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These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University of Minnesota Senate; none of the 
comments, conclusions, or actions reported in these minutes represents the views of, nor are they binding on, the Senate, the
Administration, or the Board of Regents.
 

Minutes
 

Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs
Tuesday, October 10, 2006

2:30 – 4:15
238A Morrill Hall

 
Present:
 
Geoffrey Sirc (chair), Arlene Carney, Carol Carrier, Dann Chapman, Vladimir Cherkassky, A. Saari Csallany, Janet
Ericksen, Kathryn Hanna, Morris Kleiner, Theodor Litman, Steven McLoon, Kelly Risbey, Roderick Squires, Oriol
Valls, Larry Wallace, Timothy Wiedmann, Virginia Zuiker
 
Absent:
 
Matthew Bribitzer-Stull, Tom Clayton, Erin George, Jane Miller, Luis Ramos-Garcia
 
Guests:
 
Associate Vice President Victor Bloomfield (Office of Public Engagement); Jackie Singer (Director of Retirement
Programs), Interim Co-Dean Fred Morrison
 
[In these minutes: 
(1) Office of Public Engagement; (2) medical leave and disability coverage; (3) faculty salaries; (4) upcoming
family-friendly policies discussion; (5) tenure code revisions]
 
 
1.         Office of Public Engagement
 

Professor Sirc convened the meeting at 2:35 and welcomed Associate Vice President Bloomfield to discuss the
Office of Public Engagement, which he heads.  [Note:  Dr. Bloomfield's description of the activities of his office can be
found in the minutes of the Senate Committee on Educational Policy, 10/4/06, and will not be repeated here.  Only the
new points made in the conversation will be reported here.]
 
           
Dr. Bloomfield said he had met with the Senate Committee on Educational Policy and the Senate Research Committee,
and now this Committee, in order to point out ways that the Office of Public Engagement and the public engagement
mission intersect with the concerns of Senate committees.  In the case of Faculty Affairs, there are three ways: 
 
--         
The revision of Section 7.11 of the tenure code, and the department 7.12 statements, raise the question of how public
engagement activities should be recognized in the promotion and tenure process.  This is not a case where one size fits 
all, and there is need to look at what other universities are doing along this line.
 
--          It is not a trivial matter to work with external communities in a way that they do not see as demeaning.  He was 
glad to be able to make a presentation on public engagement at the new faculty orientation and said he hopes to do the
same at mid-career workshops as well. 
Public engagement can be an attractive option for mid-career faculty looking for new directions to explore.
 
--         
The Council on Public Engagement is a mix of faculty and staff, and many staff have academic responsibilities in
outreach. 
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This Committee could help mobilize the University's resources in public engagement to encourage and enhance this
faculty-staff collaboration.
 
           
Professor McLoon said that the way materials were written (the brochure from Dr. Bloomfield), he did not see the
importance of the office, and to the extent one thinks it is really important, the point is not made.  He went on to report
that they do an outreach program in Neuroscience because they want to—
and it is not clear how the Office of Public Engagement could help them, or not.  For example, they do a brain show 
around the state and go to 3rd- and 4th-grade classes, without Dr. Bloomfield's office.  They do not need his office.  Dr. 
Bloomfield agreed that they did not need his office and said that public engagement has been carried out at the
University for all of the 150+ years it has existed, and to some this is simply a re-naming of the land-grant mission. 
There is much that occurs that his office claims no credit or responsibility for.  His office does, however, want to 
celebrate good programs, provide examples that others can follow (through seed grant funding, notes in BRIEF, and
portal access), and raise awareness across the University. 
The function of his office is to raise the stature of public engagement as something the University should be doing and
something the faculty should receive recognition for.  Public engagement happens a lot on campus, Professor McLoon
said; Dr. Bloomfield agreed but said it is uneven. 
Public engagement must be driven by faculty who want to do it, Professor McLoon said, and not all of them do.
 
            Professor McLoon went on to comment that the University is not good at getting expertise into the community. 
He asked if Dr. Bloomfield's office is the one that calls the media to provide the names of experts.  Dr. Bloomfield said 
he does not; University Relations is charged with communication.  He works with University Relations, but the
University does not have an effective database on its public engagement activities or on faculty expertise—and it
should.  The University should be active in reaching out to the media and provide a "front door" for queries. 
Professional schools do get their message out and hire people to do it, Professor Kleiner commented.  Should the effort 
be at the University level or lower down?
 
            One can underestimate the importance of a central database, Vice Provost Carney said.  The President and
senior officers are often called on for information (e.g., for the legislature), and the University needs to do better in
providing it. 
Dr. Bloomfield is not aware of all the public engagement activities going on and a central database would help.  It 
would also allow people to learn about the good programs (e.g., in Neuroscience) and help celebrate what goes on. 
 
           
Professor Hanna said that there needs to be a statement about faculty evaluation and reward for public engagement in
the 7.12 statements.  Could the Office for Public Engagement provide sample language?  Dr. Bloomfield said he did not
have a good set of examples. 
He agreed, however, that the issue of getting the right balance between the concrete and the abstract in the 7.12
statements is not trivial. 
Multi-investigator science and engineering grants, for example, are required to have a public engagement component,
but it is not clear how to write 7.12 statements to take that into account.  Involvement with arts organizations could be
included in the 7.12 statements in the arts. 
There are a lot of discipline-specific examples that each department must recognize.  Dr. Carney said she is working on 
language for "best practice" statements and hopes to get them out to departments soon.  She added, however, that she 
does not propose to tell faculty how to write their 7.12 statements; she has been asked for a template, which she will
provide, but with the caveat that it is not prescriptive. 
The University is on the cutting edge, she said, one of the few institutions that is completely revising its tenure
standards; this creates a large workload but also presents an opportunity to make changes in ways that are not just
piecemeal.
 
           
Professor Csallany asked about the relationship between Dr. Bloomfield's office and the Agricultural Experiment
Stations. 
Dr. Bloomfield responded that his office has a relationship with the Minnesota Extension Service; the two offices talk
with each other and he talks to their leadership team. 
There is a substantial community of interest, especially beyond the Twin Cities.  Professor Csallany observed that there
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have been a lot of budget cuts and people lost in various areas of Extension activity; it is being built up again, but it was
cut back considerably. 
That is a complicated issue, Dr. Bloomfield said; the University's funding was cut and there have been population
shifts; one can argue that the 18 centers that now exist are an improvement over offices in all counties.  There are also 
more urban extension programs to serve new populations.
 
            Professor Sirc thanked Dr. Bloomfield for his report.
 
2.         Medical Leave and Disability Coverage
 
           
Professor Sirc turned next to Ms. Singer and Dean Morrison to lead a discussion of medical leave and disability
coverage for academic employees.
 
           
Mr. Singer began by saying that the underlying premise of medical leave and disability coverage is the safety net:  what
earning can one expect when one can't come to work?  She reviewed the current provisions:  3 months of medical leave 
at 100% of salary, disability coverage of 66 & 2/3% of salary starting with month 4, a supplement that brings long-term
faculty (more than 10 years) up to 100% of salary for a year and 66 & 2/3% for an additional year, a retirement plan
waiver (15.5% contribution with 0 from the employee), University contribution to health and dental coverage for
long-term faculty for up to 2 years, and covered salary is greater of base salary or compensation over the last 12
months, capped at $108,000 per year. 
Disability is defined as the inability to complete the duties of one's occupation for the first two years, and any
occupation thereafter. The individual must be under treatment from a physician.  There is no special tax treatment for
disability income because it is provided by the University.
 
            In comparison with top ten universities, Minnesota has an excellent program, Ms. Singer said; she provided
comparative information for a number of institutions. 
Some have a formal sick leave and short-term disability system—one accumulates sick leave and tracks leave time, as
with the civil service system at the University—while others have an informal system, which is what the University has.
 
           
In January of this year a work group convened to examine academic disability coverage and recommend changes.  The 
group was trying to balance the concept of the safety net with incentives to return to work.  This Committee was 
consulted on several changes last April, and the new program will be effective on January 1, 2007. 
 
            Some things will change. 
There will be a new business partner, Standard Insurance Company that was chosen through a successful RFP process. 
The company received very good higher education references and 90% of its business is disability or life insurance. 
The University will self-insure disability coverage for the first 12 months, with Standard certifying the claim. 
Telephone claims submission will be permitted, with greater privacy (rather than a lot of papers going from department
to Employee Benefits, to the doctor, etc.); one telephone call will be all that will be required and Standard will contact
the physician.  The limit on covered compensation will be raised to $220,000 and indexed periodically thereafter. 
There is a longer benefit term for individuals who would retire under Social Security after age 65 (the current program
ends at age 65; the new one recognizes normal retirement age).  There will be an integrated return to work with
UReturn. 
UReturn is the confidential, University-sponsored return to work program that is based in the department formerly
known as Disability Services.
 
            Other things will not change, Ms. Singer said. 
There will continue to be medical leave for up to three months at 100% of salary, the benefit schedule remains the
same, and voluntary short-term disability coverage is still available for purchase.
 
           
Other changes include summer payments for 9-month faculty if there was a commitment to teach or do research (which
was not the case before), payments through payroll for the first 12 months, so taxes will automatically be deducted. 



MINUTES* http://www1.umn.edu/usenate/scfa/06-10-10.html

4 of 7 6/5/2008 8:39 AM

Ms. Singer also described changes in the process, which basically change it from a faculty-initiated effort to one that
requires less individual initiative for the appropriate steps to be taken.  She urged that everyone complete the FMLA
(Family Medical Leave Act) paperwork any time they are out of work for more than three days because it provides
protections when people or their family members are sick.
 
            The advantages for the faculty are these: 
there is a higher covered compensation and higher monthly benefit maximum, longer potential benefit duration, no
disruption in pay for the first 12 months, absence reporting to a neutral, confidential third party, automated
return-to-work efforts, and less involvement in claims processing.  Dean Morrison commented that they have tried to
protect the benefit, adjust it to reflect inflation, and make part of it automatic.  With the increase in covered salary, less
than 1% of the faculty is not fully covered. 
The maximum age for receiving the benefits will creep up with Social Security.  In the first year of coverage—where
the vast majority of cases are resolved, pay will continue, with funding from the department or central accounts,
depending on the disability. 
With long service to the University, one will receive 100% of salary; with shorter service, it will be 2/3 of salary.  At 
the end of the first year, one moves to long-term disability, provided by Standard, and one receives a monthly check
from Standard, with the same benefit level as before. 
In terms of the company itself, Dean Morrison related that they received a number of proposals from various
companies, some of which were not accustomed to faculty appointments.  Standard provides a lot of benefits for
universities and understands higher education. 
 

Ms. Singer confirmed that the new plan would not affect individuals on disability now or who go on disability
before 1/1/07.  They will not be switched over to the new plan, but will continue to be covered through the existing
carrier, Minnesota Life.
 
           
Professor McLoon asked what would be the longest period a faculty could be on disability; Dean Morrison said that
would depend on the faculty member's age at time of disability—one would be on it until covered by Social Security.
 
           
Vice Provost Carney observed that there is nothing in the tenure code, vis-à-vis probationary faculty and the tenure
clock, about disability. 
If one holds a 67%-time or greater appointment, the tenure clock stops for parenting or caregiving.  Does it stop if one 
is in a severe accident?  It does, but for how long is not specified.  Dean Morrison said the situation has never come up
but it should be dealt with.  One ceases to be paid by a department after one year.  A tenured faculty member has a right
to return (although if someone is out for more than two years, it is highly unlikely they will ever return).  The situation 
is clear for tenured faculty but not for probationary faculty, something that should be looked at in the code.  Dr. Carney 
said that some tenure codes specifically provide for medical leave; the current code at Minnesota allows up to two years
for caregiving and sets no limit on parental clock-stopping.  Dean Morrison commented that if one is allowed to stop
the clock for caregiving, presumably one should also be able to stop it if one is being given care.  With probationary 
faculty, at some point service becomes discontinuous and difficult to evaluate.  In one case, a faculty member held a
probationary appointment for three years in the early 1960s, left, and returned about 15 years later and served an
additional three years; is that three or six years of probationary service?  The Tenure Committee, which at the time
issued rulings, determined that it was only three years.  Dr. Carrier agreed that there should be review of the tenure code
to consider allowing the tenure clock to be stopped for medical leave. 
 
           
Dr. Carrier commented, about the overall changes, that this cleans up the program and makes it easier for people to deal
with. 
Dean Morrison agreed and said the current program is a patchwork; these changes turn it into a single system with
enhanced benefits (and one that even saves the University a little money). 
 
            What if one is eligible for Social Security, Professor Squires asked?  One receives the year of disability leave
and then goes on Social Security, Dean Morrison said.  No insurance company will underwrite disability coverage for
people over the normal retirement age; the University is providing coverage for 12 months.
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            Professor Sirc thanked Ms. Singer and Dean Morrison for the presentation.
 
3.         Faculty Salaries
 
           
Professor Sirc recalled that the Committee had a discussion about faculty salaries at the last meeting and it sounded as if
the Committee wanted to rethink the practice of having strictly merit-based salary increases.  He brought the discussion 
to the Faculty Consultative Committee, where it did not receive much support.  The President also announced in his
discussion with FCC that salary increases would be market-driven and merit-based.  What does the Committee wish to
do?
 
            This issue arose last year, Professor Kleiner recalled.  The Committee should receive information on
administrative and faculty salary increases so that it can gauge how faculty do vis-à-vis administrators. 
 
            Professor McLoon said the battle was not worth fighting.  It is a fact of life that someone will always be the
weakest person in the department and will be deemed to have no merit.  He said he does not believe that is right
because often even the bottom person can be doing a darn good job.  Professor Squires said he has yet to see a
clearly-articulated statement on why salary increases are based strictly on merit.  Professor McLoon said it was an
entirely arbitrary decision. 
It does not matter so much when salary increases are 7-8%, but when raises are low, the goal is to funnel money to
people whom departments want to retain. 
Professor Squires commented that people think of the University as a community but it rewards its most valuable
players; he urged that the Committee pursue the matter even if might not get anywhere with it.  It will also make clear
that the faculty are not unanimously in support of a merit-only system, Professor Sirc said. 
 
            Professor Wiedmann asked what market-adjusted covered.  Professor McLoon said that referring to the market
is a joke because the University's best-paid faculty members are nowhere near the market.  He dismissed it as an issue. 
Professor Kleiner said that compensation for the highest performers is a "raids and offer-matching" approach (e.g., the
University makes retention offers). 
In a number of cases, the University comes close to matching a raid offer, which is market.  Professor Wiedmann said 
that in his college, a market adjustment is used to bring someone to the 50th percentile; unfortunately, his merit may
have peaked at a time the University had no money.
 
            What is "unrewarded merit," Professor Squires asked?  It means that an individual has been very productive but
never received outside offers because of the nature of the work or never sought one, Dr. Carney explained.  Unrewarded
merit is often used for long-term faculty who are hit with compression in departments (even if they have received good
salary increases).
 
           
Vice President Carrier reported that there is an annual data run, each November, showing the distribution of increases,
so one can ask about the proportion of faculty who received raises of 1%, 2%, etc.  She said she has seen only a few 
zero-percent increases.  It was agreed the Committee will wish to see the data.
 
4.         Upcoming Family-Friendly Policies Discussion
 
           
Professor Sirc reported that Professor Chomsky asked—in her capacity as a member of the Women's Faculty
Cabinet—if it would be acceptable for a member of the Cabinet to join the meeting when the family-friendly policies
are discussed, and perhaps to participate in the discussion.  Dr. Carney explained that the Cabinet is in the Provost's
office, for the Twin Cities campus, and composed of five tenured faculty women and one probationary faculty woman. 
The Committee had no objection to the guest joining the discussion.
 
5.         Tenure Code Section 7.11
 
           
Professor Sirc recalled that the Committee agreed it would review drafts of proposed tenure code language as they
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became available from the Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee.  One draft has been prepared and the Committee
is asked for its views.
 

7.11 General Criteria.
 

What the University of Minnesota
seeks above all in its faculty members is intellectual distinction and academic integrity. The basis for awarding
indefinite tenure to the candidates possessing these qualities is the determination that each candidate has
established and will continue to add to a distinguished record of academic or artistic achievement that is the
foundation for a national or international reputation (fn X). This determination is reached through a qualitative
evaluation of the candidate’s record (fn 4) of scholarly research (fn 5) or artistic work, teaching (fn 6), and
discipline-based service (fn 7).  The relative weight of individual criteria may vary in different academic units,
but the primary emphasis must be on demonstrated scholarly or artistic accomplishment and on teaching
effectiveness. 
Discipline-based contributions to interdisciplinary activities, to public engagement, and to international
activities and initiatives are valued by the University and may be taken into consideration in evaluating the
candidate’s satisfaction of criteria. All faculty members, tenured or not, are expected to fulfill the citizenship
obligations of the academic community, which includes service to the department, the college, and the
University; but academic units should have only modest citizenship expectations for probationary faculty. The
awarding of indefinite tenure presupposes that the candidate’s record shows strong promise of achieving
promotion in rank within the University.

 
(fn X)  Academic achievement includes both research and teaching.  The definition and relative weight of the
factors may vary with the mission of the campus.

 
(fn 4) 
The persons responsible and the process for making this determination are described in Sections 7.3 through
7.6.

 
(fn 5)  "Scholarly Research" must include significant publications.  These may be supplemented by the
development of new technology or scientific procedures, and other activities that lead to the public availability
of innovative products, practices, and ideas that have significance and value to society.

 
(fn 6)  "Teaching" is not limited to classroom instruction.  It includes other forms of communicating knowledge
(to both registered University students and persons in the extramural community) as well as supervising,
mentoring, or advising graduate or undergraduate students whether individually or in groups.

 
(fn 7) 
"Discipline-based service" refers to outreach to or engagement with the local, state, national, or international
community based on the candidate’s academic expertise.  It does not ordinarily include administrative service
to one’s department or college, or the University.  Service standing alone without a distinguished record of
research and teaching is an insufficient basis to award tenure.

 
           
Professor McLoon said he took issue with the language in footnote 7 which defines service as outside the University. 
There should be an expectation of every faculty member to provide service inside the institution as well.  Vice Provost 
Carney noted that there is now language in Section 7.11 itself about citizenship expectations, but Committee members
thought that footnote 7 contradicted the text.  The bottom line, Professor Hanna said, is "what counts?" 
Discipline-based service does; University service does not.  Vice Provost Carney pointed out that the citizenship
language in the draft Section 7.11 is very different language from that currently in the code, and much stronger; it
declares that faculty are citizens of the University and have citizenship obligations. 
 
            Professor McLoon argued that service to the University or parts of it should be counted.  No one should be able
to receive tenure no the basis of service, but the code should allow a major part of service to be institutional service
(e.g., running the Medical School admissions committee, which is an enormous job and should be recognized). 
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            Dr. Carney observed that Section 7.11 is strictly about probationary faculty achieving tenure.  There will be a 
new section addressing promotion from associate to full professor, and it is in that section there could be more extended
language about recognizing institutional service. 
Professor McLoon said he was still uncomfortable with the way the footnote is worded.  Professor Sirc agreed and said
that he did not know how junior faculty are supposed to learn a citizenship ethic if they are not expected to participate
in service to the institution, probationary faculty must be protected from too much service, but they should be asked to
do some and should be recognized for it. 
Dr. Carney disagreed, saying that if junior faculty are asked to engage in service activities, it does them a disservice. 
Professor McLoon disagreed with her and maintained that service should be part of the package expected of junior
faculty. 
Dr. Carney said that the Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee had adopted this language to distinguish between
discipline-related service and University service—and to say that both are important.  Professor McLoon emphasized
his view that footnote 7 should be revised.
 
           
Professor Sirc reported that members of the Faculty Consultative Committee as well as some of the deans are concerned
about the failure to acknowledge University service in the code.  What is unclear from the current draft, Professor
Hanna said, is what weight University service carries; it is not part of the list in the text of Section 7.11.
 
           
Professor Valls expressed disapproval of all of the language of the draft Section 7.11; he said he it was twice as long as
the current provision but does not say any more. 
Vice Provost Carney said the first version was shorter but that the Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee added
language to respond to concerns expressed by various faculty.
 
           
Professor Wallace said that when departments bring young faculty members along, and want them to achieve tenure,
they all have a lot to offer and many can make outstanding contributions to the work of committees.  This language 
does not make one feel like part of a college community; it should be made more positive and welcoming.
 
            Professor Sirc thanked everyone for their comments and adjourned the meeting at 4:15.
 
                                                                        -- Gary Engstrand
 
University of Minnesota
 


