
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs 
Tuesday, December 4, 2007 

2:30 – 4:15 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Geoffrey Sirc (chair), Stacey Aronson, Ben Bornsztein, Carol Carrier, Dann Chapman, 

Vladimir Cherkassky, Tom Clayton, Erin George, Andrew Gerst, Kathryn Hanna, Holly 
Littlefield, Theodor Litman, Luis Ramos-Garcia, George Sheets, Roderick Squires, 
Elizabeth Stallman, Virginia Zuiker 

 
Absent:  Arlene Carney, Jayne Fulkerson, Morris Kleiner, Anna Masellis, Larry Wallace, 
 
Guests: Professor Carol Chomsky; Drs. Richard Howard and Len Goldfine (Institutional 

research); Michele Gross (University Policy Office); Jackie Singer (Director, Retirement 
Benefits) 

 
[In these minutes:  (1) update on Senate business; (2) faculty ombuds position; (3) distribution of faculty 
salaries; (4) policy revisions] 
 
 
1. Update on Senate Business 
 
 Professor Sirc convened the meeting at 2:35 and provided a brief report on Senate business.  The 
Committee had two reports at the Senate meeting the previous week, one on retiree benefits, which passed 
with only one dissenting vote.  He thanked CAPA and the Retirees Association for their work and 
support.  The Student-rating-of-teaching policy passed unanimously after lively discussion and questions 
about implementation.  He has mentioned that an ad hoc subcommittee to work with the Provost's office 
to develop best practices for departments in the use of the student-rating data will be appointed; 
Professors Sheets and Zuiker from this Committee have agreed to serve.  Two members each from the 
Committee on Educational Policy and the Committee on Academic Freedom and Tenure will also be 
appointed. 
 
2. Faculty Ombuds 
 
 Professor Sirc now welcomed Professor Chomsky to talk about an issue that seems to recur 
regularly, the need for a faculty ombudsperson. 
 
 Professor Chomsky said the questions are whether there ought to be such a position and if so, 
how to arrange it.  The issue has come up numerous times over the years, people say it is a great idea, and 
then nothing happens.  There was a faculty ombudsperson associated with the Rajender consent decree, 
and since that position was eliminated a number of faculty have been interested in reviving it.  Because 
she is in the Law School and served on committees and is on a list of faculty who can be contacted to talk 
about problems, she does receive calls for help with difficulties (as do Professor Sheets as a former chair 
of the Senate Judicial Committee and Professor Clayton as chair of the Academic Freedom and Tenure 
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Committee).  The Senate Judicial Committee can help in some cases but it has limited jurisdiction and 
many issues do not rise to that level.  The Office of Conflict Resolution (OCR, 
http://www1.umn.edu/ocr/) is available (formerly the University Grievance Office), but faculty do not use 
it as much as they could, perhaps because there are no faculty in the office.  OCR has evolved and does 
more mediation than in the past, and they do get faculty issues, but Carolyn Chalmers, the director of 
OCR, agrees that a number of faculty issues do not come there, perhaps because faculty do not see it as 
the right place.   
 
 The Faculty Consultative Committee polled the CIC schools to learn what they do, and as one 
might expect, they have a range of mechanisms, from the informal to the highly-structured.  Michigan 
State and Iowa were examples cited by Professor Chomsky that might work at Minnesota:  they have 
faculty who have 25-50% appointments to work with colleagues on problems.  Such an arrangement here 
might work to help faculty discuss and mediate their concerns.  Professor Chomsky said Ms. Chalmers 
would be troubled by creation of a separate office for a faculty ombuds person, which could make it even 
more difficult to get faculty to use OCR and take advantage of the support it can provide.  Having a 
faculty ombuds person as part of the OCR office would also provide support that would like be important 
to the success of the position. 
 
 Professor Chomsky said that she thus returns to raise the issue once more.  Ms. Chalmers has told 
her that there are some funds available (saved while she was out of the office on a temporary 
administrative appointment elsewhere in the University) that could contribute to a one-year pilot project.  
This Committee could recommend that the administration add funding or that a faculty member appointed 
as a pilot project.  Who is selected will be important; the person must be credible both with the faculty 
and the administration. 
 
 Professor Chomsky said she suspects there are faculty issues and concerns that fester because the 
individuals do not know whom to talk to.  Except for the defined jurisdiction of the Senate Judicial 
Committee, it is not the role of the faculty governance system to handle individual cases.  There is also no 
compilation of issues from across the University that could provide the governance system a sense of 
recurring faculty concerns, which probably cover a wide territory.  Most of them, she said, probably do 
not need to be resolved through formal mechanisms; the question is whether there is support for 
appointing a faculty member to deal with them informally. 
 
 Professor Sirc inquired of his colleagues if they thought the idea was worthwhile.  Professor 
Squires said it was.  He said he has been on the Senate Judicial Committee and on hearing panels and 
played other roles in dealing with faculty problems, and he has spoken with Ms. Chalmers about what 
concerns come to her office.  He said he agreed with Professor Chomsky that there is a range of festering 
sores in every department but that faculty are not aware of processes to deal with them, so this is an idea 
worth thinking about.  Professor Sirc read a list of potential faculty issues that Ms. Chalmers had 
provided, which included authorship disputes, cross-claims of academic misconduct, disputes over PI 
leadership on research teams, over ownership/control of web updates on research, over performance 
feedback, over salary equity, over reassignment of teaching and increased class load, and so on.   
 
 Professor Bornsztein noted that Professor Squires had said he had had no hearings in two years.  
Does that mean problems aren't festering that much?  Many of them seem not to be resolvable by a formal 
process, Professor Squires responded.  What process deals with bullying?  An ombuds person could do 
more mediation. 
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 If one thinks about this from the big-picture perspective, Professor Hanna offered, one asks how 
this would affect other elements of work, such as job satisfaction.  She has seen cases of faculty 
dissatisfaction because there was no mechanism to resolve a problem.  It is important to have a 
mechanism to address issues faculty do not believe are being resolved fairly but that are beyond the 
grievance process and the Judicial Committee.  It is important to have a mechanism to deal with 
frustration.   
 
 Professor Sheets said he has been ambivalent about the proposal since it has come up, but there 
seem to be good reasons for it.  One problem is that there is no way to move from unsuccessful mediation 
to another process, but he has come to believe that even unsuccessful mediation has a beneficial effect 
because people must speak to each other and the issue is aired in public in front of an impartial mediator.  
This is a good idea.  With the Judicial Committee there is a decision, but even without one, there would 
be benefit to the process.   
 
 Ms. George asked if P&A staff have an ombuds person.  They do not, Vice President Carrier said, 
unless someone plays the role voluntarily.  So P&A staff could find themselves in the same position, with 
a problem but with no place to go, Ms. George concluded.  A "faculty ombuds person" could help both 
faculty and faculty-like P&A staff, Professor Chomsky said.  For others, Ms. Chalmers plays that role in 
non-academic issues, those that are more employment issues. (Ms. Chalmers later noted that the Conflict 
Resolution office provides all employees, including both faculty and P&A staff, with informal ombuds 
service, though there is not individual assigned especially either class of employees.) 
 
 This topic comes up a lot at FCC and other meetings, Professor Chomsky related:  the lack of 
communication up at the University and how information seems not to jump between levels.  When FCC 
meets with senators and department chairs, and hears about individual and collective issues, it is not 
always clear what the governance system can or should do with them but the conversations suggest there 
are problems.  Professor Sirc noted that Ms. Chalmers observed that faculty may not come to OCR 
because they do not know it is there; if not already included, perhaps Vice Provost Carney should add 
information about OCR to the new-faculty orientation program. 
 
 Professor Clayton added his voice to those who believe a pilot ombuds office should be started.  
Everyone knows what that term means, unlike grievance (which many faculty may believe they do not 
have) or conflict resolution (which seems bland).  There are real grievances, he added, although in some 
cases there may be paranoia.  It will help to have someone who can listen and steer the faculty member in 
the right direction. 
 
 There has also been discussion, during the same period, about the need for faculty 
advisors/advocates, Professor Chomsky reported, people who could work with faculty as they go through 
the grievance or Judicial-Committee process.  Ms. Chalmers has said she can play an ombuds role but 
others need to be faculty advisors or advocates.  Professor Chomsky said she believed establishing a set of 
advisors is more complicated.  Creating a faculty ombuds person would be a good first step 
 
 How long has the University lacked an ombuds service, Professor Bornsztein asked?  There hasn't 
been a separate faculty ombuds person for years, Professor Chomsky said.  The period when it did exist 
ended when the consent decree ended.   
 
 If the Committee believes there should be something done, what shape should it take?  An 
ombuds person?  Faculty advisors/advocates?  If an ombuds person, what percentage of time?  He related 
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that Ms. Chalmers speculated that a 20-25% appointment might be enough.  Professor Squires advised 
looking at everything that does not fall under the Judicial Committee or OCR, which is not a small lot of 
problems.  He said he saw a difference between the ombuds and advocate roles.  He has been an advocate, 
which is a strained role.  What is needed is a list of faculty who feel they can offer good judgment on a 
variety of issues.  If someone could compile a list of 25-50 faculty with experience in mediation, advising, 
and advocating, they should be gotten together and asked about this proposal.  The corpus of issues is 
infinite beyond tenure and grievances; Professor Squires said Professor Sirc's question is not answerable 
without having a conversation with Carolyn Chalmers and Karen Schanfield (attorney for the Judicial 
Committee). 
 
 The ombuds person would hear any issue a faculty member wished to bring, Professor Chomsky 
said; the ombuds could refer the person to the Judicial Committee, or keep talking, or to Ms. Chalmers, 
who can deal with any issue except tenure and other issues that are in the jurisdiction of the Judicial 
Committee.  A number of the CIC institutions have processes and rules; one could look at those and 
develop something that would play into the role of OCR.  She said she did not believe a 25%-time 
appointment would be enough for the person to be available to talk and meet with people.  She suggested 
at least a 50%-time appointment combined with OCR.  One important question is who selects the 
individual. 
 
 Professor Sheets said the proposal should incorporate an advocacy process, as suggested by 
Professor Squires, and a 50%-time position as suggested by Professor Chomsky, and the initial charge to 
the person selected could be to look at the websites and information from other schools and develop a 
more concrete recommendation—something difficult for a committee to do.  Would the person be 
academic or administrative, Professor Ramos-Garcia asked?  He or she would be a faculty member, 
Professor Sirc said; no one in OCR at present is a faculty member.  What would be the source of funds, 
Professor Bornsztein asked?  Professor Sirc said that Ms. Chalmers might be to contribute to a pilot 
program for one year (though additional funds would be necessary), and if it worked, this Committee 
could seek a continuation.   
 
 Professor Hanna said that whoever is chosen must be someone very secure in his or her position 
because the individual could sometimes be unpopular with higher administrative levels.  And it will be 
necessary to make it clear what people can go to the person with, as opposed to a dean or chair, Ms. 
Stallman said.  The person must also deal with conflict of interest:  he or she cannot take issues from his 
or her own department, Professor Ramos-Garcia added.  This would be a perfect job for a retired faculty 
member, Professor Sirc suggested. 
 
 It was agreed the Committee would adopt a statement at its next meeting.  Professor Sirc thanked 
Professor Chomsky for joining the meeting. 
 
3. Distribution of Faculty Salaries 
 
 Professor Sirc next welcomed Drs. Richard Howard and Len Goldfine from Institutional 
Research to provide information on the distribution of faculty salary increases for 2007-08.   
 
 Vice President Carrier explained that every year the administration looks at what has occurred 
with salaries; Drs. Howard and Goldfine have fine-tuned the analysis.  Dr. Howard then commented that 
there are several ways to analyze salary increases; they selected one based on what the University must 
report externally, because having different reports internally and externally can lead to problems.  The 
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University reports a great deal of data to IPEDS. [The federal Integrated Postsecondary Education Data 
System "is the core postsecondary education data collection program. . . .  Data are collected from all 
primary providers of postsecondary education in the country in areas including enrollments, program 
completions, graduation rates, faculty, staff, finances, institutional prices, and student financial aid.  These 
data are made available on our website to students, researchers and others."]  His goal is to define faculty 
the way the University defines them for IPEDS.  He then introduced Dr. Goldfine. 
 
 Dr. Goldfine distributed copies of slides and explained the data, which are taken from the ninth 
payroll of the year, in late October in 2006 and 2007, a practice that is consistent with what other 
institutions do.  Salaries are pro-rated to nine-month equivalents.  The IPEDS definition of faculty is used 
"to allow for comparisons with other institutions, federal reporting, and other internal trend analyses."  
That definition reads as follows: 
 

Persons identified by the institution as such and typically those whose initial assignments are 
made for the purpose of conducting instruction, research or public service as a principal activity 
(or activities).  They may hold academic rank titles of professor, associate professor, assistant 
professor, instructor, lecturer or the equivalent of any of those academic ranks.  Faculty may also 
include the chancellor/president, provost, vice provosts, deans directors of the equivalent, as well 
as associate deans, assistant deans and executive officers of academic departments (chairpersons, 
heads or the equivalent) if their principal activity is instruction combined with research and/or 
public service.  The designation as "faculty" is separate from the activities to which they may be 
currently assigned.  For example, a newly appointed president of an institution may also be 
appointed as a faculty member.  Graduate, instruction, and research assistants are not included in 
this category. 

 
The definition also excludes adjunct and part-time faculty and those on unpaid leave as well as clinical 
faculty in health sciences units.   
 
 In 2006-07 there were 1694 faculty, average salary $95,268.  In 2007-08 there were 1748 faculty, 
average salary $98,719.   Faculty are defined as full time, non-medical, and instructional, and does not 
include instructors.  These numbers include anyone who met the criteria, whether or not promoted 
between the two years and whether or not he she or retired during the period; they are a snapshot. 
 
2006-07  (1694 faculty, number by rank, average salary) 
 
811 Professors  ($116, 596) 
511 Associate Professors  ($80, 560) 
372 Assistant Professors  ($69,429) 
 
2007-08  (1748 faculty, number by rank, average salary) 
 
812 Professors  ($121,340) 
525 Associate Professors ($84,342) 
411 Assistant Professors ($72,394) 
 
 Dr. Goldfine next explained a bar graph with the number of faculty who received increases in 
increments of 1%.  For example, fewer than 10 faculty in each of the three ranks received salary 
reductions, about the same number received 0% increases, about same number received increases of up to 
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0.9%, about 60 Professors received increases of 1.0 – 1.9% (about 10 assistant professors and 20 associate 
professors received the same increase), and so on.  The modal increase for all three ranks was 3.0 – 3.9%; 
at the other end of the range, about 10 individuals in each of the three ranks received increases in excess 
of 20% (due primarily to change of appointment or one-time funds).  The average increase for professors 
was 4.7%, for associate professors 5.3%, and for assistant professors 5.9%.  About one-half of all the 
faculty fell within the band of 2 – 4% increases.   
 
 For those who changed rank or position (87 faculty), the average salary increase was 10.9% 
(which would include promotional increases).   
 
 Looking over the last four years, the data show that (full) professors received smaller increases 
(as a percentage of salary) than did assistant or associate professors.   
 
 The distribution for the Morris campus closely resembled that of the Twin Cities campus. 
 
 Professor Hanna asked about job function:  what about faculty who primarily do research?  It 
depends on how they are paid, Dr. Goldfine said; if they are paid 51% for instruction, they are counted, 
but if they are paid only through research or extension funds, for example, they would not be.  Dr. 
Howard added that they look at function codes on salaries.  So someone who is 51% on sponsored 
accounts would not be included, Professor Hanna asked?  Yes, in order to be consistent with IPEDS, Vice 
President Carrier said.  That eliminates a lot of faculty who are doing research, teaching, and service.  It is 
necessary to do it this way in order to make comparisons across institutions, Dr. Carrier replied.  It also 
assumes that payroll staff are assigning work correctly in the codes, Professor Hanna said.  Dr. Littlefield 
asked if the data included P&A staff; they do not, Dr. Howard said, because they are not counted in 
IPEDS data. 
 
 Several other points were raised. 
 
-- The Committee can receive the data for Crookston and Duluth. 
 
-- Retention per se is not factored in but if a salary increase is built into the base, it would be 
counted (which most retention offers are, Dr. Carrier pointed out).  One-time cash gifts not built into the 
base would not be counted.   
 
-- The data do not show a comparison with other institutions in light of funding provided by the 
legislature. 
 
-- These data would, for example, probably exclude virtually all faculty in the School of Public 
Health. 
 
-- Every spring Dr. Howard receives data from other institutions and prepares a report on how 
Minnesota fared compared to peers.  The report can be brought to this Committee.  (Dr. Howard 
commented that Minnesota has done reasonably well in comparison with other public institutions but not 
in comparison with the private universities.)  Comparison with the top three public institutions will be 
part of the report.   
 
-- The data also include the special compensation pool for faculty because those increases were 
included in base salaries. 
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-- Dr. Howard said he would also like to look at the numbers for tenured and tenure-track faculty 
but just has not had the time.   
 
 Dr. Carrier asked what else the Committee was looking for.  What was not presented that would 
be useful?  The Committee asked for the data broken down by college and by gender.  It would also be 
helpful to see range and median.   The report will include both salaries and compensation (which includes 
fringe benefits).  The Committee also said it would like to see the same data for P&A staff and for 
administrative personnel.  Dr. Carrier said they could be provided.   
 
 Professor Sirc thanked Drs. Howard and Goldfine for providing the information and for joining 
the meeting. 
 
4. Policy Revisions 
 
 Professor Sirc turned next to Ms. Gross to provide information to the Committee on policy 
changes. 
 
 Ms. Gross distributed copies of a handout and explained that the University is engaged in a 
process, begun about two years ago as part of strategic positioning, to review and reorganize policies.  
Among the complaints about them were that there were too many, they were inconsistent, and they were 
difficult to read.  Policies from different sources were also in different places (e.g., Senate, Regents, 
Human Resources).  Now all policies can be found on (or linked through) the UWide Policy Library  
( http://policy.umn.edu/ ) and they are being put in a standard format (except for Regents policies, which 
they do not control).   
 
 The handout was a draft of a Senate policy formatted in the policy-library format.  Ms. Gross 
emphasized that the content of the policy is not changed.  Her office proposes that this re-formatting be 
done with all Senate policies.   
 
 Professor Bornsztein asked how good and fast the search function is.  Ms. Gross said it is much 
faster than before.   
 
 Is there a policy on policies, just as there is a committee on committees, Professor Chapman 
asked?  There is, Ms. Gross said.   
 
 Is every policy on the website, Dr. Carrier asked?  It is, Ms. Gross said, and they are listed 
alphabetically as well as by category and keyword.  Senate policies will be listed by themselves. 
 
 Professor Sirc thanked Ms. Gross for joining the meeting, and adjourned it at 4:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 

http://policy.umn.edu/
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