any illness or injury resulting from paid employment elsewhere. 

5.1.3.4.1 Maternity Leave  
Maternity leave shall be considered the same as any other temporary medical disability with respect to 
providing leave time, insurance pay, and other benefits. All maternity leave must be requested by 
completing a ―Maternity Leave‖ form (Exhibit GG) and submitting it to the employee‘s department 
supervisor who should then forward it to the human resources office.  
A faculty member will use accumulated sick leave as part of her maternity leave upon the approval of 
her supervisor (if a faculty member also has annual leave the accumulated sick leave and/or annual 
leave may be used). Approved maternity leave during university-approved holidays is charged to the 
holiday code (H) on the monthly leave report form.  
The employee should advise her supervisor within 30 calendar days after discharge from the hospital of 
her intent to return to work at Southeastern Oklahoma State University. The return to work must be 
reasonable and agreed to by all parties including the attending physician. The employee may be 
reinstated to her original job or to a position of like status and pay.  
Regular employees are also eligible for parental leave which will be charged to annual leave, personal 
leave or leave without pay.  
 

 
5.1.5 Family and Medical Leave (Updated May 2009)  
Definition  
In compliance with the Family and Medical Leave Act (FMLA) of 1993 as amended by the National 
Defense Authorization Act for FY 2008 (NDAA) and Public Law 110-181, Southeastern Oklahoma State 
University provides up to twelve (12) weeks of combined paid and unpaid leave to eligible employees for 
certain family and medical reasons. Employees are eligible if they have worked for Southeastern for at 
least one year, and for at least 1,250 hours over the previous twelve (12) months. FMLA leave is granted 
for one or more of the following reasons:  

 For the birth and care of a newborn child of the employee;  

 For placement with the employee of a son or daughter for adoption or foster care;  

 To care for a spouse, son, daughter, or a parent (but not a parent ―in-law‖) with a serious 
health condition;  

http://homepages.se.edu/faculty-senate/files/2012/10/PPC-Report-10-24-2012.pdf


 To take medical leave when the employee is unable to work because of a serious health 
condition; or 

 For qualifying exigencies arising out of the fact that the employee‘s spouse, son, daughter, or 
parent is on active duty or call to active duty status as a member of the National Guard or 
Reserves in support of a contingency operation.  

 
FMLA is also granted for an eligible employee who is a spouse, son, daughter, parent, or next of kin of a 
current member of the Armed Forces, including a member of the National Guard or Reserves, with a 
serious injury or illness up to a total of 26 workweeks of unpaid leave during a ―single 12-month 
period‖ to care for the service member.  
 

Spouses employed by the University are limited in the amount of family leave they may take for the 
following reasons:  

 Birth and care of a newborn child;  

 Placement of a child for adoption or foster care; or  

 To care for a parent who has a serious health condition  
 
to a combined total of 12 weeks (or 26 weeks if leave to care for a covered service member with a 
serious injury or illness is also used).  
 
Under some circumstances, employees may take FMLA leave intermittently – taking leave in separate 
blocks of time for a single qualifying reason – or on a reduced leave schedule – reducing the employee‘s 
usual weekly or daily work schedule. When leave is needed for planned medical treatment, the 
employee must make a reasonable effort to schedule treatment so as not to unduly disrupt the 
University‘s operation. If FMLA leave is for birth and care, or placement for adoption or foster care, use 
of intermittent leave is subject to approval by the University.  
 
Requirements  
The employee may be required to provide advance leave notice and medical certification. Taking of 
leave may be denied if the following requirements are not met:  
 
The employee is required to provide 30 days advance notice when the leave is ―foreseeable.‖  
The University may, at the university‘s option, require medical certification to support a request for 
leave because of a serious health condition, and may require a second or third opinion (at the 
university‘s expense) and a fitness for duty report prior to returning to work.  
 
Any accrued annual leave, sick leave, or personal leave may be substituted for unpaid leave if the time 
off meets the criteria for using such accrued leave.  
 
Benefits and Protection  
For the duration of FMLA leave, the University will maintain the employee‘s health and life coverage 
under the group health and life plans as it was prior to the commencement of the FMLA leave. Upon 
return from FMLA leave, most employees must be restored to their original or equivalent positions with 
equivalent pay, benefits, and other employment terms. The use of FMLA leave cannot result in the loss 
of any employment benefit that accrued prior to the start of an employee‘s leave.  
 
 



The National Defense Authorization Act for FY 2008 (NDAA), and Public Law 110-181, Section 585 
amends the Family and Medical Leave Act of 1993 (FMLA) to permit a "spouse, son, daughter, parent, or 
next of kin" to take up to 26 workweeks of leave to care for a "member of the Armed Forces, including a 
member of the National Guard or Reserves, who is undergoing medical treatment, recuperation, or 
therapy, is otherwise in outpatient status, or is otherwise on the temporary disability retired list, for a 
serious injury or illness.  
 
Employees who desire additional information concerning the FMLA (such as qualifying events, advance 
notice, potential impact to various fringe benefits, and medical certification) should contact the office of 
Human Resources (also the U.S. Department of Labor website at http://www.dol.gov/esa and select 
FMLA).  
 
 
 
 


