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[In these minutes:  (1) faculty-expertise database; (2) update on ombuds committee; (3) the 40-hour 
workweek and disability coverage; (4) admission of children of faculty to the Twin Cities campus] 
 
 
1. Faculty Expertise Database Subcommittee 
 
 Professor Sirc next welcomed Ms. Herther and Professor Ernie to the meeting to the discuss the 
report of the Senate Joint Subcommittee on Databases, a group appointed by this Committee in concert 
with the Senate Research Committee and the Senate Committee on Information Technologies (SCIT).   
  
 Ms. Herther recalled that she reported last year to this Committee when she was serving as chair 
of SCIT.  There are a lot of faculty databases, many of them out of date.  The subcommittee started 
working on the faculty-expertise database and it became clear that the faculty-activity reports would be 
key.  The subcommittee met for eight months and is now reporting back.   
 
 The executive summary of the report notes that they brought in a vendor that provides a 
commercial expertise database product and the subcommittee's report includes a list of some universities 
that have already purchased a commercially-available product.  Some institutions have built their own 
system.  They also looked at the systems already in place on campus (the Carlson School, the HHH 
institute).  They talked with faculty members and technical people at other institutions, and it became 
clear that where the issue was contentious was at institutions where a database system was imposed with 
little opportunity for faculty and P&A participation.  The University has the opportunity to do something 
better, to provide a more secure environment, and to develop something that will be used by faculty and 
P&A staff because they were involved in it from the beginning.  The resolution for the Senate requests 
that the idea be examined in more depth. 
 
 Professor Ernie told the Committee that the subcommittee started out looking at expertise 
databases, of which there are a number at the University, many of which are not current and which would 
not help someone looking for expertise.  They thought about how to help keep the databases current and 
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the discussion evolved to considering having a single database that is linked to faculty activity reporting 
and the University's other enterprise systems in order to reduce redundancy.  The idea is to have faculty 
and P&A staff enter information only once.  A number of stakeholders would benefit from such a 
database:  faculty looking for colleagues around the campus, such as for interdisciplinary work; students 
looking for faculty experts in areas they are interested in; the public at large; industry looking for 
expertise in more detail.   
 
 They are aware, from the discussion they had with the Senate Research Committee, that there are 
a lot of privacy and security concerns, Professor Ernie related.  That is another reason why faculty need to 
be involved, because (for example) not everything on the faculty activity reports is public, and perhaps 
the names of individuals engaged in some kinds of research should not be public.  Having the faculty 
involved from the outset would help guarantee the system would be done right.   
 
 What is in this for the faculty?  They could find colleagues efficiently and because there is no 
one-size-fits-all, customized reports can be developed.  The vendors of commercial products are aware of 
the need for customization. 
 
 Professor Sirc asked about the difference in cost between a commercial product and in-house 
development of a database.  Ms. Herther said they only looked at one of the commercial products 
available but it did not appear to be all that expensive.  The subcommittee had a representative from the 
Office of Information Technology discuss security issues, which is more an issue for the next phase, but 
there are a number of vendors offering these products and they don't seem to cost that much.   
 
 Vice Provost Carney reported that she and Vice President Carrier sit on the group at the 
University that makes decisions about long-term investments in technology and that considers cost factors 
in evaluating whether a project should be done in-house.  They would seek the views of this Committee 
on any database proposal.  She said the technology group is a good one, with a lot of people at the table to 
help decide on priorities.  Her sense is that to develop the expertise database in-house would be VERY 
expensive, in comparison to the cost of a commercial product from a vendor.   
 
 Vendors can go out of business, Professor Sirc pointed out.  Ms. Herther said that the University 
would own the data.  It would also still have use of the system because it would own the software, 
Professor Ernie added.  Ms. Herther also noted that the HHH Institute developed its own system, based on 
Linux, and is satisfied with it.  There are pros and cons, she agreed.  Frustrations arise when a system is 
pushed down from the top; presumably an appropriate group can come up with something that works for 
the University.  They only spoke with one vendor, but that vendor always takes advice, will follow 
through, provide the changes to others, and can prepare NIH and other kinds of reports. 
 
 What made this vendor particularly attractive is that their system links to PeopleSoft, Dr. Carney 
reported, which would be very helpful.  They also have modules to assess student-learning outcomes:  
they can pull information from a class, connect it to the syllabus, and store artifacts to show the quality of 
the learning.  Using such a system would be a way to track the learning outcomes the University has 
adopted, which will be important for accreditation.  It is an impressive multi-purpose system. 
 
 Professor Sheets said he had a negative reaction to the proposal.  Two tasks are linked so the tail 
is wagging the dog.  There is a desire for an expertise database; in order to keep it current, it will fold in 
promotion and tenure and faculty-activity reports on an annual basis.  There will be an impact on 
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promotion and tenure and faculty-activity reporting because of the desire to have an expertise database, 
not because of perceived problems with P&T and FAR reporting.    He said he did not doubt that the 
database reporting could accommodate at least some of the variation in needs by program, and perhaps 
companies can develop modules for different colleges, but it is useful to have variation because it is up to 
each unit to decide on the most appropriate professional activities.  Although promotion-and-tenure 
procedures are uniform across the campus, it is up to the unit to decide on the standards and what 
constitutes evidence of achievement.  A standardized system would minimize that possibility.   
 
 Dr. Carney did not agree.  The system would only offer a template for a vita, not how to do 
promotion and tenure.  She said that she would PREFER more uniformity in vitae across colleges and 
departments, which has nothing to do with the overall dossier.  Units can include any information they 
wish; for example, student learning outcomes, but the units would decide how faculty activity reports 
look.  The system would take nothing away from the faculty. 
 
 Ms. Herther observed that a number of campuses similar to the University of Minnesota use the 
commercial database.  Institutions themselves decide what information to collect, what fields, to include 
in their implementation.  The system would be analogous to Refworks.  They are talking only about 
collecting data; it can be used in different ways and tailored to the needs of colleges and departments.  If 
the resolution is accepted, the next design phase cold look at these ideas and issues. 
 
 Professor Sheets said he understood.  Refworks makes sense.  But he expressed doubt about 
inclusion of, for example, the student-learning outcomes and degrees of success.  Once they were part of 
the data profile provided by some units, how might their absence in the profiles of other departments not 
seem to be an omission?  In other words, the available data would tend to shape what departments ought 
to expect, rather than the other way around.  .  Dr. Carney said a department could not use the learning 
outcomes in the decision unless they were included in the 7.12 statement.  If the learning outcomes are 
not in the department's 7.12 statement, they are not relevant to the promotion-and-tenure process for that 
department.  So the learning outcomes would not shape expectations in promotion and tenure, Professor 
Sheets asked?  The only thing that should shape expectations is the 7.12 statement, Dr. Carney replied, 
and when decisions are not based on the 7.12 is when there is trouble.  So the learning outcomes might or 
might not be included, depending on the department, Professor Sheets concluded. 
 
 Dr. Carney pointed out that the next time the University is accredited, it will be required to 
demonstrate students are achieving the learning outcomes.  But it is not required that each faculty member 
promote the learning outcomes; across colleges, the University must demonstrate students are achieving 
them.  There are 17 departments involved in a pilot project with the learning outcomes.  Professor Sheets 
said that Dr. Carney's point confirms that there will be expectations for certain kinds of information.  Dr. 
Carney said the information will be collected—with or without a database—because it will be needed for 
accreditation. 
 
 The report-generating possibilities from the proposal could be a nightmare, Professor Sirc 
commented.  All that data on a database could lead to requests to generate a lot of reports.  Ms. Herther 
said they envision layers of access and have given consideration to this issue.  It would be somewhat like 
a college catalogue:  anyone can see the classes that are being offered, but advisors have a different level 
of access, departments have a different level, and so on.  Those particulars will need to be dealt with by 
the successor group.  It is a potential data mine, Professor Ernie agreed, but the other side of the coin is 
the one Vice Provost Carney mentioned:  there will be a lot more department and college reporting for 



Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs 
Tuesday, February 25, 2008 
 
 

4

accreditation and accountability in the future.  The expectation is that faculty and staff would enter the 
required data once, and it would then be drawn on by the institution, colleges, and departments as needed.  
He conceded that it is possible more reporting could be a result, but observed that people are busy enough 
that they are only going to seek what is requested. 
 
 Professor Bornsztein asked if this was due only to the software; Professor Ernie said there is a 
human factor in that people need to enter data in so many places.  Will the database solve that problem, 
Professor Bornsztein asked?  The point is to try to ensure that it would, Professor Ernie said, which is 
why the subcommittee recommends linking it to faculty activity reporting.  That would help keep the 
database current and avoid the need to enter information multiple times and in multiple places. 
 
 Dr. Littlefield asked if the Carlson School and HHH Institute would have to give up their own 
systems if the University adopted a new one.  Ms. Herther said she hoped the new system would be so 
good they would want to.  Professor Kleiner commented that he is ready to move to the next system.  
Professor Ernie said that from what they saw, it should be possible to customize the interface with the 
vendor's product so that for those units the system would look very similar. 
 
 What a system would be useful for in interdisciplinary work would be grants that involved a 
number of individuals, Dr. Carney said.  It would no longer be necessary to rely on a lot of people to pull 
information together because it could all be pulled from the database.  That should reduce the frustration 
of putting a proposal together. 
 
 Professor Bornsztein said he has participated in one database at the University that allows one to 
enter any data one wishes.  The primary question for him, he said, is whether participation would be 
mandatory or voluntary.  If it is mandatory, the University should see what colleagues have done.  That is 
why it is easy to tie the proposal to the faculty activity reports; if the database is not tied to them, the 
situation is the one that exists right now.  For outsiders, it is frustrating to find what they need and it is 
unimpressive.  The database could also increase serendipity in learning and connections across the 
University.   
 
 Students obtain a lot of information about faculty from websites that are hard to keep updated.  
How would this connect to those, Professor Fulkerson asked?  That is a design issue, Ms. Herther said.  
Could there be links, Professor Fulkerson asked?  There could, Professor Ernie said, or possibly (more 
desirable) the department website would have a place to click where one could draw information from the 
database.  Professor Fulkerson said that would be essential.  
 
 Where he was impressed with the program offered by the one vendor, Professor Ernie said, was 
that it is an expertise database (that could be used to respond to questions from industry, for example), 
and that can be used for faculty activity reporting, which in turn can be used to develop administrative 
reports that are needed.  Where it was unsatisfactory was when it was imposed without faculty 
participation.  How would the University make it satisfactory, Professor Zuiker inquired?  That is a matter 
of the design, Ms. Herther said.  Where it hasn't work well is where faculty had no voice in the design and 
construction of the website and where no one asked the faculty how to develop it so it would work for 
them.  If one takes the view of Professor Sheets, Professor Sirc observed, any database would be imposed.  
One hope is that negative reactions would be minimized, Ms. Herther said, and that a system would be 
designed that is functional, that would get the job done, and that is what faculty want.   
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 Professor Cherkassky said it was not clear if this would be a top-down project or one that is 
bottom-up.  Would it tie existing resources together or would it be something new?  It would be 
something new, Ms. Herther said, and since what the University has now is not working, there wouldn't 
be much lost.  This would be an opportunity to create something from the ground up.  Who would design 
it, Professor Cherkassky asked?  The process must have the faculty and staff as partners, Professor Ernie 
said—and there also has to be a role for other stakeholders, such as the administration, the Office of 
Information Technology, and the public.   
 
 It was agreed that the Committee would discuss this proposal again at its next meeting and then 
take a vote.  Professor Sirc thanked Professor Ernie and Ms. Herther for their work and for presenting the 
report. 
 
2. Update on ad hoc Ombuds Committee 
 
 Professor Sheets provided a brief update on the work of the ad hoc committee on a faculty 
ombuds position.  The members of the subcommittee, in addition to him, are Professors Rod Squires, 
Tom Clayton, and David Born, Ms. Littlefield, Carolyn Chalmers (Office of Conflict Resolution), Vice 
President Carrier, and someone to be designated from Vice Provost Carney's office.  The committee has 
met twice and is trying to understand the needs an ombuds person would serve as well as the institutional 
location of such a position.  They felt it would be helpful to have information from the Pulse survey about 
faculty satisfaction or dissatisfaction.  They are also reviewing the guidelines of the national organization 
of ombuds people, looking at models at other institutions, and trying to define "faculty."  They have 
concluded that an ombuds person would deal with tenured and tenure-track faculty, P&A faculty, and 
contract faculty, but not administrative personnel. 
 
3. The 40-Hour Week and Disability Coverage 
 
 Professor Sirc turned next to issues raised by a faculty member in letter submitted to him (on 
behalf of SCFA).  The pertinent parts of the letter included these points: 
 

I want to bring to your attention the ramifications of the 40-hour-work-week that is assumed for 
faculty by Human Resources.  I have been informed that the 40-hour-work-week assumption is 
standard within and outside the University.  However, the assumption is quite problematic when 
it comes to partial medical leaves – that is, reductions in time worked, for health reasons.  

 
It turns out that unless a reduction of 20% or more (time) is advised by a doctor, a partial medical 
leave will not be approved, nor will the University’s long-term leave insurer, Standard Insurance, 
pay for a long-term leave of less than 20% time off  (that is, the workload must be at 80% time or 
less). 
 
Say that a faculty member is working full-time, and his work usually takes him 50 hours per 
week. His doctor decides that he needs to work less – no more than eight hours per day, or 40 
hours per week.  The faculty member is not eligible for any kind of medical leave, and his 
workload in terms of courses advising, committees, etc, remains the same. Suppose instead that 
his doctor decides that the professor should work no more than 35 hours per week.  In reality this 
is a reduction to 70% of his prior workload, but it will be calculated as 35 divided by 40 (times 
100) – an 87.5% workload.  Since it is above the 80% threshold, no medical leave will be granted.   
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Say that a faculty member is working full-time, and his work usually takes him 50 hours per 
week. His doctor decides that he needs to work less – no more than eight hours per day, or 40 
hours per week.  The faculty member is not eligible for any kind of medical leave, and his 
workload in terms of courses advising, committees, etc, remains the same. Suppose instead that 
his doctor decides that the professor should work no more than 35 hours per week.  In reality this 
is a reduction to 70% of his prior workload, but it will be calculated as 35 divided by 40 (times 
100) – an 87.5% workload.  Since it is above the 80% threshold, no medical leave will be granted.   

 
The author of the letter also pointed out that very few faculty only work 40 hours per week and that it is 
inaccurate to describe them as having a 40-hour workweek.  The author also contended that Human 
Resources does not acknowledge the possibility of working on weekends; the 40 hours are assumed to 
occur from Monday to Friday.  The author concluded with this question:  "Why is the University paying 
for insurance under a system that stacks the deck against the ill/injured faculty member who wants to 
continue to work as much as possible?" 
 
 Jacqueline Singer, the University's Director of Retirement Programs, wrote a letter in response to 
the one that Professor Sirc received.  She identified two issues in the letter:  "(1) The definition of a full-
time work week for faculty, and (2) the definition of disability excluding any loss of earnings less than 
20% of covered earnings as of the onset date."  She then offered the following points: 
 

For purposes of benefits programs and many other employment provisions, the standard of a 40 
hour work week has been established by practice in the United States and supported by state and 
federal statutes.  For example, the Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA) sets overtime requirements 
for non-exempt employees as hours paid over 40 in a work week.  Of course it is true that many 
professional, exempt employees in this country, including faculty, routinely exceed this 40 hours 
per week standard.   No law specifies requirements on the days of the week or the hours of the 
day in which work is to be accomplished.  Basing a variety of employment and benefits 
provisions on the assumption of the 40 hour work week is typical of our top-10 public university 
competitors, as well as the State of Minnesota. 

 
Our medical leave policy allows for up to a three month period of medical leave that provides full 
pay and benefits to the individual who cannot work due to a serious medical condition.  At the 
beginning of the fourth month, the long-term disability program would take effect if the 
individual is eligible.  The program provides that an individual is eligible for disability insurance 
only if their work earnings are less than 80% of their work earnings prior to the medical leave.  
For example, if a faculty member were permitted, by medical release, to only work 38 hours per 
week, he would still be receiving 95% of his pre-disability earnings, and as such, would not be 
eligible for long-term disability benefits. 

 
When we receive a doctor’s release to partial work, the work is generally stated either as a 
percentage of the work week or as a number of hours per week.  We have historically had no 
issues receiving this type of documentation from the medical community. 

 
Long-term disability benefits provide a reasonable safety net for lost income, but do not 
guarantee 100% of lost income indefinitely. For many long-term academics, our disability 
program provides 100% pre-disability income replacement for 12 months following onset, 



Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs 
Tuesday, February 25, 2008 
 
 

7

followed by the longer term income replacement of 66 2/3%.   Because a long-term disability 
benefit could potentially be paid out for many years, cost management mechanisms are built in to 
attain an affordable benefit for all employees.  Our plan provides cost management while 
continuing to ensure that the employee has adequate income.  We continuously monitor higher 
education and other industry sector standards to keep our policies competitive.  

 
 Vice President Carrier said she was glad that this issue had been raised because it provides an 
opportunity to have a discussion about the academic disability plan.  The Committee should know about 
it, she said, because it is a good program—one of the best around.  The issues raised in the letter to 
Professor Sirc need to be addressed.  She introduced Kathleen Donohue from her office, the in-house 
expert on the disability program. 
 
 Mr. Chapman noted that Ms. Singer reports to him but was unable to attend this meeting.  He and 
Ms. Donohue can answer questions and provide an overview.  He noted the points that Ms. Singer raised 
in her response.  It is most important, he said, to acknowledge the reality that faculty and many other 
professional employees at the University work more than 40 hours per week, and frequently they work a 
great deal more than 40 hours.  As Ms. Singer pointed out, however, the 40-hour workweek is standard in 
the United States, both by practice and in law.  Some things about that standard are good and some are 
awkward but it is the reality that the University must live with and the reality of disability-benefit 
programs, which are tied to the 40-hour week.  The assumption is that if medical opinion is that someone 
can work 75%-time, they can work 30 hours per week.   
 
 When an individual hits 80% pre-disability income, disability coverage terminates. The 
University has quite generous academic disability coverage, Mr. Chapman said.  There is a medical-leave 
benefit for faculty and eligible P&A staff:  they are covered at 100% of income for the first three months, 
for months 4-12 there is a schedule, depending on years of service, that provides either 100% or 66 & 
2/3%, and for month 13 and after everyone receives 66 & 2/3%.  Many employers provide only 66& 
2/3% of income from the first day of disability; the University provides a great deal more and is very 
competitive. 
 
 It is standard in the industry that disability policies do not provide 100% of income for the rest of 
someone's life.  What is also standard is when someone can return to work and that when one reaches 
80% of the pre-disability income, the coverage ceases.  This is a mechanism to help make the coverage 
affordable and it is also rare for employees to bump up against the 80% mark.  Employers in general have 
a financial interest in having people return to work but also want employees not to suffer an extreme loss 
of income due to disability, so the maximum of 80% helps to achieve both goals.   
 
 Professor Sirc inquired about the language in the letter regarding how unusual it is for a physician 
to quantify a disability in terms of a percentage of a work week.  Mr. Chapman said that in their 
experience it actually was usual the response from a physician; Ms. Donohue agreed.  What is unusual is 
that few individuals are disabled for that small a percentage of time; usually doctors say, based on the 40-
hour workweek, that someone can work 25, 50, or 75% time.  In this case, the individual borders on 80%.    
 
 If one is talking about faculty, it is their brains that matter, Professor Cherkassky said; given that, 
what does it mean to say that someone can work 80% time?  The judgment is based on the ability to 
perform one's actual job, Mr. Chapman said.  A physical impairment may be less likely to prevent a 
faculty member from doing the job than it would for someone who had a physical job. There are, 
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however, clear examples of conditions preventing a faculty member from performing his or her job 
duties, such as stress. A doctor might say, Ms. Donohue explained, that someone cannot work more than 
six hours per day.  In the case of mental or intellectual work, that is very subjective, Professor Cherkassky 
said; no one knows what is going on, including the doctor.   
 
 When there is a determination of disability, is there a standard form that goes from the office to 
the physician, Professor Masellis asked?  There are two processes, Ms. Donohue responded.  There is an 
FMLA (the federal Family Medical Leave Act) form that must be sent out, a basic form to provide unpaid 
leave that does not provide enough information to grant a paid leave, so they rely on insurance-company 
communication with the physician.  The individual calls the insurance company; it faxes information to 
the doctor.   
 
 So the insurance company decides on the disability, Professor Masellis asked?  It does, Ms. 
Donohue said.  Therein may lie the problem, Professor Masellis commented.  There is an appeal process, 
Mr. Chapman said.  He said that, generally speaking, what the insurance company is doing is ensuring 
that proper medical documentation has been provided to demonstrate the disability. They are not making 
the judgment as to whether someone is disabled. He has not seen instances where an insurance company 
has overruled a physician but they do want documentation of a medical disability.   
 
 How would they answer the question posed in the letter that the deck is stacked against faculty 
members, Professor Sirc asked?  It is not stacked against them, Mr. Chapman said.  The system is very 
accommodating for people who want to return to work; on a part-time basis, they can earn part-time 
income and the disability coverage will pay part.  Ms. Donohue agreed that the University's plan is 
generous and that our new vendor, The Standard, is particularly accommodating; someone can work 50%-
time and receive 100% of their income.  That could be a long-term situation and the program must be 
designed to accommodate someone who could be covered for decades.  But there is an 80% limit, and the 
program is designed to provide an incentive to return to work. 
 
 If one tries to return to work and discovers that one cannot, can he or she return to long-term 
disability coverage, Professor Masellis asked?  They can, Ms. Donohue said.  Is one obligated to apply for 
Social Security if on 66 & 2/3% disability income?  They are, Ms. Donohue said  
 
 Is there anything that can be done about the 40-versus-50-hour problem, Professor Sirc asked?  
Vice Provost Carney observed that workload policies vary by college and would have to be factored in to 
any attempt to address the question.  Vice President Carrier agreed it is difficult to carve out a 60%-time 
faculty appointment; perhaps one could teach but research and service would be difficult.  There are 
tough questions and are difficult to work out.  Some colleges have a 40-40-20 standard, Dr. Carney 
observed (research-teaching-service), but a faculty member might buy out some of the time so could be at 
80-10-10 (80% research).  CFANS faculty have different percentage appointments with different 
agencies.  The differences across colleges are probably why the idea of a University-wide standard was 
dropped. 
 
 Professor Sirc asked about calculating it on an hourly basis.  Dr. Carney said that that is why the 
policies do not say what it is a percentage OF.  This is awkward, Dr. Carrier agreed.  She said she doubted 
anyone at this meeting works only 40 hours per week, but to try to adjust the disability policy would have 
an impact on a lot of other University policies and she suggested "you do not want to go there."  It is 
better to put up with this little anomaly in the world than to try to reconceptualize a large number of other 
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policies to accommodate a change in the disability policy.  Mr. Chapman said he has never seen this 
become a problem in real life and that his office works closely with faculty members on disability to 
make the program work for them; it is more a conceptual concern. 
 
 Professor Bornsztein commented that it appears in this case that the individual could not convey 
with accuracy to the attending physician the level of disability.  That is why one needs to have a good 
discussion with one's physician, Professor Fulkerson said, because there are implications for the 
individual.  Faculty need to know this. 
 
 Professor Sirc thanked Ms. Donohue and Mr. Chapman for their report and comments. 
 
4. Admission of Children of Faculty to the University (Twin Cities) 
 
 Professor Sirc turned now to the matter raised in an email message from a faculty member:  how 
the children of faculty are treated in the admissions process.  The original message read (in pertinent part) 
as follows: 
 

I have been contacted recently by several colleagues in the University who have had discouraging 
experiences working with admissions counselors in the Registrar's office. As most of us are 
aware, the University's drive to become a top three public research university has created some 
unintended consequences. One of those is an obsession with numbers used to compare entering 
freshman classes with peer institutions. Class rank, GPA, ACT/SAT scores, and greater 
selectivity seem to be the sole criterion for admitting students directly from high school. Because 
many of our faculty send their children to some of the best private and public high schools in the 
region, their children are well prepared for college, score well on standardized tests, succeed in 
advanced placement courses, and yet may not be in the top 25% of their class rank or have grade 
point averages artificially inflated by less demanding schools or schools with fewer college-
bound students. As a result, I have learned recently that some children of faculty are not being 
accepted to the U, and are even being discouraged from applying. In some cases these same 
children have been accepted at some of the nation's best private and public universities who seem 
to be making admission decisions in more appropriate ways. Just to be clear, I'm not talking about 
my children, but those of friends and acquaintances  
 
I'm writing to ask for your help in how we or more appropriately your committee, might consider 
a proposal that simply asks for access to the University for the children/dependents of faculty, 
assuming students meet broad admissions requirements. Faculty would pay tuition, and only 
students who were able to succeed at the U would be admitted, but this admissions policy would 
take into consideration more than raw numbers.  

 
 Professor Sirc wrote back as follows: 
 

You made some serious claims in your note to me, so I felt it necessary to get some information. I 
took your charges -- anonymously, of course -- to Wayne Sigler, our admissions director; Cathy 
Wambach, the chair of the Senate Committee on Educational 
Policy; and the members of the Faculty Consultative Committee. I must say that no one shared 
the perception you have of faculty dependents being either discouraged from applying or denied 
admission when qualified. Wayne Sigler assured me (and I have no reason to doubt him; he's 
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served for many years in his position without any controversy and has recently completed a two-
year term as the head of a national collegiate admissions organization) that our admissions 
policies are among the most scrupulous in the country. 
 
But as Chair of Faculty Affairs, I want to serve the faculty, so I will also talk with the members of 
Faculty Affairs tomorrow, at our next scheduled meeting, to get their thoughts. Additionally, if 
you have any hard evidence to support your claims, by all means let me know. 

 
 Professor Sirc asked Committee members for their views and whether or not there appears to be 
need for any new policy or revision of existing policy. 
 
 Vice Provost Carney distributed copies of two pages from the Twin Cities campus admissions 
website.  One page provided an overview of the process; the second, an excerpt from the admission 
application form which includes questions about whether any of the student's family members have 
attended the University or if any of them are employed by the University.  She noted that in the overview, 
the admissions office considers primary and secondary factors.  The primary review factors are 
completion of college-preparatory curriculum in high school, high-school rank, grade-point average, ACT 
or SAT score, and strength of the high-school curriculum (including, e.g., AP, IB, honors, etc.).  
Secondary review factors include evidence of exceptional achievement, aptitude, or personal 
accomplishments, not reflected in the academic record or standardized test scores, pattern of steady 
improvement in academic performance, participation in extra-curricular college preparatory programs 
(e.g., MEP, PSEO, Talent Search, UMTYMP, Upward Bound, and other programs), evidence of 
exceptional talent or ability in artistic, scholarly, leadership or athletic performance, ACT/SAT writing 
test results, outstanding high-school or community involvement, size of graduating class, work 
experience, paid or unpaid, family attendance/employment at the University, first-generation college 
student, evidence of exceptional motivation, maturity, or responsibility, evidence of having overcome 
social, economic, or physical barriers to educational achievement, evidence that enrollment would 
enhance the cultural, gender, age, economic, racial, or geographic diversity of the student body, and 
extenuating circumstances.   
 
 The claim that admissions decisions are formulaic has not been true since 2002, Dr. Carney said.  
All applications now receive a holistic review based on the primary and secondary factors she outlined.  Is 
the process two-tiered, so that if one does not meet the primary criteria, the admissions office considers 
the secondary factors, Professor Masellis asked?  The primary review factors are given the strongest 
consideration in the decision, but all of the primary and secondary review factors are considered. Dr. 
Carney noted that being the child of any employee of the University is one of the secondary factors that 
will be considered.   
 
 The admissions office works closely with guidance counselors across the state in an impressive 
manner, Dr. Carney told the Committee, and provides reports to high schools on who got in to the 
University and who did not.  If those counselors saw anything strange in the admissions pattern, one can 
be sure that they would contact the President, members of the Board of Regents, and Dr. Sigler (the 
Director of Admissions for the Twin Cities).  The secondary factors allow a broad range of considerations 
to be taken into account—if a high-school student has a car accident in 10th grade and does not do well for 
a year, the admissions staff will take that into consideration.  But there is no numeric cut-off, she 
emphasized.  In terms of family background and relationship to the University, that would be taken into 
account as a secondary factor.  This year there were 28,000 applications and the number has been 
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increasing every year for the last several years.  The number of applicants in recent years has been as 
follows:  26,073 in 2007; 24,658 in 2006; 20,571 in 2005; 18,541 in 2004. 
 
 Is there a cap on the number of students accepted, Professor Zuiker asked?  There is, Dr. Carney 
said; each college has an enrollment limit—and each applicant must specify which college he or she is 
applying for (and may list more than one, in order of preference).  Each college sets the size of its 
incoming class.  It is a complex business, however, and colleges must over-admit because not everyone 
who is offered admission will accept.  The University has an analyst who works with the Office of 
Admissions and the colleges to help predict the number of students who will enroll.  (Some students will 
pay the enrollment confirmation fee to reserve their place at several institutions and will decide later 
which one they will attend; the University only learns that the student will NOT attend when he or she 
does not show up.)  If a college admits too many students, that places a stress on the college, on residence 
halls, on faculty, etc.  By and large, however, the Office of Admissions and the colleges have done a 
remarkably good job in admitting the number they plan on.   
 
 It is true that a number of students who would have been admitted a few years ago might not now 
get in, Dr. Carney said.  The average GPA of incoming students is now about 3.7 and few fall below the 
50th percentile in their class.  Almost 84 percent are in the top quarter of their high school class and more 
and more of the students are in the top 10% of their high-school class.   
 
 Professor Sirc asked Dr. Carney if she concurred with the notion that the children of faculty are 
being admitted to other high-quality institutions but not being accepted here.  Dr. Carney said she did not.  
Dr. Sigler collaborates closely with associate deans to determine admission guidelines and the number 
who will be admitted to each college.  Students whose decisions are postponed are told they will be 
informed by April 1; some are admitted and some are not and some are put on a waitlist.  The admissions 
office has a remarkable communications plan, she said, and all students are kept informed of their status 
all along. 
 
 Professor Sirc said he asked Dr. Sigler if the children of faculty are discouraged from attending 
the University; Dr. Sigler said that is absolutely not true.  If there are a lot of students on the bubble, Dr. 
Carney said, and all are more-or-less equal, one secondary consideration is whether the student is the 
child of an employee, and that status can be a tipping factor.  But they also look at a lot of other factors, 
such as the curriculum the student took as a senior (a light load?), the trajectory of academic performance, 
etc.   
 
 Professor Kleiner inquired if the other CIC schools have seen similar increases in the number of 
applicants in recent years.  Dr. Carney said she believed that all have seen an increase but that 
Minnesota's has been especially dramatic.  That increase, she added, has been tied to strategic positioning 
and "Driven to Discover":  it may sound hard to believe for those inside the University, but those efforts 
have captured the public's attention.  It is also more difficult to get in, which makes admission more 
valuable.  Professor Cherkassky asked about the proportion of applicants admitted; for fall 2008, 28,000 
students have applied for a freshman class of 5,200 students. 
 
 Professor Sirc inquired of his colleagues if any of them were familiar with a public university that 
has a policy that provides preferential admission for the children of faculty.  None were, although some 
private institutions, and some Canadian institutions, do so.   
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 Dr. Littlefield said she has heard that there is the perception that if a student goes to a "hard" high 
school, he or she is at a disadvantage in applying to the University.  Dr. Carney said there is the same 
perception about small and rural high schools, which is why the admissions office moved to holistic 
reviews of applications in order to try to balance all the appropriate factors, factors that were obscured by 
relying only on numbers.  The counselors appear to be satisfied with the admissions decisions being made 
and she said she did not believe students are disadvantaged by class rank. 
 
 So she believes the system is fair and equitable, Professor Sirc asked Dr. Carney?  She believes it 
is very fair and equitable, Dr. Carney replied.  Dr. Sigler consults closely with the associate deans and he 
has a very talented staff review the applications.  There are many eyes on each application, and while it is 
hard to turn anyone down, the University simply cannot accept all who apply. 
 
 Professor Sirc asked the Committee what its conclusions were.  Professor Squires commented 
that three examples out of 28.000 applications does not suggest a serious problem.  Professor Fulkerson 
said that the GPA requirement and the expectation of other experiences are higher than they were in the 
past, so some students who might have gotten in before are not now, but people may not realize that.  Dr. 
Carney agreed.  She said that when she served as associate dean in CLA she received calls about 
admissions and concern that students were not being admitted.   
 

Dr. Carney also pointed out that the door is not closed because someone is not admitted to the 
University right from high school.  The University has a generous transfer policy; a student can go 
elsewhere for school and do well and then transfer to the University.  In graduate programs, Professor 
Fulkerson noted, one can see the data on who is admitted and judge one's own chances.  That information 
is also published for undergraduates, Dr. Carney pointed out.  The data on who is admitted are provided 
by the Office of Admissions by college—the average high-school rank, ACT score, and so on.  A few 
years ago, the numbers were lower than they are now.  There is also the Minnesota Transfer Curriculum, 
she observed; the University has agreements with the community colleges about transfer. 

 
Professor Kleiner inquired about the number of students who enter from high school compared to 

the number who graduate:  if the number who graduate is larger than the number who enter, then clearly 
there are other important options for students to come to the University later as transfer students.  That 
number is not larger, Dr. Carney said, but some students drop out and transfer students come in. 

 
Professor Sirc inquired if the Committee wished to pursue this issue further.  No one expressed an 

interest in doing so. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
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