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Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs 
Tuesday, May 13, 2008 

2:30 – 4:15 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Geoffrey Sirc (chair), Ben Bornsztein, Arlene Carney, Vladimir Cherkassky, Jayne 

Fulkerson, Erin George, Andrew Gerst, Kathryn Hanna, Morris Kleiner, Holly Littlefield, 
Theodor Litman, George Sheets, Elizabeth Stallman, Virginia Zuiker 

 
Absent:  Stacey Aronson, Carol Carrier, Dann Chapman, Tom Clayton, Anna Masellis, Luis 

Ramos-Garcia, Roderick Squires 
 
Guests: Professor Peggy Nelson (Women's Faculty Cabinet); Nan Wilhelmson (Human 

Resources); Carolyn Chalmers (Director, Office of Conflict Resolution); Jackie Singer 
(Director, Retirement Benefits) 

 
[In these minutes:  (1) appreciation; (2) consistency in application of family-leave policies; (3) annual 
report from the Conflict Resolution Office and report of the faculty ombuds subcommittee; (4) senior 
faculty status; (5) retirement incentive option] 
 
 
1. Appreciation 
 
 Professor Sirc convened the meeting at 2:35 and acknowledged Professor Kleiner, who asked for 
the floor.  Professor Kleiner moved that the Committee thank Professor Sirc for his excellent service and 
outstanding contributions and leadership in faculty governance for the last two years as chair of this 
Committee.  Committee members gave Professor Sirc a round of applause.  Professor Sirc thanked the 
Committee, complimented Committee members on coming to the meeting prepared to work, and thanked 
also Vice President Carrier, Vice Provost Carney, Mr. Chapman, and Ms. Singer for all they do to help 
the Committee do its work. 
 
2. Consistency in Application of Family-Leave Policies 
 
 Professor Sirc now welcomed Professor Nelson, Chair of the Women's Faculty Cabinet, to talk 
about inconsistency in application of the family leave policies. 
 
 Professor Nelson told the Committee that members of the Women's Faculty Cabinet (hereinafter 
WFC) were asked if they had heard stories about, or were concerned about, inconsistent application of the 
family-leave policies.  People receive a leave but then questions are raised about who pays and who does 
the work.  The policies are very clear:  paid leave is available to all faculty.  The difficulties are local and 
usually arise after the person returns; there are implications at promotion-and-tenure time or when merit 
decisions are made (e.g., "you did not publish enough" or someone is asked to use her grant money to pay 
to cover the teaching while she is on leave).  Units cannot allow someone to take a leave and then punish 
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them for it.  The University must take steps to be sure that all are aware of the leave policies and perhaps 
provide additional training for chairs and heads. 
 
 What does the policy say, Professor Sirc asked?  Vice Provost Carney said the Family Medical 
Leave Act (FMLA) is clear:  The birth mother is to receive six weeks of leave.  The difficulty comes in 
the timing of births.  There are two levels of confusion:  (1) during the annual reviews and (2) family 
medical leave.  In the case of (1), stopping the tenure clock is not a leave; the individual is still working 
and the year the clock is stopped is treated as a repeat year.  She said she has intervened after reviewing 
the Form 12s when she catches one that says a person did not do an adequate amount of work during the 
year when the tenure clock was stopped.  In the case of (2), the mother comes back after six weeks, 
perhaps mid-semester, and the unit may have already decided to have someone else teach a course, or 
they may ask the mother to begin teaching.  Some institutions have a "modified duty" policy (e.g., Iowa, 
Michigan, Princeton) that provides that the mother does not teach during the semester of the family leave.   
 
 Who grants the leave, Professor Sirc asked?  The final decision is the Provost's, Dr. Carney said, 
and most situations are quite straightforward.  But the University CANNOT stop someone from taking a 
family medical leave if she requests it, nor may anyone counsel her against taking it. 
 
 The University does not yet have a "modified duty" policy.  The Regents at Iowa recently got 
upset because they were not consulted on adoption of the policy.  In some units the policies work well and 
mothers received modified service.  Sometimes babies arrive at times that are not expected or convenient 
so it is not always possible to know if someone will be available the entire semester.   
 
 The policies do not cover the birth father, Dr. Carney noted, although some policies at other 
institutions allow modified duty for a father if he can demonstrate he provides 20 hours of childcare per 
week.  The policy also does not apply to adoptive parents (who have two weeks of leave). 
 
 How large a problem is the inconsistency in application, Professor Sirc asked?  Dr. Carney said 
she asked that question of her counterpart at Iowa.  There, about half the faculty have health-care 
coverage for dependent children but the number added in any one year is unpredictable but probably 
fairly regular.  At Iowa, the college must provide the money to cover the leave.   
 
 Is part of the solution better information to department chairs, Professor Sheets asked?  Dr. 
Carney said she does provide it during the chair training sessions, but she does not reach all current 
chairs.  Professor Sheets inquired if anyone has had an adverse promotion/tenure decision because of 
taking a family medical leave.  They do not know of any cases where that has happened, Professor Nelson 
said, but the individuals felt uncomfortable when the issue arose.  Dr. Carney said she has seen comments 
on the Form 12 about having taken a leave, and the candidate responded to them, but they should not even 
appear.  Professor Sheets said he assumes the departments were rebuked if something appeared on the 
Form 12.  Dr. Carney said these kinds of incidents are why she believes it important that she be on the 
record that mothers should not be penalized and why she talks to departments.   
 
 Dr. Carney asked if there should be a modified duty policy at Minnesota.  The policy at Michigan 
appears to work well.  Professor Sirc said it seems like a vanguard policy in terms of being family-
friendly.  Professor Fulkerson said that it might help clarify the situation, for both the department and the 
faculty member, if there were an upfront agreement about what would be done and would not be done.  
Dr. Carney said people seem to be unwilling to have upfront discussions.   
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 Professor Hanna asked how the Michigan policy works.  Dr. Carney said that for units outside the 
health sciences, where teaching is a regular part of the mother's duties, she is expected to come to 
meetings, meet with students, and do other regular duties, but does not teach courses for the semester in 
which the leave occurs.  In medical units, where mothers have clinic duties, there are difficulties because 
others in the clinic must cover the patients.  Professor Bornsztein agreed and said the same problem arises 
with residents.  The understanding that there will be no teaching makes it easier for the department 
because there is no expectation—and it makes it better for students, who do not face a change of 
instructor in the middle of the semester.  The department must plan to cover the teaching—and it can be 
costly, depending on the expertise of the faculty member.   
 
 Has Michigan put a cost on its policy, Professor Sirc asked?  Dr. Carney said they probably have 
but she does not have the number.  She can find out; it would be instructive because the cost for Michigan 
would probably be similar for Minnesota.   
 
 The best-defined policies can be derailed by a lack of cultural support, Professor Bornsztein 
observed.  He has seen the opposite occur:  in the face of a restrictive policy, a mother was allowed 
modified service (provided time for breast-feeding).  One of the CIC schools has lactation stations, Dr. 
Carney said, available for all staff.  Minnesota does not.  This is probably less of a problem for faculty, 
most of whom have private offices, but for staff without offices the situation can be more difficult.  She 
asked if Human Resources has heard about this as a problem.  Ms. Wilhelmson said they have always 
heard about it and it is always an issue. 
 
 What can be done, Professor Sirc asked?  Dr. Carney said she cannot do more than comment on 
the Form 12s.  She cannot intervene and tell a college it is not being fair unless there is a University 
policy.  The Form 12 only applies to probationary faculty, Professor Sheets pointed out, and it could be 
that tenured faculty women also need help. 
 
 This has been a helpful discussion, Professor Nelson said, and makes it clear that mothers should 
not, for example, be expected to pay for teaching from grant funds.  Dr. Carney observed that if someone 
has a heart attack, the unit does not expect that person to pay for the cost of a replacement.   
 
 Professor Sirc said he found the discussion depressing.  This is an area where, for example, 
Michigan and Berkeley have an edge in recruiting faculty because they have policies that make the 
faculty experience more desirable and avoids the cost of faculty leaving.  The same can be said for tuition 
remission, Professor Kleiner commented. 
 
 Professor Sirc thanked Professor Nelson for joining the meeting. 
 
3. Annual Report from the Conflict Resolution Office & Report of the Ombuds Subcommittee 
 
 Professor Sirc welcomed Ms. Chalmers to the meeting to provide the annual report from the 
Office of Conflict Resolution (OCR) and, with Professor Sheets, a report from the ad hoc subcommittee 
on a faculty ombuds position. 
 
 Ms. Chalmers began by noting that OCR serves faculty, P&A staff, civil service staff, and student 
employees in dealing with workplace disputes.  They provide both informal help and formal hearings.  
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She reviewed the history of the office, observing that in response to a study, the Regents authorized it to 
provide informal dispute-resolution services as well as formal grievance processes; the name of the office 
was changed accordingly, from the University Grievance Office to the Office of Conflict Resolution. 
 
 A handout from Ms. Chalmers revealed that the number of faculty who bring disputes to OCR is 
about 25-35 per year, on average.  The issues range from credit for intellectual work to performance 
feedback to salary equity to student criticism to class-load expectations to sabbatical and leave disputes to 
office/lab space allocation to working relationships.  Ms. Chalmers related that she is a lawyer by training 
and a P&A staff member who does teach one course per year, but is not a regular faculty member.  
SCFA's question was whether there is need for a faculty person to provide ombuds services specifically to 
faculty. 
 
 Professor Kleiner asked what happens if a faculty member complains or asks for a conflict 
resolution meeting, but the administration refuses to meet with someone from her office; is there any way 
to make an administrator meet.  Ms. Chalmers said she only has the power of moral suasion but that 
except for one time, she cannot recall that it has happened.  The Regents policy provides that the 
supervisor is obligated to deal with the office. 
 
 Professor Litman asked if her office provides service to adjunct faculty.  Ms. Chalmers said they 
provide assistance to anyone who receives a University paycheck (except for bargaining unit employees, 
who work through their union).   
 
 Professor Zuiker asked about student criticism:  how does student criticism surface as an issue in 
OCR?  Does the faculty member know the student and bring the issue to OCR?  A faculty member may 
raise concerns that a student is disruptive in class and the department chair is not taking appropriate 
actions, or a student may report something to a department chair, who in turn goes to the faculty 
member—and this is of concern to the faculty member.   
 
 Professor Bornsztein said the name change was positive.  He asked how many of the conflicts 
brought to her office are resolved.  Ms. Chalmers said that resolution is on a case-by-case basis, but few 
go to hearings.  One needs to define "resolved," because a lot of situations are "improved" if not resolved.  
They do have situations where people agree on a solution.   
 
  It appears that there has not been a major change in the number of complaints since the change 
was made from grievance to conflict resolution, Professor Sheets commented.  If the number of hearings 
has declined, has there been greater use of the ombuds service?  That is hard to tell, Ms. Chalmers said, 
because she was out of the office in an interim administrative position the year after the name change, but 
it would appear the answer for now is "no."  But that does not foretell what might happen in the future. 
 
 Professor Sheets next recalled that Professor Carol Chomsky visited the Committee last 
December and brought up the issue of a faculty ombuds person.  As reported in the minutes of that 
meeting, she stated that the question of whether to have a faculty ombuds has been a perennial issue but 
that nothing ever happens, that there continues to be confusion about jurisdictional boundaries between 
OCR and the Senate Judicial Committee, that there is a sense faculty are not using OCR ombuds services 
as much as they might, that there is a range of more visible faculty ombuds services at CIC schools but no 
one model, and that having a faculty ombuds position in OCR would probably benefit both OCR and the 
faculty.  Professor Chomsky suggested that unresolved faculty issues fester and she listed several of them 
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(authorship disputes, cross-claims of academic misconduct, disputes over PI leadership, 
ownership/control of web updates, disputes over performance feedback, salary equity, teaching 
assignments, class loads, etc.).  Professor Sheets related that another grievance that was repeatedly noted 
in the subcommittee deliberations was bullying, especially, but not only, of junior faculty.   Following 
Professor Chomsky’s appearance in December, a draft motion to support creation of a faculty ombuds 
position was circulated among SCFA members in January.  The motion received mixed reactions from 
Committee members, at least in part because it lacked specifics.  An ad hoc subcommittee was therefore 
appointed, the members of which were, in addition to Professor Sheets, Professor Squires, Professor 
Clayton, and Dr. Littlefield, Joining the subcommittee were Ms. Chalmers, Professor David Born, Dr. 
Karen Zentner Bacig from the Vice Provost’s office, Ms. Nan Wilhelmson from Central HR, and Jan 
Morse, head of the Student Conflict Resolution Center.    The subcommittee has met biweekly during 
spring semester and reached several conclusions and recommendations, which Professor Sheets 
proceeded to summarize.   
 
 The subcommittee feels there continues to be a need for increased and more visible ombuds 
services for faculty.  This conclusion is based on the information contained in the 2006 PULSE survey, 
the 2007 exit interviews of faculty, the 2005 COACHE survey of probationary faculty, and anecdotal 
evidence of incivility among faculty in the academic workplace.  These data suggest a potentially 
disturbing picture, Professor Sheets said, and the need to address issues of unhappiness and collegiality.  
While acknowledging that the statistics he was quoting were "cherry picked" form the sources listed 
above, and noting that the responses to the various surveys were self-selecting and limited in number,  he 
reported that  26 % of the faculty exit interviews listed workplace “environment” as a reason given for 
faculty departures.  As Jim Meland had reported to SCFA earlier this year, "Environment" was one of the 
top three reasons faculty gave for leaving the University.  The 2006 PULSE survey revealed that 24% of 
current faculty claim to have "been a target of discrimination, harassment, or hostility on campus" at least 
"rarely" in the last six months.  While only 15% claim to have "experienced or observed a significant 
misconduct . . . in [their] unit/department within the last twelve months," 63% of those stated that 
University officials did not take "appropriate corrective action."  In response to the question of whether 
someone who complained of violations of University policy "would be protected from retaliation," 50% 
indicated that they were uncertain or felt not.  In the case of the COACHE results, 60% of the responses 
were one standard deviation below the mean of the University's selected peer group regarding satisfaction 
with "Climate, Culture, and Collegiality."  (Dr. Carney pointed out, however, that the University was in 
the top 5% of the entire group in terms of the happiness of faculty; the selected peer group had among the 
happiest faculty in the entire pool.) 
 
 As will be spelled out more fully in a written report to follow, the subcommittee recommends 
increasing the visibility and availability of faculty ombuds services.  "Faculty" in this in this 
recommendation is meant to include all full-time instructional personnel, so would include P&A and 
term/contract faculty as well.  The services should be provided in association and close coordination with 
existing ombuds services, including specifically OCR; the reporting line should be at a high level; the 
service should be staffed by faculty; the charge should include dealing with specific disputes as well as 
systemic problems; the person(s) delivering the services should be professionally trained in mediation; 
and the service should conform to generally recognized principles of ombuds services, including 
confidentiality, impartiality, and administrative independence.   
 
  Professor Fulkerson asked how much discussion the subcommittee had about whether the Office 
for Conflict Resolution was currently under-staffed and a regular faculty member needed to fill this role 
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or if the Office just needed more publicity.  The subcommittee did not discuss the workload of existing 
staff in OCR, Professor Sheets said, but it did conclude that there was a need for a faculty provider, even 
if only to make the existing services more visible and appealing.  Ms. Chalmers agreed there is need for 
more outreach and said the services of OCR would be strengthened if there were a faculty provider.  
 
 Professor Hanna said she supported this proposal at the macro level because it provides a place 
where faculty can blow off steam and express frustration, and it helps the institution because being able to 
visit with a colleague sends a message. 
 
 The report of the faculty-culture task force pointed out that the most successful departments were 
the most collegial, Professor Sheets recounted.  The subcommittee talked with Professor Kahn, who co-
chaired the faculty culture task force.  While the task force had not specifically addressed the need for 
faculty ombuds services, Professor Kahn appeared to agree that offering a faculty ombuds service would 
be consistent with building a more collegial culture.  This result, in turn, would increase retention, help 
recruiting, and send the message that the institution cares about faculty culture and civility. 
 
 Ms. George asked whether P&A staff whose primary responsibility is not instruction, but who 
also teach, would be able to use the service.  Ms. Chalmers said a faculty provider would not be limited to 
faculty; OCR would continue to help faculty, and the position would mean there is a faculty provider to 
help.  It would add to existing service, not shut people out, Professor Sheets affirmed.  He also said that 
whatever is done should fit with the existing services, not compete with it, and  might well be housed 
within OCR.   
 
 Professor Cherkassky said there are two kinds of conflict, those between two individuals (which 
will always happen) and those that are systemic, which can damage the institution.  There are 
dysfunctional departments and there is a need for this office to identify the systemic issues and deal with 
them, or they will continue and do damage.  The subcommittee agrees, Professor Sheets responded, but 
there is a structural problem:  faculty ombuds services by definition are to be confidential, independent, 
and neutral; they may be constrained by the nature of the office in their ability to follow up on systemic 
issues.   
 
 Professor Sirc thanked Ms. Chalmers and Professor Sheets for the great job and promised the 
written report and resolution will be on the agenda in the fall. 
 
4. Senior-Faculty Status 
 
 Professor Sirc next asked the Committee to consider the draft resolution and comment asking the 
Faculty Senate to explore the option of creating senior-faculty status for faculty who wished to go 
permanently on half-time appointments and continue to receive benefits at some level.  This is the final 
item from the faculty-culture task force report that the Committee needs to deal with.  The draft resolution 
and comment read as follows. 
 
 RESOLUTION: 
 

The Faculty Senate recommends to the President that the University explore 
seriously a new faculty appointment, Senior Faculty, which would allow a faculty 
member, after a stipulated length of service as a tenured faculty member, to reduce his or 
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her appointment to 50% time, to retain tenure, to retain health care benefits at a level that 
makes the position attractive and that complies with any applicable laws, and possibly to 
continue contributions to the Faculty Retirement plan at the 50% salary level.  If the new 
appointment is approved, the Faculty Senate requests the Committee on Academic 
Freedom and Tenure to prepare amendments to the Board of Regents policy Faculty 
Tenure that would permit individuals who request and receive Senior Faculty status to 
retain tenure under the provisions of the Regents policy. 

 
COMMENT: 

 
The Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs (SCFA) over the last two years or so 

has taken up most of the recommendations of the Faculty Culture Task Force, chaired by 
Professors Jeff Kahn and Kirt Wilson, issued May 12, 2006.  The final recommendation 
SCFA took up was that calling for the creation of Senior Faculty status.  The 
recommendation in the Faculty Culture Task Force report was this: 

 
12.   The University must create programs for faculty as they transition from tenured 

faculty lines and into retirement, including a new faculty status such as "Senior 
Faculty" that would offer salary for teaching, advising, consultation, and service 
but that also would be distinct from phased retirement. 

 
Senior Faculty could return 50% of their salary for recruitment purposes while continuing 
to contribute to the department's research and teaching mission. 
 
[From Appendix M of the task force report:] 

 
With the removal of mandatory retirement age, many faculty are continuing to 

serve the University longer.  Many of them are reluctant to set a fixed date for full 
retirement, but might be willing to enter into long-term part-time commitments, thereby 
freeing funding from part of their faculty lines for new entry-level faculty.  Many  of  
these  individuals  have  access  to  retirement  funds  that would  supplement  their 
earnings under this plan.  

  
This proposal should be seen as a supplement to, not a substitute for, the existing 

phased retirement, terminal appointment, and emeritus faculty provisions.  Suggested 
details for such a program are indicated below:  

  
Available  to:   Members  of  the  faculty  available  for  retirement  in  accordance  

with  existing  University policies for retirement.  
  

Terms of appointment:   50% commitment.   Unless otherwise agreed between the 
faculty member and the department or dean, the appointment would be half time for both 
semesters.  
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Compensation:  50% of salary.  

  
Responsibilities:  To teach half as many classes, and produce half as much 

scholarly work.  Responsibilities could  be  adjusted  by  agreement  between  the  faculty 
member  and  the  department  or  dean.   Many senior faculty might continue advising 
graduate students.  

  
Title:  Senior professor, senior associate professor.  

  
Tenure:    Senior faculty would continue to have tenure at a 50% appointment.  

(This would require an amendment of the Tenure Code.)  The University might consider 
whether senior faculty should continue to participate in tenure and promotion matters.  

 
Benefits:    Senior  faculty  would  not  be  eligible  for  health  or  other  fringe  

benefits,  because  their appointments would  be  below  75%  time.    They would not be 
eligible for sabbaticals or leaves.    They would, however, be eligible for departmental 
support appropriate to their status, e.g., support for secretarial services, research 
assistance, attendance at professional conferences, and the like. 

 
SCFA discussed Senior Faculty status at several meetings.  Following these 

discussions (which included conversation with the co-chairs and another member of the 
Faculty Culture Task Force), it voted to bring this recommendation to the Faculty Senate.  
It seems unlikely that senior faculty status would be attractive to anyone if it did not 
continue to carry tenure and health-care benefits, but whether continued Faculty 
Retirement Plan contributions would be necessary is a question that should be explored 
further.  The Committee suggests that a survey of senior faculty (perhaps those with at 
least 20 or 25 years of service, for example) be conducted to determine the level of 
interest in the option of senior status.   

 
[end of resolution & comment] 
 
 Professor Sheets wondered about the claim that faculty are reluctant to retire but might be willing 
to agree to long-term part-time employment.  He said he would be reluctant to endorse the proposal 
without knowing if there is any substance to the claim.  He also asked if the proposal would create a risk 
for the existing phased-retirement program. 
 
 That is Vice President Carrier's concern, Ms. Singer reported.  The phased-retirement program 
has a set benefit and set end date.  With this proposal, a department would save money on the salary but 
there would be no end date so would be unable to do succession planning.  If a unit needs a full-time 
faculty member, it would only have half the salary. 
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 Professor Hanna said she also would oppose the proposal if it would put phased retirement at risk.  
She also said she was concerned about the lack of data on faculty interest in the option—and was not sure 
how one would find out.   
 
 Dr. Carney said she was concerned about the impact on post-tenure review.  It is difficult enough 
when faculty are full time, and units back off post-tenure review when someone is on phased retirement.  
This appointment would have no end, so it would be necessary to determine if an individual was meeting 
50% of normal obligations.   
 
 Professor Kleiner said senior-faculty status is another option, one that would give faculty more 
choice.  It would provide the individual a continued long-term relationship with the unit and the 
University, allow the individual to remain active in the profession and the institution, and not be seen as a 
short-timer.  Faculty who are short-timers may put forth less effort during the phased retirement period. 
But what if they do not do what they should, Dr. Carney asked?  It is difficult enough for faculty to do 
post-tenure review now, and it could be even more difficult for senior faculty.  Shame and guilt can be 
brought to bear by colleagues and administrators, Professor Kleiner responded, and there are legal 
mechanisms at the University to remove someone who is performing at a substandard level.   
 
 Ms. Stallman said that for students, if there are more faculty available less, that would be 
undesirable.   
 
 Professor Litman said there is no financial incentive at all.  If one has a 50% salary and must pay 
the full cost of health insurance, it is great advantage to departments and the administration but not to the 
faculty member. 
 
 Professor Kleiner moved the resolution; the motion died for lack of a second. 
 
5. Retirement Incentive Option 
 
 Professor Sirc turned to Ms. Singer to outline the Retirement Incentive Option being made 
available.  Ms. Singer reported that the Board of Regents last week approved the option for faculty and 
staff (and bargaining unit employees, subject to negotiation).  It was very successful the last time it was 
offered, in 2003:  6% of employees accepted the offer. 
 
 Eligibility:  one must be eligible for normal requirement on or before August 1, 2008.  That is, 
age 50 with 15 years of service, age 55 with five years of service, or 30 years of service at the University 
regardless of age, actively employed and currently eligible for and participating in University-subsidized 
UPlan benefits (a 75%-time or greater appointment).  Years of service need not be continuous. 
 
 The program provides continued medical and dental subsidy (at active employee rates) for up to 
36 months following the last day of employment, with coverage based on coverage level, work location, 
and permanent residence on the last day of employment.  Anyone 65 or older must apply for Medicare 
parts A and B.  When the subsidy ends, one can elect to continue coverage under the UPlan Retiree Group 
by paying the full cost of coverage.   
 
 One must elect the Retirement Incentive Option by August 1, 2008; actual date of retirement is 
determined in conjunction with the unit, but everyone must retire no later than June 5, 2009.  One may be 
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rehired at the University only on a 49%-time appointment or less, and on a salary-only appointment, and 
only three months after the date of retirement. 
 
 There will be publicity and presentations, Ms. Singer said.   
 
 Ms. Singer affirmed that the only incentive is in the health-care coverage; there are no lump-sum 
payments being offered.  The costs will be paid by the fringe-benefit pool and savings stay in the colleges.  
The cost, for a retiree and spouse/partner, is about $10,000 per year for the University. 
 
 Where are the cost savings, Professor Kleiner asked?  It will be in how positions are replaced, 
Ms. Singer said; perhaps work will be reorganized or someone will be hired at a lower salary.  The cost-
savings exceed the cost of providing the health care?  They do, Ms. Singer said. 
 
 Professor Sheets recalled that there was a termination agreement for faculty that provided an 
additional year of income; is that still in place?  It is, Ms. Singer said, and it provides a year's salary and 
two years of health-care subsidy, but it is not used very widely because colleges do not have the money to 
pay the lump-sum salary.   
 
 Can faculty want to use this new option and the department refuse it, Professor Hanna asked?   
The department cannot refuse, Ms. Singer said.  The problem in some of the science departments is that 
set-up costs   for a new faculty to replace the retiring member could be half a million dollars or more, 
Professor Hanna observed. 
 
 Professor Sirc thanked Ms. Singer for the report and adjourned the meeting at 4:00. 
 
       -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
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