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EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MINUTES 
 

Present: Belli, Buan, Franco Cruz, Fech, Hanrahan, Leiter, Peterson, Purcell, 
Renaud, Vakilzadian 

 
Absent: Adenwalla, Dawes   
 
Date:  Tuesday, December 4, 2018 
 
Location: 203 Alexander Building  
 
Note: These are not verbatim minutes.  They are a summary of the discussions at the 

Executive Committee meeting as corrected by those participating. 
______________________________________________________________________  
1.0 Call (Hanrahan) 

Hanrahan called the meeting to order at 4:07 p.m. 
 

2.0 Professor Harbison 
Harbison stated that he wanted to make it clear that the accusations made against him by 
Senator Erdman are absolutely false.  Harbison noted that he made comments on his 
personal Facebook page, on his personal computer, writing a verse from the opera The 
Mikado.   He stated that an acquaintance of his shared the information with the press and 
Senator Erdman became aware of it and has since accused him of harassing Kaitlyn 
Mullen, the student involved in the academic freedom incident last year.   He stated that 
he has contacted a lawyer and a letter was sent to Senator Erdman telling him to remove 
and correct his misstatements but there has been no response from the Senator and the 
statutory statement expired last week.  He stated that he is now going to file a suit against 
Senator Erdman.   
 
Harbison stated that he wanted to bring attention to the Executive Committee that he has 
received absolutely no support from the university administration regarding the false 
claims that have been made against him.   He stated that he believes he is being attacked 
because he is a university professor.  He pointed out that the university has procedures in 
place to deal with professional misconduct by a faculty member if they were harassing a 
student, but no grievance has been filed against him by Mullin because he simply did not 
do the things that he has been accused of by the Senator.    
 
Buan asked if Harbison has received any direct or physical threats and asked what action 
he would like the administration to take.  Harbison reported that he knows that the Board 
of Regents received a complaint about him from a person who has been convicted of 
assault, and he has made a request to make sure that the individual is kept off campus.  
He stated that he would like the Chancellor to issue a statement supporting faculty rights 
and saying that the Senator’s actions are unacceptable.  He noted that it is the 
Chancellor’s job to protect the university and its members.  He pointed out that the 
Chancellor’s silence on the issue would more than likely be viewed negatively by the 
AAUP making the removal of the censure by AAUP more difficult.   
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Hanrahan stated that he is very sorry for what is happening to Harbison.  He noted that 
the incident is a personal issue as Harbison was acting as a private citizen at the time he 
wrote on Facebook.  He suggested that he could speak to the Chancellor and express the 
concerns that the faculty feel a climate is being created where faculty members are being 
attacked and their private lives scrutinized.  Harbison pointed out that he is not being 
attacked as private citizen Gerry Harbison, he is being attacked because he is a university 
professor and he submits that the lack of action on the part of the administration to 
address these attacks contributes to the reason why we have been censured by the AAUP.  
Hanrahan stated that he will speak to the Chancellor about the concerns.   
 
Buan questioned whether there was a policy or counseling for university employees who 
deal with the kind of situations Harbison is encountering.  Hanrahan asked Harbison if he 
wants the Senate to issue a statement.  Harbison stated that he would like the Chancellor 
to issue a statement, but having the Senate issue a statement would be helpful.  Franco 
Cruz pointed out that faculty members are feeling unjustly accused and attacked.  He 
encouraged Hanrahan to suggest to the Chancellor that a general statement supporting the 
faculty be issued so the faculty understand that they are not being left in the middle of a 
situation without any support.  Griffin suggested that the statement could simply include 
information from Regents Bylaw 4.2 Academic Freedom which states that members of 
the professional staff are entitled to exercise their right to speak and act as citizens of the 
United States and the State of Nebraska and that they shall not suffer sanctions or be 
discriminated against with respect to the duration of association with the University.   
 
Harbison thanked the Executive Committee for meeting with him and Hanrahan stated 
that he will be in contact with Harbison.   
 

3.0 Associate Vice Chancellor Walker 
Evaluation While on Leave 
Walker reported that today she distributed two official memos to the deans regarding new 
policies and initiatives.  The first concerns evaluation of faculty members while on leave.  
She noted that this policy was prompted by a recent recommendation made by the 
Academic Rights & Responsibilities Committee which resulted in Chancellor Green 
directing the colleges to develop procedures for evaluating faculty while on leave.  The 
colleges and IANR requested that the Office of the Executive Vice Chancellor create 
procedures that would apply campus-wide.  As a result, the application for development 
leave form is being revised and will include a section “Evaluation Considerations” and 
these changes will go into effect on January 1, 2019.  She noted that the change will 
provide transparency in the evaluation process and a copy of the signed form would be 
provided to those faculty members conducting the evaluation so they would be aware of 
how the work is to be evaluated.  She stated that the new forms should be on the web 
soon.   
 
Peterson noted that he was on the ARRC case that prompted the revision and he would 
like to see something on the form that indicates that the chair or head of the unit is in 
agreement with how the evaluation will be handled. Also, he asked if the faculty member 
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would have the ability to disagree.  Walker stated that the faculty member would refuse 
to sign the form if there was disagreement.   
 
Hanrahan asked if the revision applies to just development leave.  Walker stated that it 
would be for all leaves.  She noted that even on leaves where no work is to be done there 
is still a question how the evaluation would be handled.  She reported that in some units if 
a faculty member is on an unpaid leave for a year they are given the same evaluation as 
the previous year or they receive no salary increase.   
 
Peterson asked what would happen if there is a conflict prior to a faculty member going 
on leave.  Walker pointed out that the faculty member’s apportionment cannot be 
changed without the consent of the faculty member.  Otherwise Regents Bylaw 4.3 could 
be invoked and the faculty member would be able to have the college committee review 
the proposed change of apportionment.  Peterson questioned whether many of the 
colleges have a committee of elected faculty members that could review cases when there 
is a question on apportionment changes.  Walker pointed out that the promotion and 
tenure committee or executive committee in the colleges could handle these cases.  
Peterson suggested that this information should be included on the form as well.   
 
Hanrahan suggested that boilerplate language pertaining to the pertinent Bylaws be 
included on the back of the forms so those involved would be made aware of them.  Buan 
pointed out that training for the chair/head would also be helpful.   
 
Walker stated that she will address the changes to the form that the Executive Committee 
recommended.   
 
ABD Policy 
Walker reported that another policy change is in regards to faculty being hired who are 
ABD.  She noted that almost all tenure-track positons and many Professor of Practice 
positions require a PhD or terminal degree, although some people are hired with the 
expectation that the degree will be earned by start date of the position.  If that expectation 
is not met, then they must be put into a different job category initially.  For this situation, 
a new job title has been created, Instructor-NTT.  She pointed out that this is not a tenure-
leading position.  The reason for the change is that the rank of Instructor, which the 
university has been using for tenure-track positions, is problematic because, according to 
the Regents Bylaws, an instructor is a tenure-leading position and the tenure clock would 
start when the person begins employment with the university.  For Professor of Practice 
positions, the university had been using the title Lecturer, which is problematic because 
of apportionment considerations.   
 
Walker stated that the Instructor-NTT position can be given with a maximum two-year 
appointment.  If the degree is not earned by December 1 of the second year of 
employment the individual will receive a notification of non-reappointment and the 
position is terminated after the second year of the contract.  She stated that colleges are 
also being encouraged to consider withholding part of the start-up package until the 
degree is completed, and the salary should be 90% until the degree is completed.   
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Hanrahan asked if the non-reappointment would impact someone who is scheduled to 
complete their degree the semester following the end of their second year.  Walker 
pointed out that the letter of offer has a contingency clause stating what will happen if the 
degree is not earned within the specified time frame.   
 
Tenure-Track Offer Letter Template 
Walker reported that a new template for tenure-track letter offers has been created.  She 
noted that changes include the above ABD policy, deans are being asked to pay special 
attention to the tenure notification date and the possibility of granting tenure credit for 
“senior” assistant professor hires, and an optional paragraph that can be included if the 
candidate does not meet the criteria to automatically be granted membership in the 
Graduate Faculty.  She stated that the Executive Vice Chancellor’s office is waiting on 
approval of a system-wide “conditional tenure” policy to allow the university to terminate 
a tenured position in the rare instances where a faculty member becomes ineligible to 
work in the United States after they receive tenure.  She reported that our policy has been 
that in order to obtain a permanent position a faculty member must have permanent 
residency.  However, some people can be put on a 10 year waiting list for permanent 
residency, and the policy would allow the university to grant tenure to those on the 
waiting list, but also provides the university the option of discontinuing the position if the 
person is deemed ineligible to work in the U.S.  Hanrahan asked if this would require a 
Board of Regents bylaw change.  Walker stated that it would.  (Upon verification it was 
determined that the change would be to the Board of Regents Policies.) 
 
FLAIR:  Faculty Leadership in Academia:  from Inspiration to Reality 
Walker reported that she has been meeting twice a semester with department chairs to 
conduct workshops and the chairs have stated that they would like to see a leadership 
development program for those who aspire to become academic leaders.  She stated that 
as a result the FLAIR program has been developed and an announcement and a call for 
applications will go out soon.  She stated that the applicants will need to have the rank of 
associate or full professor (tenured, practice, research, or extension) and will need to be 
nominated by their department chair/head and then selected by the Executive Vice 
Chancellor.  She noted that the program is a year-long program with a series of 90 minute 
workshops in the spring and fall semesters and an independent reading list for the 
summer.  She stated that the idea is to have 40-50 people in the program.   
 

4.0 Announcements 
 4.1 Academic Walk 

Purcell reported that she received an email about participating in an Academic Walk 
workshop on December 6 and 7, but she is unable to attend and she was unsure what the 
Walk is about.  Walker stated that this comes from the Professorship Committee which 
has been discussing ways to recognize the great work the faculty do, particularly in 
regards to research, creativity, and scholarly activity.  She stated that the idea is to have 
an outdoor area on campus that has monuments recognizing the outstanding work of 
faculty, staff, students, and alumni, similar to the University of Minnesota’s Scholars 
Walk.  She reported that a location has been found just south of the Mueller Tower.  She 
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reported that the design firm of Confluence is helping us to envision the plan.  
Vakilzadian volunteered to attend the workshops.   
 

5.0 Approval of November 27, 2018 Minutes 
Motion was postponed due to lack of a quorum. 
 

6.0 Unfinished Business 
 There was no unfinished business to discuss. 
 
7.0 New Business 
 7.1 Agenda Items for Chancellor Green and Vice Chancellor Boehm 

Hanrahan asked the Executive Committee members to forward agenda items to Griffin.   
 

The meeting was adjourned at 5:12 p.m.  The next meeting of the Executive Committee will be 
on Tuesday, December 11, 2018 at 2:30 pm.  The meeting will be held in 201 Canfield 
Administration.  The minutes are respectfully submitted by Karen Griffin, Coordinator and 
Lorna Dawes, Secretary. 


