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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, November 14, 2006

2:30 – 4:15
238A Morrill Hall

 
Present:
 
Geoffrey Sirc (chair), Matthew Bribitzer-Stull, Arlene Carney, Vladimir Cherkassky, Tom Clayton, A. Saari Csallany,
Kathryn Hanna, Morris Kleiner, Theodor Litman, Steven McLoon, Roderick Squires, Timothy Wiedmann, Virginia
Zuiker
 
Absent:
 
Carol Carrier, Dann Chapman, Janet Ericksen, Erin George, Jane Miller, Luis Ramos-Garcia, Kelly Risbey, Oriol Valls,
Larry Wallace
 
Guests:
 
Professor Brian McCall (Carlson School, Pulse Survey); Nan Wilhelmson (Office of the Vice President for Human
Resources), Tracy Smith (Office of the General Counsel); Jackie Singer (Director of Retirement Benefits)
 
[In these minutes: (1) committee business; (2) statement on tuition benefits for dependents of University employees; (3)
Pulse survey results; (4) new Regental Employee Recruitment and Retention Policy; (5) statement on child care]
 
 
1.         Committee Business
 
           
Professor Sirc convened the meeting at 2:35 and announced that the next Senate meeting, on November 30, would
include a "town-hall forum" kind of discussion of the revised Section 7.11 and the new draft Section 9.2 of the tenure
code. 
If Committee members are going to the Senate meeting, they should review the documents, and if not, review them and
have a conversation with their faculty senators. 
 
           
Professor Clayton reported briefly on the preparation of the new Section 9.2 of the tenure code, setting the criteria for
promotion from associate to full professor.  The language follows that in Section 7.1l but notches up the requirements. 
At present there is no language in the code governing promotion to full professor, so this is all new.  He said he 
believed departments and faculty members would find the new section helpful.
 
2.         Tuition Benefits for Dependents of University Employees
 
           
Professor Sirc next asked Committee members to consider a draft resolution for the Faculty Senate on November 30
that again asks the President to consider adding a tuition benefit for dependents of University employees.  This 
resolution, he said, is in the spirit of the discussion at the last meeting about the need for family-friendly policies. 
Professor Kleiner suggested that the resolution be accompanied by the report that he and Professor Fossum prepared a
few years ago, because there are new members of the Senate who have not been privy to that report.
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Professor McLoon announced that he wished to go on record again as opposing a tuition benefit, for a number of
reasons.  It is good for students to go away to school if their parents work at the University; this is a small benefit if one
thinks about the University in the aggregate; if the tuition benefit is provided, it may serve as an excuse not to provide
other, bigger benefits; and in terms of recruiting and retaining faculty, this is not an expensive university for faculty and
staff to send their children to. 
There is not enough of a benefit to justify the fit for it, and the long-term cost of not receiving other benefits.
 
           
Professor Sirc noted that the Faculty Culture Task Force ranked family-friendly policies as its number two
recommendation and specifically cited child-care and tuition benefits as elements of such policies.  Professor McLoon 
said he did a non-random survey of his faculty colleagues; none of them are sending their children to the University of
Minnesota; he repeated that this would be a small benefit.  Professor Kleiner noted the President's response to the last 
Senate statement, which said that only 2% of the faculty in any given year would be eligible for the benefit; however,
approximately 50% or more of the faculty would be able to take advantage of it during their career at the University, he
said. 
He said the University could encourage the children of its employees to attend the University and added that the
University's tuition was the second-highest among public Big Ten schools. 
 
            Professor Hanna observed that the resolution calls for the tuition benefit to be offered to ALL University
employees, and it might be more meaningful for P&A and Civil Service staff.  She said she has known of people who 
try to get jobs at a private college in order that their children can attend the institution at reduced cost.  This is a huge
benefit for employees at private institutions. 
Professor Wiedmann asked if it would be possible, since MNSCU already offers a tuition benefit to employees, for the
University to offer a tuition benefit to MNSCU employees, and vice-versa. 
 
           
One incentive for getting the tuition benefit adopted, Professor Kleiner said, is that seven of the eleven Big Ten schools
offer such a benefit, and one idea behind adopting it at Minnesota was that doing so would help enable the adoption of
a Big-Ten-wide or even a nation-wide reciprocity tuition-benefit agreement for dependents of employees.  Having the 
benefit here would allow the University and other Big Ten schools to enter a compact similar to the ones that exist
among private universities.  Adopting the tuition benefit here is a first step toward such a compact.  Professor McLoon 
said he could support the resolution if the compact idea were part of it, and said he would like to hear from the Provost
or President about whether such a compact might be developed.
 
           
If the University wants to be a premier institution, Professor Squires said, it must stand out—but in this case, it should
not be contrary; it does not want to stand out by being one of the few not to offer a tuition benefit. 
 
           
Why was the benefit not adopted after the last time the Faculty Senate voted in favor of the statement, Professor Zuiker
inquired?  Because the President did not approve it, Professor Kleiner said.  Presumably the cost is proportionate to the
number of people who use it, Professor Squires said; if there are so few who would use it, according to the President,
then the cost should be quite small. 
The President apparently thought the cost outweighed the benefit, Professor Kleiner responded.  Professor Kleiner said 
he believed the report to the President said that only 2% of FACULTY would be eligible to use it in any one year, not
all or a large percentage of the faculty and staff. 
The earlier report argued that a tuition benefit would help reduce turnover among the most productive faculty during
the most productive years. 
 

Professor Litman observed that a tuition benefit will have an effect on recruiting:  If a faculty member is being 
recruited from an institution that offers a tuition benefit, he or she will be less likely to come to Minnesota if one result
is giving up the tuition benefit. 
That will be especially true if the University is recruiting against a private institution that offers this tuition benefit,
Professor Kleiner added.
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The Committee agreed that the resolution should be redrafted to make the point about the potential consortium of Big
Ten schools and should be forwarded to the Faculty Senate.  The final resolution, which Professor Sirc crafted after the 
meeting in response to the discussion, read as follows:
 

The Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs is disappointed and puzzled by the President's reaction to the
recommendation from the Faculty Senate that the University offer a tuition benefit to the dependents of
University employees.  We offer the following observations.

 
1.        
The University is the outlier on the matter of tuition benefits for dependents if one compares it with other
institutions in the state and in the Big Ten. 
MNSCU and the private institutions offer such benefits, as do seven of the eleven Big Ten schools.  We are 
also well aware that members of the public are surprised to learn that University faculty and staff receive no
break on tuition for their dependents.

 
2.        
We see the tuition benefit for dependents as one step toward the possibility of a tuition-reciprocity pact among
employees of Big Ten or CIC schools. 
It is not possible to enter such a pact, should it be created, if the institution does not offer tuition benefits to its
own employees.

 
3.        
Many of us on the Committee are aware of examples where a valued colleague has left the University, recruited
away in part because our competitor was able to offer tuition benefits to his or her children/dependents. 
Adopting a tuition benefit would not only be a relatively inexpensive way to prevent the loss of at least some of
the faculty who will help lead the University to the top three, but would also give us more leverage to recruit
stellar faculty from private colleges and universities.

 
4.        
We remind the administration of the sophisticated study conducted by Professor Fossum and his colleagues a
few years ago, which concluded that the cost of the tuition benefit would be outweighed by the cost to recruit
and replace individuals who accept offers from other institutions because of the tuition benefit offered at the
competing institution.  A tuition benefit reduces employment costs by reducing employee turnover.

 
5.        
We are not persuaded by the argument that only 2% of University employees would use the benefit in any one
year. 
We understand that half or more of the University's employees would make use of the benefit during their
careers here. 
It seems to us unlikely that the administration would propose to drop faculty sabbaticals or phased retirement
because only a tiny fraction of employees use the benefit in any one year.

 
6.        
The Committee continues to believe that a tuition benefit will improve the effectiveness, or at the very least the
commitment, of its workforce.

 
7.        
We have been told that the question to be addressed, when allocation of resources is at stake, is where the
University can get the greatest return on its investment.  We accept that as a rational standard for making 
decisions. 
We suggest that the calculation would lead one to conclude that the modest amount of money required should
be invested in a tuition benefit would generate a return, in employee morale, commitment, and retention, that is
greater than many other investments might generate.

 
As we did last year, we again strongly recommend:
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--         
that the children/dependents of all University employees having accrued 5 or more years of
uninterrupted University service be granted a 50% tuition reduction upon being regularly admitted to
an approved undergraduate program leading to a bachelor's degree;

 
--         

that the tuition reduction apply for the first four years of a child/dependent's enrollment, during periods
in which the child/dependent student is in good academic standing; and

 
--         

that the percentage of tuition covered by the benefit increase by 10% for each additional year of
uninterrupted service through year 10.

 
3.         Pulse Survey
 
           
Professor Sirc now welcomed Professor McCall to the meeting to discuss the results of the Pulse Survey of University
employees.
 
           
Professor McCall reviewed the reasons for the survey (monitor progress on human capital objectives and strategic
positioning process, apply best practices, benchmark progress over time, and follow through on the commitment to
employees to monitor progress). 
Few universities conduct such surveys; the plan is to conduct this one every year or every other year and perhaps even
market it to other universities so that results across institutions could be compared.  He also reviewed the methodology
used; there were two versions, faculty and staff, and response rates this year were about 10 percentage points lower
than last year (~30% for staff, ~20% for faculty). 
The response rate is a little low, Professor McCall said in response to a question, and they are not satisfied with it; they
intend to communicate better about it next time. 
Professor McLoon pointed out that the first time the Pulse Survey was conducted it was one of the few surveys people
received. 
Now they receive 1-2 surveys per week from professional societies, the federal government, companies they deal with,
and so on. 
Professor McCall said that in the future they will try to combine it with other University surveys in order to reduce the
number.
 
           
The highlights of the results (for staff) are that staff have overall job satisfaction, with the University as an employer,
with their co-workers and supervisors, with benefits, and intend to stay at the University.  The least favorable results for
staff deal with promotion, pay, supervisory support for career development, and perceptions of job security.
 
           
For faculty, there is overall job satisfaction and satisfaction with the University as an employer, with co-workers, with
the department chair/responsible administrator, and they intend to remain at the University.  The least favorable results
have to do with pay, work/family conflict (which seemed to be higher than in the last survey), and support from the
department chair/responsible administrator (support from the chair as opposed to satisfaction with other
administrative/department decisions made by the chair). 
 
            Professor McCall then reviewed a series of bar charts illustrating the data behind the overall conclusions. 
 
"Overall, I am satisfied with my employment at the University"
Staff:  50% agree, 28% strongly agree
Faculty:  44% agree, 31% strongly agree
 
"Would you recommend employment at the University to a friend or colleague?"
Staff:  73% yes, 10% no, 12% don't know
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Faculty:  65% yes, 16% no, 19% don't know
 
"If I were doing it again, I would accept a position at the University."
Staff:  40% agree, 41% strongly agree, 14% not agree or disagree, 6% disagree/strongly
Faculty:  33% agree, 35% strongly agree, 17% not agree or disagree, 15% disagree/strongly
 
           
On the last point, Professor McLoon said he thought the 17% plus the 15% who disagreed or strongly disagreed was a
pretty damning figure.  Professor McCall said that 32% who did not agree/disagree or disagreed is significant.  He said 
the survey asked people what would drive them to leave the University; for faculty, the three biggest factors (out of list
of 14 presented) were "earn higher salary," "join unit where more appreciated," and "achieve a better work-life
balance." 
The next two were "obtain a position of higher rank, responsibility, or visibility" and "joint a more prestigious unit or
institution."
 
            Graphs of results of the 2004 and 2006 Pulse survey suggested few changes of significance in the two years. 
Both groups were more satisfied with their pay raise in 2006, probably because there was a pay freeze in 2004,
Professor McCall observed. 
One area where there was a significant difference between faculty and staff was in work-life conflict:  staff were much 
more likely to identify conflict as troublesome than were the faculty.  Also not surprising, there was a large group of 
staff who did not feel their jobs are secure, a sentiment not shared by the faculty.
 
            The survey also measured employee engagement and University climate.  On the latter, the highest ratings from
faculty of University culture were: 
encourages excellence in research, encourages high-quality work, operates with integrity/ethics, and encourages
excellence in teaching.  Staff rated highly "encourages excellence in research" and "encourages innovation."  Both 
groups gave their lowest ratings to "provides rewards and recognition for achievement," "promotes a sense of a
common University community," and "encourages risk-taking among employees."  In terms of how individuals identify
with the University, 36% of faculty identify most closely with their department, 25% with their discipline, 9% with the
University, 10% with their occupation, 10% with their college, 8% with their campus, and 3% with other.  For staff, 
44% identified with department, 6% with discipline, 18% with the University, 13% with occupation, 8% with college,
6% with campus, and 3% with other.
 
           
The survey also measured University climate for various groups (men, women, older workers, people of color, GLBT
people with different religious beliefs, and from different countries).  All of the groups ranked the University favorably
or very favorably, with some small variations in the percentages.  Men as a group had the highest "most favorable"
rating. 
 
            The full Pulse survey results are online at http://www1.umn.edu/ohr/pulse/ . They sent collegiate or business
unit results to deans and unit heads and will provide an analysis if requested, if the numbers in the unit are large
enough. 
The results will be linked to strategic positioning initiatives and to key University metrics. Professor McCall concluded
his remarks.
 
            Vice Provost Carney commented on sampling issues.  She will report to the Committee at an upcoming meeting
about the Minnesota results of the "Collaboration on Academic Careers in Higher Education" (COACHE) survey, the
national survey of probationary faculty at 51 institutions, including Minnesota and 5 of its peers.  The faculty responses
to the Pulse survey appear to have come primarily from tenured faculty.  The COACHE survey included all
probationary faculty (and had a 58% response rate), so the samples are very different.  The Pulse survey was 77% white
and more male, so it tends to present a weighted opinion of predominantly white male tenured faculty on the Twin
Cities campus and may thus not reflect fully the concerns of female or minority faculty.  Most faculty on the Twin
Cities campus are white, male, and tenured, she observed, so there is nothing wrong per se with the Pulse results, but
they don't provide information about change that might be reflected in the views of women and minorities.  Nor, she
said, is this imbalance the fault of those who conducted the Pulse survey—they had no control over who responded. 
She affirmed, in response to a query from Professor Kleiner, that the COACHE and Pulse surveys had very different
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purposes; her comments were directed only to the sampling different between the two.
 
            Professor Hanna asked if there were differences in response rates by college.  Professor McCall said there were 
some differences by campus but they have not yet analyzed those data.  They are also planning to look at the responses
to individual questions by demographic group. 
 
           
Professor Hanna noted that there have been national studies of job satisfaction among the professoriate; have they been
compared with these data? 
Professor McCall said the national studies use different scales so it is difficult to compare results.  That is why they are
interested in other universities using the Pulse survey so the results can be compared. 
 
            Professor Sirc thanked Professor McCall for joining the meeting.
 
           
Professor Kleiner asked Vice Provost Carney what the COACHE and Pulse surveys have to do with policy changes that
the Committee might recommend or the administration might consider.  Dr. Carney said she will be prepared to talk
about policies when she presents the COACHE data. 
The data come at an opportune moment, she said, as departments are working on their tenure-code-required 7.12
statements on promotion and tenure criteria. 
The report speaks to the issues of clarity of the tenure process, standards, and body of knowledge required.  Her
quandary, she said, is how to ensure that the information gets to the faculty.  She said the data could have an impact on
policies in which the Committee is interested; she will present the data but is more interested in what to do with them.
 
           
Is anyone looking at the small percentage of people who responded to the Pulse survey that they would not take a job at
the University again, Professor Hanna inquired. 
Dr. Carney said she will look at the data for units, as well as the COACHE data for units. 
 
           
Professor Wiedmann said that if the University is going to do surveys just to find out what is going on, the response
rates will continue to fall if nothing happens as a result of the survey.  Professor McLoon agreed that faculty will not
fill out the survey if nothing happens. 
He recalled that Vice President Carrier had described the survey as low cost but that it was his opinion that it took a lot
of faculty time, collectively, which was apparently to be discounted.  He said the Committee should take a stand that
faculty should be protected from surveys unless the results will be used.  He also urged the Committee to look at the
reasons faculty would leave the University: 
every time money is put into (for example) child care or tuition benefits, it takes away money from the number one
need, salaries.
 
4.         New Regental Employee Recruitment and Retention Policy
 
           
Professor Sirc next welcomed Dr. Wilhelmson from the Office of the Vice President for Human Resources and Ms.
Tracy from the General Counsel's office to discuss a new Board of Regents' policy.  The draft policy read as follows:
 

SECTION I. SCOPE.
 

This policy describes the commitment of the University of Minnesota (University) to attracting and
retaining employees who are talented, innovative, and dedicated to the highest standards of excellence.

 
SECTION II. GUIDING PRINCIPLES.

 
                        The following principles shall guide the University’s recruitment and retention of

employees:
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(a) 
The University commits to equal employment opportunity for all persons without regard to race, color, creed,
religion, national origin, sex, age, marital status, disability, public assistance status, veteran status, or sexual
orientation.

(b) 
The University seeks to recruit, hire, and retain a diverse workforce with employees whose knowledge, skills,
abilities, and service orientation support the University’s standards of excellence.

(c) 
The University strives to offer employees a compensation package that is competitive with peer institutions and
other relevant labor markets.

(d) 
The University, in developing workplace policies, services, and programs, seeks to understand and take into
account the factors that affect job satisfaction and productivity.

(e)The University fosters a positive workplace that is welcoming, inclusive, and respectful.
 

SECTION III. RECRUITMENT STRATEGIES.
 

Subd. 1. Identification of Talent. 
The University shall seek talented and diverse applicants through international, national, regional, local,
University, or unit-wide marketing as appropriate to the position.  The University shall follow a broad and
flexible set of recruitment strategies as determined by (a) the nature of the position, (b) the unit in which the
position resides, (c) the job market, and (d) any applicable policy directives. 

 
Subd. 2. Compliance. 
The University’s recruitment and hiring practices shall comply with state and federal employment law and be
consistent with applicable administrative policies, rules, and collective bargaining agreements.

 
SECTION IV. RETENTION OF EMPLOYEES.

 
The University shall demonstrate its commitment to fostering and retaining its talented workforce by:

 
(a)  Providing role-appropriate employee introduction and job-specific training for all new employees;
(b)  Providing effective preparation and support to incoming leaders;
(c)  Offering competitive compensation and benefits packages;
(d) 
Providing the resources, physical infrastructure, and development, education, and training opportunities to help
ensure success;
(e) 
Providing a learning environment where employees are encouraged to grow and develop professionally with
opportunities for career mobility and advancement;
(f)  Affording leaders and managers the ability to retain employees through compensation and other means;
(g) 
Providing policies within a supportive workplace that help employees effectively integrate and manage their
work and personal life responsibilities;
(h) 
Providing development, training, and coaching opportunities for managers and supervisors to strengthen their
human resources management skills;
(i)  Encouraging communication between supervisors and their employees;
(j) 
Identifying, recognizing, and rewarding employees for their work contributing to and supporting the mission of
the University;
(k) 
Assessing job satisfaction, turnover rates, and reasons employees decide to leave University employment; and
(l)  Implementing strategies to improve job satisfaction and maintain appropriate  turnover rates.

 
           



MINUTES* http://www1.umn.edu/usenate/scfa/06-11-14.html

8 of 10 6/5/2008 8:40 AM

Dr. Wilhelmson reported that the policy had been reviewed at the last Regents' meeting and was part of a larger overall
review of Board policies that includes establishing policies where gaps have been identified.  The policies are written at
a high level, containing key principles; operating language and details of procedure are moved to administrative
policies. 
There is an opportunity to make comments and suggestions on this draft, she said; the gist of the policy is that the
University wishes to attract and retain high-quality individuals and maintain a diverse workforce. 
 
           
Once this and other Human Resources policies have been adopted by the Regents, Dr. Wilhelmson related, Human
Resources will look at the Pulse survey data to help inform the Regents on how the University is complying with their
policies.  The Pulse survey data will be key. 
 
           
Dr. Wilhelmson said she had asked Ms. Tracy to join the discussion because Professor Sirc raised a question about how
legally binding this new policy is. 
Could, for example, one grieve a violation of policy if someone believed a department or unit were not providing a
supportive workplace to integrate family and work life?   Professor Sirc said he thought about this after the discussion
of family-friendly policies and the apparent pressure in some places on probationary faculty not to stop the tenure clock
for parenting responsibilities. 
 
            Ms. Smith said that employees can grieve policy violations that affect their employment.  What can be grieved 
depends on how specific the policy is.  The tenure code, for example, has very specific provisions that can be grieved. 
Other policies are more over-arching, intended to set a tone and that direct the administration to develop more specific
documents to implement the policy statements. 
One cannot grieve that one does not have enough time off, for example, because of the provisions of this policy.  This 
policy is used by the Regents to evaluate the tone and direction of what the administration has done.
 
           
Professor Kleiner asked if, under the provisions of II(c) or IV(c), one were offered a 50%-salary increase at a MNSCU
institution, the University would be obligated to make him or her a competitive offer in response.  Ms. Smith said it
would not; this policy is at too high a level of generality.  Could one sue, Professor Kleiner asked?  There would be 
management policies in place, Ms. Smith said. 
Employee grievances must be brought through the grievance policy; employees are not permitted to sue in district court
for common law breach of employment contract claims but must go through the internal process, after which any
appeal goes to the Minnesota Court of Appeals.
 
           
Could a suit be brought under this proposed provision, Professor Kleiner asked, for a class-action suit contending that
salaries were not competitive. 
Ms. Tracy said that University employees are foreclosed from using the district court for breach of employment
contract claims; they can only file a grievance. 
If someone were to go the Judicial Committee chair or the University Grievance Office, either of them would be likely
to say that this is not a specific-enough policy under which to file a grievance or case.  If they did not say that, the
President would probably not agree, nor would the Court of Appeals be likely to do so.  There is case law and doctrine
that general policies are not litigable.
 
           
Professor McLoon said he believed the references to compensation in sections II(c) and IV(c) are disingenuous and
should not be included. 
Everyone knows the University's [faculty] salaries are not competitive, and University actions and the Board of Regents
have made it clear they are not going to pay competitive salaries.  The Academic Health Center is building two new
buildings that will require new faculty, who will in turn create more pressure on the salary pool.  How can the policy
say the University will pay competitive salaries when everything the University does goes against that objective?  Dr.
Wilhelmson said that a policy can describe actual practice or it can be aspirational, or both.  The Board of Regents has
determined that policies can be aspirational, enunciating a goal the University is to work toward.  Some funds will be
drawn away from salaries, she agreed, because the University may decide that not all funding can go toward the
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number one priority of competitive salaries; there are broader concerns that must also be dealt with. 
 
           
It is only the heading on the policy that makes one think it has anything to do with retention, Professor Clayton
remarked.  The policy consists of a list of aspirations about working conditions.  Presumably there would be no
retention problems if working conditions at the University were ideal.
 
           
Professor Kleiner said that to the extent an organization states policies, but does not follow through, it reduces the
credibility of that organization and its policies become "cheap talk."  If an organization makes statements in its policies,
it should have the intent to follow through on them. 
Dr. Wilhelmson agreed that the policy must be implemented administratively or it is nothing but a piece of paper; the
policy is used as a tool to monitor what is happening at the University.  If the policy is adopted, this Committee can
take the position that the tuition benefits proposal and the Pulse survey results are related to the Regents' policy,
Professor Sirc observed. 
Dr. Wilhelmson concurred and reported that a number of the Regents have said that the words are not enough and
asked what is being done.  The Board will push on the policy as well, she said.
 
           
Professor McLoon noted that Dr. Wilhelmson had said the policy would only be a piece of paper if not implemented;
what he is saying, he said, is that to make a statement in a policy that is clearly false and unattainable will undermine
the Board of Regents—that the statement not only has no value, it could do harm.
 
           
Professor Squires said he was glad to see the University wants to offer competitive salaries but said he had no idea what
" highest standards of excellence" meant, in Section I.  He urged that "of excellence" be deleted.  As written, it is
wishy-washy; if he said something like that to a class, they'd ask him what the heck he was talking about. 
 

Professor Csallany said that "(i) 
Encouraging communication between supervisors and their employees" cannot be regulated from the top.  Vice Provost
said the policy can encourage, and if a dean or department head is not informing employees of things they should be
aware of, the policy provides the ground for suggesting that communication needs to occur.  The policy also suggests 
that a department chair cannot decide not to talk to certain faculty. 

 
Professor Sirc thanked Dr. Wilhelmson and Ms. Tracy for joining the meeting.

 
5.         Resolution on Child Care
 
           
The Committee turned next to a draft resolution asking that the administration identify ways to provide more
on-campus, high-quality child care for children of University employees.   
 
            Professor McLoon registered the same objection to this resolution as to the one about tuition benefits:  it will 
draw away money that could be put into salaries.  Any item that costs money that would affect salaries is a low
priority. 
He said that when he and his wife needed child care, they found the University Child Care policies too restrictive and
preferred a private-sector setting. 
 

Professor Sirc pointed out, also again, that the need for child care was among the items specifically mentioned
in the second recommendation of the Faculty Culture Task Force report.  Vice Provost Carney reported that that the
COACHE survey of probationary faculty revealed that at the University, child care is the most important factor to
them—and an area where the University is least effective.  Most large corporations that are leaders have adequate child 
care on site, Professor Squires said.

 
Professor Kleiner said that Professor McLoon is right to say there are tradeoffs between salaries and other

benefits. 
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The question is whether the tradeoffs represent the institutional ethos, its best values, Professor Sirc commented. 
 
Professor Wiedmann said if one thinks about the University as an employer, fringe benefits are a way for it to

sink its hooks into employees; if one is only attached to the institution by salary, he or she has more freedom to move;
benefits are a way to hang on to people. 
He said he agreed with Professor McLoon's point about tradeoffs but putting all the money into salaries makes people
freer to leave. 
A more common way to look at fringe benefits, Professor McLoon responded, is to help workers keep working.  It 
serves the employer to have health insurance so that employees can stay healthy and keep working.  How big a problem
is daycare today, he asked?  How much time to do faculty spend looking for daycare?  He surmised it was an irritation
for a few hours and then not a major problem.

 
Professor Litman disagreed. 

He said that this is addressed to younger faculty, if married or attached in a couple where both probably work—often
the very people the University is trying to attract and retain.  The face of employment is changing and the University
will exist in a highly-competitive environment. 
It would be nice if the University could change its approach on this benefit.  There are plenty of institutions that offer
child care with which the University competes—and to which it loses people. 

 
Professor McLoon said the Committee needs to know how big a problem this is.  There are a lot of daycare 

facilities available in the Twin Cities, Professor Kleiner said, and the question is, is a University spot more important
than private sector opportunities. 
But there has been no large analysis of the problem, comparing what the University offers with other Big Ten schools,
for example.  Professor Wiedmann said the Work/Life Task Force did an extensive study a few years ago.  There may 
be information from other institutions, Dr. Carney said; Michigan offers four on-campus sites, she reported.  But no 
place one reads about will believe it has sufficient childcare spaces.  She also reported that child care was a high
priority for a group of 75-80 women faculty from around the University invited by the Women's Faculty Cabinet to
gather for a conversation about the role of women faculty at the University.  Women now come to the faculty from
across the country, Professor Zuiker commented, and do not have extended family to help with childcare—and older
faculty may forget the struggles they had with childcare.

 
Professor McLoon inquired if it would be possible to build a new facility with bonding and pay off the bonds

with revenue.  Professor Hanna wondered if it would be possible to use the Radisson as a model:  the University owns 
the land and contracts with a private provider to build and operate a facility.  Some companies have private daycare
facilities on site, Professor Kleiner said, and it is a rapidly growing business that is very profitable.

 
Professor Wiedmann said that Professor McLoon had raised a good general point and that the Committee

should perhaps look at fringe benefits in a global sense.  Right now it is picking one benefit at a time; can the
Committee get its hands on all of them at once? 
Professor Kleiner agreed that one way to think about fringe benefits is that if one adds to the fringe benefit expenses,
one takes away from salary funds (or from some other source of funds available to faculty).  Professor McLoon urged
the University should consider the Radisson model, which would enable the University to do good without adding
cost.  Professor Litman pointed out that the cost of childcare must be kept affordable.

 
Professor Sirc promised to follow up on the discussion, and adjourned the meeting at 4:20.
 
                                                            -- Gary Engstrand
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