
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, June 14, 2007 

1:15 – 3:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Carol Chomsky, (chair), Gary Balas, Jean Bauer, William Durfee,  Megan Gunnar, Emily 

Hoover, Kathleen Krichbaum, Scott Lanyon, Judith Martin, Nelson Rhodus, Steven 
Ruggles, Martin Sampson,  John Sullivan, Jennifer Windsor, Becky Yust 

 
Absent: None counted for a summer meeting 
 
Guests:  Nan Wilhelmson (Office of Human Resources); Provost E. Thomas Sullivan 
  
[In these minutes:  (1) committee business; (2) without-salary (courtesy) appointments; (3) discussion 
with Provost Sullivan; (4) committee business, continued] 
 
 
1. Committee Business 
 
 Professor Chomsky convened the meeting at 1:15 and announced that the meeting would be 
taped, in Dr. Engstrand's absence.  She reviewed the agenda:  a discussion of courtesy titles, discussion 
with the Provost, and various items of committee business.  The communications audit will be delayed 
until a future meeting, in order that Vice President Himle can review it with the Executive Committee; the 
University Culture Task Force report will also be available soon. 
 
 Professor Chomsky reported that she had attended the Board of Regents' committee meeting that 
approved the tenure code provisions (which then went to the full Board of Regents meeting the next day).  
Regents Simmons and Larson said very positive things about the faculty and the work it had done on the 
revisions.  At the Board meeting, she said, she lost track of the number of times Board members noted 
that the Faculty Senate had adopted the changes unanimously—that fact was noted over and over.  She 
said she had told the Board that vote was due to the fact that the faculty were fully engaged and the entire 
faculty was part of the process.  She also noted that the Board had been told last month that the Academic 
Freedom and Tenure Committee held 21 meetings to deal with code revisions and brought proposals to 
the Faculty Senate twice before the final version came up for a vote. 
 
 Professor Chomsky provided copies of the report of the President to the Regents that is part of the 
Board review of the President.   
 
 She, Professor Balas, and Professor Hoover participated in the orientation of new members of the 
Board of Regents.  They distributed copies of the Senate organization chart, which elicited a comment 
from Regent Johnson that it looked very bureaucratic and a question about how much it cost.  She told 
him the committees were composed of faculty and staff volunteers and that the Senate staff is small, but it 
did suggest to her that perhaps a less-complicated version of the chart be prepared so that senators and 
others can more readily understand how the system works.  Professor Balas reported that the new Regents 

                                                           
* These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University of Minnesota 

Senate; none of the comments, conclusions, or actions reported in these minutes represents the views of, nor are they 
binding on, the Senate, the Administration, or the Board of Regents. 



Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, June 14, 2007 
 
 

2

were very supportive of the faculty.  It was a useful session, Professor Chomsky said, and at her last 
Regents' meeting the farewells were very warm and Board members extended thanks to the faculty for 
putting in the time in governance. 
 
 The Committee voted to endorse the Coalition on Intercollegiate Athletics report   There was 
comment from the Office of the Chief of Staff expressing concern about removing management 
responsibility from athletics but not also removing accountability.  Professor Chomsky said that she and 
Professor Leo could not identify recommendations that appeared to do this.  She also explained that the 
Committee votes in this case on behalf of the Faculty Senate, since action is needed before the next 
Senate meeting, and the action is reported to the Faculty Senate.  Professor Chomsky said she would so 
indicate the status of the vote. 
 
2. Without-Salary (Courtesy) Appointments 
 
 Professor Chomsky welcomed Ms. Wilhelmson from the Office of Human Resources to discuss 
courtesy appointments, now called without-salary appointments.  She provided some background for 
Committee members who were not involved in the original conversation, which occurred quite some time 
ago. 
 
 Much earlier, questions were raised at an FCC meeting with Vice President Carrier about people 
identifying themselves as faculty members (publicly, in news articles, etc.) when they did not have faculty 
appointments at the University (as far as anyone could tell).  When the Committee asked, it discovered 
that there are officially-titled "without salary" faculty appointments.  Sometimes faculty in one 
department receive an additional courtesy appointment in another unit; more often, it is people from 
outside the University who have received a courtesy faculty appointment.  She and Professor Lanyon met 
with Ms. Wilhelmson a couple of times to talk about the issue in greater detail, who in turn has done a lot 
of work with departments and colleges to find out more about the use of these appointments so it might be 
possible to make more sense of them when the topic was brought back to the Committee.   
 
 The issues before the Committee, Professor Chomsky said, are these: 
 
--  the official appointment type (when someone receives a "without salary" appointment, what is the 
classification and does it carry a particular modifier such as adjunct or clinical, to distinguish it from 
tenured, tenure-track, and term appointments?)   
--  are some of the appointments made with faculty status but should not be?  Are they more P&A-type 
appointments rather than faculty? 
--  how are the appointments created and regulated, what is the review process that occurs when they are 
granted, is there periodic review of the process and the standards that are being used? 
--  what are the without-salary appointees told about the title they may use and what they actually do?   
 
 Professor Chomsky referred Committee members to materials that had been distributed in 
advance of the meeting about without-salary (WOS) appointments and turned to Ms. Wilhelmson to 
review them.   
 
 Ms. Wilhelmson said she wished first to look at the overall picture.  She has been working on all 
WOS appointments, not just faculty appointments, to find out why units use them in general.  She has 
received quite a bit of feedback from the units.  She developed a list of individuals who held WOS 
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appointments who did not otherwise hold a University appointment to find out the kind of faculty 
classifications that are being used (e.g., straight faculty rank, or adjunct, or clinical).  She noted a table 
indicating the number of WOS appointments by college, including a "reason code" (explanations of why 
the units had indicated they used WOS appointments)—she asked the unit to indicate why each of the 
individuals had been given WOS appointments, given the list of reasons that had been offered for use of 
the appointments.  The vast majority of the WOS appointments are in the health sciences, 4,566 out of 
5,120 total as of March, 2007.   
 

She provided the list of reasons that units had given for making the appointments (15 reasons, of 
which items 12-15 had been added by one college).  The reasons range from indicating teaching effort to 
preceptors (physicians for medical residents) to giving faculty title to individuals applying for grants, and 
others.  (Professor Ruggles pointed out that while agencies do not require faculty to be the ones who seek 
grants, it may give a small advantage to the grant if the applicants all have faculty titles.)  The 
appointments in the ROTC program are WOS faculty appointments.  There may also be volunteer 
teachers who need access to University services (email, library, grade reports, etc.) or research 
collaborators who are not University employees (who may work, for example, for USDA and carry high-
level titles themselves).  In some cases departments want to acknowledge a relationship with someone and 
decide to do through a WOS appointment.  Departments can decide to do that because there are no rules 
about it.  In some cases the reasons could not be identified.  Other reasons one college added include 
serving as a Graduate Faculty committee member, to assist with instruction, to indicate a joint 
appointment, or for a combination of two or more reasons.   

 
There were 36 (out of 554 total WOS appointments outside the health sciences) for which the unit 

could not identify the reason that the appointment was made (and a number of additional no-reason 
appointments that have since been cleaned up).   

 
Ms. Wilhelmson said she did not request a report from the Academic Health Center colleges 

because the AHC itself is going to study WOS appointments starting this fall.  She noted that an 
enormous percentage of the AHC appointments are adjunct and she will be following up with their task 
force to look at the WOS appointments. 

 
She told the Committee that when she had been in contact with the colleges about the WOS 

appointments, she also asked them how often these appointments are used and what is done in the way of 
an initial-hire letter and subsequent communications.  Practices were all over the board, she said; some 
units send a letter, some don't and it is entirely oral; some are open-ended and some are not; some review 
the appointments regularly and some don't.   

 
As a result of her work, Ms. Wilhelmson said, she developed a set of preliminary 

recommendations and suggested that the Committee talk them over to see if they make sense.  Her 
recommendations: 

 
--  Have a set of guidelines (or the Committee may want something more specific) setting out allowable 
reasons for using WOS appointments and calling for appropriate documentation. 
--  A checklist that contains the elements that should go into a letter offering a WOS appointment (she 
provided a draft checklist, including a requirement that the individual use the full title—if an adjunct 
professor, the person must use the title "adjunct professor," not just "professor").   
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--  Establish a process to ensure compliance and track the WOS faculty appointments.  One way would be 
to have a business process, such as a requirement for an end date on the appointment (it could be 
multiple-year), an annual report on WOS appointments available to college HR staff, and a memo 
indicating that appointments will be terminated if no action is taken (for example, expiring appointments 
renewed).  This report will be for individuals in departments, not those who hold the WOS appointments; 
the departments would have the responsibility for contacting individuals. 
 
 The Committee discussed the need to distinguish between individuals already employed at the 
University and those who are not.   
 

Professor Windsor said she would not like to see any rules established that would prohibit 
appropriate affiliations with the University through other mechanisms. That is, in making sure that WOS 
appointments are limited to legitimate uses, it seems important to clarify guidelines (if these are not clear) 
for other types of appointments that might be appropriate. The Committee discussed the implications of 
library privileges and email access, whether (and which) P&A categories might be used, rather than 
faculty titles.  There are many ways to provide people with access to University privileges, Professor 
Lanyon said, that do not involve the use of faculty titles.  Professor Chomsky said the Committee might 
propose guidelines on when a WOS faculty appointment is appropriate, when it is not (but a non-faculty 
appointment might be), and the protocol would be to offer one or the other.  The big question of when it is 
appropriate must be fleshed out; even if it is appropriate, is it also appropriate to say that there should 
always be a modifier?   
 

In the cases where it is important to put it on a grant application, for example, is adjunct status not 
quite as good?  Professor Ruggles thought it probably would not be as good; in preparing a competitive 
proposal, one wants nothing that will raise an eyebrow.  It may be better but is it appropriate, Professor 
Chomsky asked?  Is the concern about people who are not really qualified to be professors using the title?  
That was the initial concern, Professor Chomsky said.  And using the title inappropriately, Ms. 
Wilhelmson added.  The point they are trying to get to, Professor Lanyon commented, is that the person 
making the appointment has to THINK about what the title should be and communicate effectively with 
people who receive the appointments.  He has seen letters from people signed "Professor of ___," when 
they are not a professor.  The problem may be that no one has told them they should not do that. 

 
Professor Chomsky said that if there were general support for the idea of creating guidelines and 

a process so departments and units will know there are options, the Committee would need to be involved 
in figuring out what those guidelines should be.  Professor Lanyon suggested one consideration should be 
whether the individual is doing faculty-like work (teaching or research, primarily) and some language 
suggesting the unit should consider carefully whether the individual should be accorded faculty status or, 
instead, some alternatives that could be considered.  The Committee would want to look at any document 
before it went out but the process could be moved quickly along in order to regularize the procedures and 
provide information.  She suggested that this item could be finished during Professor Balas's tenure as 
chair.   
 
3. Discussion with Provost Sullivan 
 

Professor Chomsky next welcomed the Provost to the meeting, and asked him to address several 
points in his comments.  The Provost's comments in response follow: 
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Regarding the ongoing review of departmental 7.12 statements, the Provost said his office was 
starting to send letters back to the deans, suggesting only modest changes.  His plan is to have those 
letters all finalized and issued this summer so that faculty can look at the suggestions and take action 
when they return in the fall. 

 
Regarding the Tenure Code, the Provost said that he expects to make no further recommendations 

regarding change in the tenure and promotion regulation.  There will be some tweaking of language to 
ensure conformity with the changes that have already been adopted, but he is satisfied with the post-
tenure review rules and envisions no changes there. 

 
Professor Chomsky reminded the Committee that they will be looking at the Academic Freedom 

and Tenure Committee's proposed changes in the Tenure Procedures at its meeting in July. 
 
Regarding compensation for faculty, the Provost reviewed materials presented to the Regents 

regarding comparative salary and compensation rankings of the University of Minnesota compared to 
peer institutions.  He noted that our rankings have improved since 2005-2006.  With respect to 
compensation the U of M ranked 3rd out of 11 overall; 2d for assistant professors, 3d for associate 
professors, and 4th for full professors.  For salaries, we ranked 7th out of 11 overall, 7th for assistant 
professors, 5th for associate professors, and 8th for full professors. 

 
Professor Sampson said that even though our ranking has risen, he worries about the gap between 

private and public institutions.  Professor Krichbaum asked about the changes over time.  The Provost 
noted that compared to 2005-2006, in total compensation (including fringe benefits) the University moved 
from 4th to 3rd overall, from 3rd to 2nd for assistant professors, from 4th to 3rd for associate professors, 
and remained in 4th for full professors.  With respect to salaries, the University went from 9th to 7th for 
assistant professors, moved from 7th to 5th for associate professors, and remained at 8th for full 
professors. 

 
Professor Gunnar suggested that if the University is losing stars at the moment of transition to full 

professor status, that might be a reason to be especially concerned about the stagnation in ranking in the 
full professor category.  The real problem is the competition with the private universities. 

 
The Provost agreed that the rankings vis-à-vis private institutions are important, and he is not sure 

that sure if everyone has the same perception of the competition with the private schools 
 
Professor Ruggles asked why the University's fringe benefits are higher, as it seems to be ranked 

more highly in total compensation than in the salary comparison.  The Provost indicated the faculty 
retirement plan is generally better, and that that should be a significant selling point in recruiting.  Is it, he 
asked the department chairs on the committee?  Several said no, faculty considering appointments tend to 
focus on the salary, not on the whole compensation package. 

 
Professor Yust asked what has happened with respect to a feared brain drain, since that's what the 

University was trying to avoid.  The Provost said that, impressionistically, "we've been doing much 
better."  He referred to the recent article on the brain drain at the University of Wisconsin, and that one of 
the professors leaving UW was coming to the University of Minnesota, with reportedly a doubling of his 
salary. 
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Professor Sampson returned to the issue of public versus private institutions and said that, looking 
at the top 30 institutions, whether looking at salary or compensation, the patterns are the same.  The top 
15 institutions are mostly private, the bottom 15 are mostly public.  He said he was concerned that if the 
University's metric is comparison to other public institutions only, it doesn't conform with the strategic 
goals.  If the publics are declining, the University needs to try for better than being well-ranked in 
comparison only to that group.   The Provost agreed.  He encouraged the Committee to talk with the 
metrics and measurements folks, with Dr. Howard, about this. 
 

Professor Chomsky thanked the Provost for joining the meeting.   
 
4. Committee Business, Continued 
 

The Committee discussed candidates for substituting for Professor Gunnar during her sabbatical.  
This is, she noted, Professor Gunnar's farewell meeting.  Professor Chomsky will contact the individuals 
identified to find someone to take the position. 

 
Professor Chomsky reported that President Bruininks had mentioned an upcoming conference on 

teaching and learning and would like the names of faculty members who might participate.  She said she 
would find out more about the nature of the conference and report back to the Committee. 

 
Professor Chomsky then reported on the visit she and Professor Lanyon made to the Deans' 

Council meeting.  She and Professor Lanyon discussed FCC concerns about differences between 
information reportedly shared with the deans for faculty and department chairs on the one hand and the 
way in which the same information is understood by faculty and chairs.  They mentioned in particular 
varying understandings of implementation of intellectual mobility for faculty members, especially during 
the strategic positioning transitions, and varying descriptions of the nature of the compact process.  The 
deans were receptive to the concerns and also to the idea of continuing conversations between FCC 
members and the group of deans to ensure better communication, Professor Chomsky said.  Dean 
Rosenstone suggested monthly off-the-record discussions over lunch with a group of deans and FCC 
members.  Dean Bailey suggested periodic visits to the Deans' Council as well, saying she learned a great 
deal from the FCC presentation.  Incoming FCC Chair Gary Balas has expressed an intention to follow up 
on these suggestions. 

 
Professor Chomsky then reported on a meeting she and Professor Lanyon had with Provost 

Sullivan to review issues raised in their conversations with faculty throughout the year, but particularly 
from the discussions with faculty from departments that had moved into other or new colleges in the 
strategic positioning transitions.  The Provost was receptive to the concerns and said he would be willing 
to follow up with individual faculty who have had difficulty in efforts to move individually from their 
current department to another to ensure that financial concerns are not the deciding factor, confirming 
what he has said before to the FCC, that departments should make decisions on the merits, not based on 
financial considerations.  

 
Professor Chomsky then reviewed issues that she and Professor Lanyon thought should carry 

over to the FCC agenda for 2007-2008, all of which they also noted to the Provost in their meeting with 
him.  The issues are: 
 
(1) intellectual mobility for faculty, and the meaning of section 12 of the tenure code; 
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(2) spousal hires, in particular, how to facilitate them and the varying perceptions of the responsibilities of 
departments to assist by supporting spousal hires, with central administrators and department chairs often 
viewing them differently; 
(3) exploring the possibility of adopting some kind of annual review of administrators, similar to the one 
used at the University of Michigan, to allow faculty to give direct and, in some instances, private 
feedback to administrators outside the usual evaluation process; 
(4) consideration of adoption of a menu of benefits to allow inclusion of benefits, such as tuition benefits 
for dependents, that would be more attractive to some employees than others; 
(5) further consideration of the reports of the Culture Task Force and the internal communications audit; 
(6) discussion of the capital campaign and its alignment with and support for strategic positioning. 

 
Professor Balas distributed a list of additional pending issues for FCC and other Faculty Senate 

committees, including: 
 
(1) continued discussion of UMM issues with Provost Sullivan and Senior Vice-President Jones; 
(2) working with SCFA to determine the impact of the "open letter" law on tenure and promotion 
reviews; 
(3) discussion of current policies and procedures and future plans regarding faculty retirement, how to 
foster continued involvement of retirees with the University, and how these plans interact with efforts to 
be top 3; 
(4) discussion with Vice President and Vice Provost Rusty Barceló regarding target-of-opportunity hiring 
and the hiring of minority and women faculty; 
(5) accountability of administrators and sharing of information with faculty about resources available to 
and received by colleges in the compact process; 
(6) the growth of non-tenure-track faculty; 
(7) review of the nature of administrative organization, including the number of administrators 
historically and at present, the success of searches, and the ongoing formal reviews of administrators; 
(8) review of college governance mechanisms, including college constitutions (an issue also raised at the 
Council of Deans meeting); 
(9) continued consideration of the institution of a faculty ombuds role. 

 
Professor Balas noted that this was the last FCC meeting of the academic year and thanked 

Professors Chomsky and Lanyon for their leadership, and departing FCC members Jean Bauer, Richard 
McCormick, Steven Ruggles, and John Sullivan for their contributions.  Professor Chomsky adjourned 
the meeting at 3:00.  
 

-- Gary Engstrand (relying on a tape and notes taken by 
Professor Chomsky) 
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