
 

 

AAUP Settlement Proposal 
June 1, 2015 
 
 
Right-to-work changes 
 

Changes must take place to the Agreement to accommodate recent right-to-work 
legislation.  See proposed changes, attached 

 
Flexible Spending Accounts 
 

The “medical savings accounts” described in P.112 are misnamed.  Oakland offers 
flexible spending accounts; the term “medical savings account” refers to a type of health 
insurance plan that Oakland does not offer.  All references in this paragraph 112 and 
122 (and the index) need to change to “flexible spending accounts.” 

 
Phased retirement 
 

Faculty on reduced work schedules leading to retirement are currently severely 
restricted from participating in the life of the university to the extent of their reduced work 
schedule, and are denied the ability to participate in medical (actually, flexible) savings 
accounts, travel or even professional liability insurance.  The last sentence of Paragraph 
134 needs to be changed to:   
 
The following provisions of Article XVI are applicable during the period of the reduced 
work schedule to the full extent allowed by the insurance plans and by law: paragraphs 
106-110, 112, and 114-121 and participation in any legal services benefits offered by 
Oakland to faculty.  Limitations of these insurances and benefits will be clearly 
communicated to the faculty member when application is made to the reduced work 
schedule.  In addition, during the period of reduced work schedule faculty may access 
any funds in their supplemental retirement plans described in paragraph 131. 

 
Scheduling of arbitration hearings 
 

Scheduling arbitration hearings has become a source of unacceptable delays. Add the 
following paragraph to the end of P.193: 
 
The Association and Oakland agree to schedule hearings within 5 business days of the 
Arbitrator suggesting appropriate dates.  Unavoidable changes in hearing schedule shall 
be rescheduled within 5 business days of the Arbitrator suggesting alternate dates. 

 
Long-Term Disability Eligibility 
 

Faculty have been caught in a limbo of being declared disabled and not able to work by 
their doctor, and Oakland’s doctor(s), yet being denied LTD benefits on the basis of an 
examination by the carrier’s physician.  This leaves the faculty member unable to work 
and without any income.  Add the following sentence to Paragraph 121: 
 
Faculty members found not eligible for these benefits by the LTD underwriting company 
shall automatically and immediately return to active payroll status. 

 



 

 

Paragraph 76b  
 
Intent from the 2012 talks, and subsequent practice 

• In 2012, Oakland proposed post-tenure review, wanting to identify faculty for both merit 
raises and “assistance to be more productive.” Eventually the teams settled on 76b, 
essentially a voluntary post-tenure review to obtain substantial merit raises 

• Discussion centered around applications that could feature accomplishments in any of 
teaching, research and/or service, and Oakland would determine procedures and criteria 
in lieu of including them in the Agreement 

• No funding of these raises was included in the 2012-15 Agreement 
• Mr. Boonin commented in 2012 that this new idea to distribute merit increases was a 

“leap of faith” for faculty and the onus was on Oakland to demonstrate that it can be 
managed well 

• Procedures have been creeping towards longer and more time-consuming applications 
over the 3 years 

• After 3 years there are no criteria in place.  A list of “items to be reviewed” is not criteria.  
Criteria describe how those items are evaluated against a standard. 

• Administrators have expressed an unwillingness to allocate dollars to an unfunded 
contract provision, and have discouraged faculty participation - this despite assurance in 
2012 that “1% of the cost of the Agreement will be set aside.”  To date, the rate of these 
increases has been much less than even 1% of faculty salaries  

• The Agreement states “Unsuccessful applicants shall receive a letter explaining the 
denial.”  Oakland’s stated purpose for this provision was to provide guidance and 
direction to those deemed not productive enough for reward, however the rejection 
letters have been devoid of useful direction or guidance. 

 
This provision does not work well for either faculty or administration in its current form and 
needs refinement to continue.  Even faculty who have received money are upset about the lack 
of process, the lack of criteria, the time constraints and the unknown amounts to be distributed.  
To refine 76b, the following must be incorporated: 
 

• Clear criteria - Faculty may apply for this raise based on a record of excellent teaching 
or research or service since their last review or 76b raise.  The criteria for granting the 
raise are not to be the department criteria for promotion - the criteria for these raises 
must be different and distinct from the tenure and promotion criteria, and must be clearly 
described.  Criteria for being awarded more than the minimum amounts also need to be 
clearly described.  The purpose of this provision is to provide merit salary increases, not 
to address salary compression or market equity. 
 

• Transparent and clear process - Applications must be standardized, with due dates 
and requirements for submissions, decisions and notifications.  After three years of 
experience, this procedure now needs to be codified.   
 
The current chair recommendation step is unnecessary, has led to confusion when a 
chair applies for this raise, has led to discordance between faculty, and needs to be 
eliminated.  Faculty should send their applications directly to their dean (or 
representative), who returns those applications that are over the 20% limit without 
prejudice, and forwards the remainder through the application process. 
 



 

 

• Notifications - In order for this to be a useful means of rewarding faculty for excellent 
contributions and performance, notifications must be sufficiently detailed, that is, 
successful applicants must be made aware of why they were successful and denials 
must be detailed enough to help that faculty member, and anyone else that member 
decides to share them with, to modify his/her behavior to be more successful.  Anything 
less – and the current practice is far less - will continue to be seen as arbitrary and 
unacceptable. 
 

• Funding - a minimum of $250,000 is to be distributed each year through new 76b 
raises, considerably less than what we were “promised” when this provision was agreed 
to in the summer of 2012.  If insufficient applications are submitted and/or approved to 
distribute this minimum amount, the difference shall be distributed as equal-dollar, 
across-the-board salary increases to all full-time faculty.  This amount represents about 
0.5% of faculty salaries in 2015, or less than 2 weeks of the 2015-16 OU athletic budget. 
 

For the AAUP to consider keeping 76b as a mechanism for merit-based salary increases, 
Oakland must clearly incorporate these points into the current provisions. 

  
Special Lecturers 
 
Special lecturers have long been a valuable mainstay at Oakland, and make tremendous 
contributions to the academic mission of the university.  Their role has long been discounted by 
Oakland, quite evident in low salaries, poor or nonexistent benefits, and lack of job security.  
The appreciation and compensation of Special Lecturers must significantly increase to become 
more commensurate with their contribution to the academic mission of the university. 
 

• Pay raises (P.101) - the minimum amounts will increase by 3.0% in each year of the new 
Agreement 
 

• Health Insurance (P.102) - The amounts Oakland shall contribute towards special 
lecturer medical, vision – and dental (new) - programs shall be 80% of the maxima listed 
in P.107-110, 114 and 115.  
 

• Retirement benefit (P.102) - A retirement benefit is established for special lecturers after 
three years of service.  Add the following paragraph to P.120: 
 
Special lecturers may participate in the retirement programs in paragraph 130 after three 
years of service as a special lecturer.  For special lecturers, Oakland shall contribute to 
said plan, over and above all other compensation, 8% of the salary paid to the special 
lecturer under the provisions of paragraph 101 for each semester employed as a special 
lecturer. 
 

• Travel (P.150) – Special lecturers need to travel in order to keep current in their fields 
and remain valuable instructors.  When special lecturers travel, they too represent 
Oakland.  To restrict them to travel with their own funds to do the work of the university 
is unjust.  Add as a second paragraph to Paragraph 150: 
 
Oakland agrees that a minimum of $40,000 will be available for special lecturer travel in 
the 2015-16 fiscal year, and increasing by $1000 in each year of the Agreement.  These 
funds will be administered separately from the funds available for full-time faculty travel, 



 

 

and will be allocated consistent with the guidelines used to allocate the travel funds of 
full-time faculty. 

  
• There is no good reason the tuition waiver benefit for Special Lecturers (p.103) is 

restricted to only 8 credits per year, and Special Lecturers should be able to transfer the 
number of the credits they deliver to their spouse and dependents.  Paragraph 103 
should change to: 
 
A special lecturer shall be eligible for the tuition waiver benefit of Paragraph 129 during 
his or her current term of appointment.  A special lecturer may transfer up to 16 credits 
of his/her tuition waiver benefit per year to his/her spouse, dependent children and/or 
Other Qualified Adult and Dependent Children of Other Qualified Adults (see Appendix 
J). 
 

• Presumption of continuance - Special lecturers in the final year of their employment 
period shall receive notice no later than the end of the winter semester if Oakland 
intends not to employ them as special lecturers in the following academic year.  Lack of 
such notice shall presume renewal and continuing employment as a special lecturer in 
the following academic year. 

 
Full-time Faculty Compensation 
 

• Salary (Article XI) - Across the board increases (P.81) of 3.0% (half as a percentage of 
salary, half as equal dollars per eligible faculty member) in each year of the Agreement.  
The minimum faculty salaries (P.74) and the amounts and maxima for summer pay 
(P.89) will also increase by these percentages. 
 

• Travel (P.150) – Faculty travel directly impacts the professional reputation and visibility 
of the research performed at Oakland University.  Oakland has stated that it is interested 
in enhancing its reputation and visibility; the best way to do this is to encourage more 
faculty travel.  Limiting faculty travel is arguably the most counterproductive provision in 
the Agreement, and is inconsistent with the stated mission and goals of the University.  
Most faculty end up partially funding their travel themselves, essentially taking a cut in 
pay in order to carry out the mission of the university.  In the current structure, as faculty 
are hired during the life of the Agreement, the amount to be allocated per faculty often 
decreases, exacerbating all of the negative consequences of this contract provision. 
 
This provision needs to be changed from a total amount to a dollar value times the 
number of eligible, full-time faculty members as of September 1.  This dollar value shall 
be at least $1500 in the first year, increasing by $100 in each remaining year of the 
Agreement.  There are no changes in the allocation process to the academic units or to 
the faculty. 
 
If travel money is allocated at realistic levels and on a per-faculty basis, full-time adjunct 
and research professors can be included in this provision. 
 

• Research (P.169) – Faculty research is essential to the development of scholarship 
within the university.  While faculty should be encouraged to seek external funding for 
their scholarship, this is difficult for new areas of research, for faculty new to the process 
and to draw students (particularly undergraduates) into new scholarship.  Current 



 

 

provisions that fund and distribute internal research fellowships seem to work well for 
faculty, administration and students alike, but need to be updated by adding $15,000 in 
each year of the new Agreement. 
 

• Health insurance (P.107) – The current HMO options offered to faculty are all 
achievement-style, outcome-based plans, with severe penalties for those who do not 
meet the rigid metrics set by the insurance companies. The outcomes-based process, 
designed to shift the cost of healthcare to those who need it the most, is degrading, 
offensive and punitive, and represents a significant lack of respect for faculty and the 
health care needs of their families.  These plans have been shown in the last three years 
not to provide the significant cost savings that were promised.  Considerable anecdotal 
evidence has been collected that shows these plans are not implemented as advertised, 
and it is increasingly difficult to qualify for the “enhanced” benefits of the least costly 
plan, popular among faculty since it represents the smallest pay cut they can incur. 
 
The significant cost to faculty for these insurance plans is nothing less than a cut in pay, 
and comes in addition to the effective pay cuts when faculty travel.  The faculty currently 
face a choice of three costly, burdensome and punitive HMO insurance plans, often to 
the detriment of the quality of health care that can be afforded.  The following must be 
implemented for the HMO plans: 
 

o At least one of the HMO plans must be non-outcomes-based 
o All the outcomes-based HMO plans must be of the type provided prior to 2015, in 

which faculty can qualify for enhanced benefits with their physician’s treatment 
plan and individual goals, and not of the type in which faculty are required to 
meet insurance-carrier metrics in order to qualify for enhanced benefits 

o Oakland’s contributions to the monthly health insurance premiums is the cost of 
the least expensive HMO 

 
Assess to supplemental retirement funds. For faculty without adequate cash or credit 
on hand for medical emergencies – which the current insurance plans require for 
medical care to take place – access to their supplemental retirement account funds 
(P.131), if any, may be the difference between emergency health care and financial ruin.  
A faculty member’s access his or her supplemental retirement account is entirely 
Oakland’s choice, and is without cost to Oakland.  It must be allowed for medical 
emergencies, as it currently is during the period of phased retirement.  Therefore, 
Oakland shall file the necessary forms with the retirement account firms, and the 
following sentence shall be added to the end of paragraph 131: 
 
During the period of reduced work schedule (paragraph 134), or for medical 
emergencies at any time, faculty may withdraw the funds in their supplemental 
retirement plans, if any, and bear the costs of any applicable penalties and taxes. 
 

• Competitive Faculty Salaries – Following the 2006 negotiations, a joint Oakland-AAUP 
committee was set up to study and partially mitigate salary compression at Oakland, 
funded with a sum of $250,000.  This committee developed a mathematical formula 
based on national average salaries per field and faculty rank, and was used with its 
accompanying procedures to distribute the sum to help alleviate the more than $1.4M 
worth of salary compression that was defined in 2007.  
 



 

 

It is in Oakland’s best interests to provide competitive salaries to its faculty.  Attraction 
and retention of high quality faculty, and smooth transitions to new hires when faculty 
members leave or retire are but a few of these reasons.  It is not hard for potential 
faculty and administrative candidates to discover that Oakland is in the last quintile of the 
Research I schools in Michigan in salaries and the 4th quintile in benefits.  As a result, 
Oakland likely does not even receive serious consideration from the best candidates for 
many faculty or administrative positions.  In addition, OU faculty know full well that they 
are paid far less than others at a similar stage of their career, taking away valuable focus 
from their continued productivity. 
 
To help with this condition, the Agreement will establish a sum of at least $300,000 for 
each year of the Agreement to distribute via the procedures established in 2006-07 by 
the joint Oakland/AAUP salary compression/inversion committee.  If in any year not 
enough faculty qualify (consistent with the committee procedures, to 100% of the CUPA 
averages by rank and field) for compression/inversion adjustments to disburse the full 
amount, Oakland shall retain the remainder.   
 
The amount here represents slightly more than 0.5% of faculty salaries – and less than 
11 days of the annual subsidy that Oakland has been providing for the last four years to 
its private medical school partners. 

 
Joint Oakland-AAUP task forces to explore and draft new Oakland policies 
 
Include in the Letter of Agreement the creation of several joint Oakland-AAUP task forces, 
charged to study and develop new Oakland policies and procedures in several areas that would 
greatly improve the campus community and align with Oakland’s strategic plans.  These task 
forces shall be directed to develop new policy drafts by October 1, 2016, and to have them 
approved and implemented by the Board of Trustees by December 15, 2016.  The task forces 
shall have equal representation from Oakland and the AAUP; each shall appoint their 
representatives by their own procedures.  The task forces may include members of other 
campus constituencies, by mutual agreement. 
 
Separate task forces shall explore, draft and recommend campus-wide policies and/or 
procedures in the following areas:  
 

• Work accommodations and/or modified duties that recognize the challenges borne by 
new parents 

• Academic accommodations for students with disabilities, including, but not limited to, for 
students of part-time faculty 

• Improvements and alternatives to the health insurance plans offered, including, but not 
limited to, self-insured health insurance plans 

• Improvements and alternatives to the long-term disability insurance plan currently 
offered 

• A comprehensive intimidation and harassment policy that incudes, but is not limited to, 
student-initiated harassment of faculty, administrators and staff 

• A comprehensive procedure for faculty exit interviews and dissemination of results 
• Explore streamlining the faculty tenure and review procedures, including but not limited 

to fast-track of non-controversial cases with the purpose of relieving the extremely large 
workload of the FRPC 

 



 

 

Duration of new Agreement 
If the entire settlement package described above is accepted, with no more than minor changes, 
the Association shall also offer to extend the new Agreement through August 15, 2020. 
 
 

An administration that values the work of the faculty and respects 
the faculty as people would bring the faculty the above package… 
and apologize that it wasn’t more. 
 


