
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs 
Tuesday, January 29, 2008 

2:30 – 4:15 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Geoffrey Sirc (chair), Stacey Aronson, Ben Bornsztein, Arlene Carney, Carol Carrier, 

Dann Chapman, Vladimir Cherkassky, Tom Clayton, Jayne Fulkerson, Erin George, 
Andrew Gerst, Kathryn Hanna, Morris Kleiner, Holly Littlefield, Theodor Litman, Anna 
Masellis, Luis Ramos-Garcia, George Sheets, Roderick Squires, Elizabeth Stallman, 
Virginia Zuiker 

 
Absent:  none 
 
Guests: Jackie Singer (Director, Retirement Benefits); John Kellogg (Institutional Research), 

Professors Cathy Wambach, Paul Siliciano (Senate Committee on Educational Policy) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) who teaches what; (2) update on the ombuds issue; (3) senior faculty status; (4) 
TIAA-CREF] 
 
 
1. "Who Teaches What" 
 
 Professor Sirc convened the meeting at 2:35 and welcomed John Kellogg from Institutional 
Research and Professors Wambach and Siliciano from the Senate Committee on Educational Policy 
(SCEP) to discuss the data that this Committee and SCEP wished to be provided about who teaches what.  
This has been an issue pending for a number of years, he noted, and the purpose of the discussion today is 
to identify the data that is being sought. 
 
 Vice Provost Carney explained that as she tried to think about answering the question "who 
teaches what?" the complexity of it became more apparent.  She said that before she asked Mr. Kellogg to 
begin assembling data, she wanted to be sure she would be asking for what is needed rather than 
providing obscure numbers that did not answer the Committees' questions.  There are several things one 
could think about. 
 
-- Single- versus multi-instructor courses are different (and they should probably be separated) 
 
-- What about single-instructor courses at different levels?  There are different kinds of courses, 

such as big lecture courses that have discussion sessions; is there an interest in knowing if the big 
lecture courses are taught by regular faculty?  (One can probably assume that the discussion 
sections would be led by TAs.)  Would it be useful to look at these courses by course level (i.e., 
1XXX, 2XXX, etc.? 

 
-- Since she works with the Women's Faculty Cabinet, she would be inclined to ask that the data be 

broken down by gender. 
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-- There are LET and LEC courses; the former are mostly evening courses.  Should those be 

separated? 
 
-- Should they look at 1XXX, 2XXX, etc., courses by college, campus, and designators, to see who 

is teaching which ones? 
 
-- In order to avoid getting a skewed picture, it would probably be advisable to pull some courses 

out of the aggregate data (e.g., beginning composition and language classes, which are mostly 
going to be taught by P&A staff and graduate students).  Presumably the Committee wishes to 
know about 1XXX courses apart from those special cases.   

 
-- Should they analyze by distinguishing between courses taught by tenured, tenure-track, and non-

regular/P&A faculty?   And by level? 
 
 The two Committees have different interests, Dr. Carney observed, but both are interested in the 
data.  They want to develop the best report they can, one that can be produced every year, because what 
also will be important are the trends over 5-10 years. 
 
 Professor Wambach said there are a couple of different ways of considering the issue.  One would 
be to look at all faculty members to see what courses they are teaching.  Vice Provost Carney pointed out 
that not all faculty teach; Professor Wambach said it would be useful to know the numbers who do not.  
Dr. Carney said that some will be on leave, some have reduced teaching because of grant work, and so on, 
so the data would be complicated.  Professor Wambach said the issue is whether some faculty are asked 
to do more teaching.   
 
 Professor Wambach suggested that in addition to looking at the data on instructors by classes, 
they could also view teaching assignments from the perspective of the student experience.  If they have 
information on how many courses the typical student takes in upper and lower division that are taught by 
graduate students, P&A/non-regular faculty and tenured/tenure-track faculty, the University might use 
that to help clarify what it believes to be the appropriate mix, given the goal of providing students with a 
high-quality undergraduate experience.  Professor Sirc commented that all three types of instructors can 
offer a high-quality course.  Professor --- suggested that in some departments with large numbers of 
majors it is possible that students will take many upper division courses that are taught by P&A or non-
regular faculty rather than tenured professors.  Vice Provost Carney commented that decisions about 
allocating faculty lines to departments, and about the proportion of teaching faculty to tenured faculty, are 
made at the college level, so it would be unwise to mix them together.  She agreed, however, that it would 
be possible to do a sample of student transcripts.   Professor Sirc commented that many large departments 
would welcome more tenured and tenure-track faculty to enhance upper division teaching.  
 
 Mr. Kellogg agreed that compiling data by faculty would be a lot more difficult.  What he is 
looking to establish is a standard report that would contain key fields—gender, course type, etc.  If the 
Committees can agree on 10-12 key measures to put in a table, they could then spot trends and look at 
highlights.  He needs a decision on multi-instructor courses and about those where no primary instructor 
is designated.  The latter point is an issue, Dr. Carney observed; the instructor for those courses has to be 
tracked down, because SOMEONE is teaching the course; she could send a message to departments 
asking about those cases where no one has been identified as primary instructor.  
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 Professor Sheets said the difference between tenured and tenure-track teaching is important, in 
order to see, for example, if there is a disproportionate assignment of certain types of courses to 
probationary faculty. 
 
 Dr. Carney also suggested that mixing courses in the Academic Health Center with the remainder 
of the courses could cloud the data because AHC courses are often taught in different ways.  They will 
also then need to deal with departments that are jointly AHC and CBS, Professor Hanna observed.   
 
 Ms. Stallman said it will be necessary to look at the level of the program.  She is in one that is 
entirely graduate, while many are also undergraduate programs.  Dr. Carney agreed and said that the 
analysis can be done by college and department.  The bigger the data picture that one looks at, of course, 
the less accurate it will be for individual programs.   
 
 Professor Sheets inquired about the patterns at institutions to which the University aspires to be 
similar.  It is an issue everywhere, Dr. Carney said, and at the more prestigious institutions it may be that 
more large classes are taught by non-regular faculty.  The CIC schools are not asking these questions but 
she will bring it up with her colleagues.   
 
 Professor Ramos-Garcia commented on the difference between Spanish, for example, with huge 
numbers of undergraduate students in service courses, and other language departments with smaller 
numbers.  Is the Committee going to remedy problems it identifies or simply look at statistics?  Dr. 
Carney said that Spanish is not the only department that has large numbers of undergraduates and went on 
to say that the Committee is not going to resolve issues.  These are collegiate matters, she said, but the 
Committee can report the data to the deans.   
 
 Professor Siliciano said it would useful to obtain the snapshot of student experiences, college by 
college.  The Committees should know, for example, if there are areas where undergraduate students 
rarely see regular faculty.  Dr. Carney agreed and said they can analyze random samples of undergraduate 
records on a college-by-college and major-by-major basis.   
 
 Professor Wambach recalled that the Faculty Consultative Committee had talked with Provost 
Sullivan about the impact of a higher retention rate for incoming freshmen on the ability of the University 
to accept transfer students.  What impact will these changes have on faculty?  That will need to be 
examined to determine if departments need more faculty for upper-division courses, for example, or if 
they should assign more faculty to upper-division courses, or if they simply need more faculty.  Dr. 
Carney agreed that will be a big issue; she repeated that she just wants to be sure they provide the right 
data so the questions are answered. 
 
 Professor Hanna suggested that in analyzing data by rank, the numbers should be aggregate, not 
individual, because faculty will be on sabbatical, etc.  But over time, the trends will be apparent.  It will 
also be important to have the workload policy of the college at hand when considering the data, Dr. 
Carney said, because if the faculty teaching load is consistent with college policy, there will not be a 
problem, but it would be misleading to compare across colleges without considering the different 
workload policies.  This is one university, Professor Hanna said, to which Dr. Carney responded that it is, 
but it is very decentralized. 
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 Professor Bornsztein said he would like to know the theoretical bases for the questions.  Is the 
implication that graduates are "better" because they enrolled in courses taught by tenured faculty?  
"Better" because they took classes with a 1:20 ratio of instructor to student versus 1:300?  This is a 
complicated question.  One promise might be that students will have contact with faculty, but will it be on 
TV or on the Internet?  Teaching and contact can be defined in many ways.  Quality, Professor Wambach 
pointed out, is not necessarily related to the nature of the instructor's appointment.  Dr. Carney said they 
can get at the size issue by breaking courses into categories (e.g., 1-50 students, 51-100 students, etc.).  
Mr. Kellogg agreed; once instructor information is attached to course information, the data can be 
aggregated in any way one wishes.   
 
 Professor Zuiker said she will want to know what the purpose of the analysis is.  What will the 
Committee do with the data?  Use it to say how great the University is?  How bad it is?  She added that 
she has heard a lot of discussion about undergraduate students but nothing about graduate students.  Some 
graduate students WANT to teach but are not given the opportunity—but they need the experience to be 
competitive in the job market.  Some departments offer many opportunities but some do not; is that 
hindering graduate students?  Dr. Carney said that if the data reveal a department where there is little 
faculty teaching, that will be quite interesting.  One reason the request for data was made was because of 
a concern about the distribution of different kinds of instructors in courses.  Compared to what, Professor 
Bornsztein asked?  If one selling point of the University is that students will have contact with faculty, 
what does that mean?  If a lot of 1XXX courses are taught by senior faculty, that could be a selling point.  
But there could be an even distribution of different kinds of faculty across courses, or it may be that 
graduate students tend to be teaching evening courses when more sections of a course are needed.  
Another question is whether women faculty are teaching more lower division than upper division, she 
added, or if they are teaching more large classes than small.   
 
 What has prevented the University from having these data in the past, Mr. Gerst inquired?  Before 
PeopleSoft, Dr. Carney explained, there was no easy way to get the data.  PeopleSoft was purchased in 
1999 and it took a few years to get it working smoothly, but now people are beginning to understand its 
power and what data can be pulled.  Before that, however, it was just too difficult to gather the data. 
 
 Professor Clayton suggested, not altogether facetiously, that more use be made of the dead, 
noting that there are departments who have effectively used deceased faculty experts as recorded on film. 
 
 Dr. Carney said that she and Mr. Kellogg would develop a preliminary set of data for the 
Committees to consider. 
 
 Professor Sirc thanked the guests for joining the meeting. 
 
2. Update on the Ombuds Issue 
 
 Professor Sirc reported that there had been mixed reviews of the draft statement proposing a pilot 
ombuds program.  As a result, three Committee members met with Carolyn Chalmers and David Born of 
the Office of Conflict Resolution and decided to charge a small working group to craft a new statement.  
He will get the group together, which will include representatives from CAPA, Dr. Carney's office, and 
Dr. Carrier's office.   
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 Ms. George reported that Ms. Littlefield would be willing to serve as the CAPA representative; 
Professors Clayton, Sheets, and Squires from the Committee agreed to serve. 
 
3. Senior Faculty Status 
 
 Professor Sirc introduced the next topic by recalling that the subject has been discussed here 
before and that it is the last recommendation from the Faculty Culture Task Force that the Committee 
needs to consider.  The appointment would be one between an ordinary appointment and phased 
retirement and would be 50% time for an indefinite period, with tenure.  The Committee decided to wait 
on final discussion of the proposal until after the tenure-code revisions were complete.   
 
 The Committee had asked if this kind of appointment exists at any of the University's peer 
institutions; Professor Sirc said that in a search of websites he was unable to find anything like it.  Nor 
does the AAUP have any statements that would cover such a status.  The closest thing he could find was a 
retirement furlough at Michigan, which permits someone to keep their appointment for one, two, or three 
years at a reduced level.   
 

Does the Committee wish to endorse the recommendation?  It does not seem feasible to have 
tenure for a 50%-time appointment.  Dr. Carney noted that current policy requires a 67%-time 
appointment to retain tenure unless one is on phased retirement.   

 
What is the difference between this proposal and phased retirement, Ms. Stallman asked?  It is not 

as good a deal, Vice President Carrier responded.  Phased retirement can go for up to five years, for 
appointments of 25-75%, and continue full contributions to the retirement plan.  It also includes all 
benefits, Dr. Carney added.  One would not receive the benefits on a 50%-time appointment, Dr. Carrier 
said.   

 
There is no limit to how long it could go on, Professor Hanna pointed out.  It seems like indefinite 

phased retirement, Dr. Carney commented.  One could be at 50% for 25 years.  Without benefits, 
Professor Sheets said, which makes it hard to see what appeal the position would have.  Mr. Chapman 
said that a minor correction in the task force proposal needs to be made:  it implies that one cannot 
participate in the health plan if one is 50% time, which is not true—one can, in the group rate, but the 
individual pays 100% of the cost of premium.   

 
It was agreed that before the Committee reached any conclusions it would invite Professors Kahn, 

Morrison, and Wilson from the Faculty Culture Task Force to join it for a discussion.   
 
Professor Kleiner said it would be helpful if the Committee had more data about people moving 

into this kind of status or have someone from the Culture Committee present the rationale for the 
proposal.  Vice Provost Carney echoed Professor Sirc's observation:  she looked at a number of websites 
and found nothing comparable.  Ms. Singer said she has not seen such a program, and the way she reads 
the task force recommendation, any faculty member could go to 50%-time now, with the exception of the 
implication of losing tenure.  But the benefits of phased retirement far outweigh the attraction of this 
proposal, she added. 

 
Dr. Carney asked if most faculty on phased retirement take the full five years.  Dr. Carrier said 

that three years is more common.  What is key is the 50% appointment plus keeping tenure, Professor 
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Hanna said, and she believed a number of people would be interested and said the idea is worth looking 
at.  They could also look at a 10-year phased retirement option.  The general view, from the standpoint of 
the institution, is that 10 years is too long and does not permit departments to plan.  Deans will usually 
not allow departments to use a position until it is open, Dr. Carney said.  This proposal will take on a 
bigger meaning when the baby-boomers start to retire. 

 
Professor Litman reminded the Committee that the retirees' association said the recommendation 

had no appeal because of the lack of benefits.  Moreover, as one gets beyond age 65, a 50% salary will 
affect what one receives in Social Security payments.   

 
Must one leave after a phased retirement, Professor Zuiker asked?  They must, Dr. Carrier said, 

although that does not bar someone from being rehired on a temporary basis later.  Ms. Singer reported 
there are about 50-60 faculty per year who take phased retirement, and most faculty opt for it rather than a 
traditional retirement.  What also makes it attractive is the two years of health care after the phased 
retirement ends, Professor Sheets said.   

 
Professor Sirc asked Professor Clayton if the Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee would 

have any interest in amending the tenure code to allow tenure with a 50%-time appointment.  Professor 
Clayton speculated there would not be great enthusiasm for the idea but that he would bring it up.  He 
said it struck him that this was a policy in search of advocates. 
 
4. TIAA-CREF 
 
 Professor Sirc turned to Professor Kleiner, who had asked that the decision to remove TIAA-
CREF from the Faculty Retirement Plan (FRP) be brought back for further discussion.  Professor Kleiner 
said he had raised questions about Securian; his interest is that University employees do as well as they 
can financially.  Professor Kleiner then restated the specific questions he had received as follows. 
 
1. Securian takes a recordkeeping charge from each faculty member to invest money in Vanguard or 
Fidelity funds. Faculty are concerned about the need for a “middleman” who provides little value.  Why 
do we need another institution to transfer the money?  Would someone else be willing to do it for less 
than Securian charges? 
 
2. Why can’t we leverage the investments we make in the investment funds to obtain a lower-cost fee 
structure? 
 
3. If faculty still want to invest in TIAA-CREF investments because of safety or size, why is this 
choice unavailable? 
 
 Ms. Singer responded that currently, FRP participants pay 5 additional basis points on Vanguard 
funds and 1 additional basis point on Fidelity funds in the FRP.  Once assets at Vanguard and Fidelity 
reach $1.25 billion (currently $832 million), fees will drop to 4 additional basis points on Vanguard funds 
and no additional basis points on Fidelity funds in the FRP.  While it is possible to trade directly with the 
investment providers (as the University does in the Optional Retirement Plan (ORP) and 457 Deferred 
Compensation Plan) the consolidated recordkeeping arrangement offers several key advantages to FRP 
participants: 
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1. Securian provides a single web site, consolidated statement and enrollment resources for all funds, 
simplifying plan managements for participants.  In contrast, ORP participants who invest with Fidelity, 
Securian and Vanguard have 3 web sites to access, receive 3 statements each quarter, and complete 
individual enrollment forms for each vendor. 
 
2. Securian provides omnibus trading, or same-day trade settlement between the funds and fund 
families.  This is unlike the ORP, where a participant transferring funds from Fidelity to Vanguard has a 
check cut by Fidelity, mailed via US Mail to Vanguard, and then invested after being out of the market 
for a period of time.  Similar trades in the FRP are not out of the market, as the transfer between funds 
and providers each night, based on the closing price for the day. 
 
3. Perhaps most importantly, Securian provides lower-cost fund classes than could be obtained by 
investing directly with Vanguard.  Vanguard currently offers 4 classes of shares (though not all classes 
are available on all funds):  Investor, Admiral, Signal and Institutional.  Investor shares have the highest 
fee structure and are used for funds that are directly invested with Vanguard, since Vanguard provides 
recordkeeping and communication services for directly-invested funds.  Admiral, Signal and Institutional 
shares are available to those plans which do not require Vanguard to offer recordkeeping and 
communication efforts (like the FRP) and are less expensive.  In total, the University’s arrangement with 
Securian saves FRP participants a net of over $450,000 annually, due to these lower fee structures.  Of the 
22 Fidelity and Vanguard funds offered in the FRP, 8 funds have fees higher than those obtained by 
directly working with the vendor, due to a lack of additional fund classes or a lack of asset investment in 
the fund.  The other 14 funds all save FRP participants between one and twelve basis points, due to the 
Securian recordkeeping arrangement. 
 
 Ms. Singer indicated that it is possible that another vendor would be able to provide recordkeeping 
service less expensively than Securian, information that could be provided through a Request for Proposal 
(RFP) effort.  Until the Enterprise Financial System (EFS) is implemented in 2008, however, the 
University doesn’t have the programming resources to implement any changes that might arise from a 
RFP, so issuing one at this time would be inadvisable.  Should the University wish to issue a RFP after 
EFS goes live, Ms. Singer will work with the Retirement Subcommittee on the project. 
 
 Finally, Ms. Singer addressed the question of why TIAA-CREF was no longer an available 
investment option.  The University of Minnesota sponsors retirement plans for its faculty and staff and 
has a fiduciary responsibility to monitor the providers selected for those plans.  The decision to eliminate 
TIAA-CREF as an ongoing investment provider was based on the lack of recordkeeping accuracy and 
was a fiduciary decision, made by the fiduciaries of the plan.  Because the decision was a fiduciary 
decision, and fiduciaries cannot delegate their decision-making to the beneficiaries of the plan, individual 
plan participants do not currently have the choice to continue investing in TIAA-CREF funds. 
 
 Professor Kleiner thanked Ms. Singer for addressing these questions so thoroughly, and expressed 
the hope that the rationale for excluding TIAA-CREF would continue to be reviewed periodically and that 
the cost effectiveness of Securian as a financial intermediary would also be reviewed regularly.  
 
 If the University were to decide to change vendors, would there be significant transaction costs, 
Professor Sheets asked?  All optional retirement funds are in individual retirement contracts, Ms. Singer 
said; the FRP is different, as the contracts are group contracts with the University.  The FRP may still not 
be attractive to potential bidders, however, because of the large proportion of assets in the General 
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Account.  Other record-keepers cannot keep records on the General Account, nor do other vendors earn 
any revenue off these assets.  As a result, there is not a high likelihood of change because of the cost.   
 
 Professor Kleiner said he would like the Committee to review regularly the data on the Securian 
fee structure compared to other vendors and that he hoped the University could continue to maintain the 
lowest rates.  That would definitely be in an RFP, Ms. Singer said, and noted that the fees are higher for 
the optional retirement accounts because those are contracts with individuals.  What others provide 
record-keeping services similar to those provided at Securian, Professor Bornsztein asked?  Both Fidelity 
and Vanguard do, Ms. Singer said.   
 
 Securian is a Minnesota company, Professor Bornsztein asked?  It is, Ms. Singer said—it is the 
retirement services division of Minnesota Life. 
 
 Professor Sirc thanked everyone and adjourned the meeting at 3:55. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
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