
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs 
Tuesday, September 26, 2000 

3:07 – 5:00 
Room 300 Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Richard Goldstein (chair), Josef Altholz, Avner Ben-Ner, Carole Bland, Carol Carrier, 

Robert Fahnhorst, Daniel Feeney, John Fossum, Charlene Mason, Cleon Melsa, James 
Perry, Dwight Purdy, Tom Walsh, Carol Wells, Lisa Wersal 

 
Regrets: Wade Savage 
  
Absent:  Robert Jones, Larry Miller, Theodore Oegema, George Seltzer, Sheila Warness 
 
Guests: Professor Kent Bales; Professor Richard McGehee 
 
[In these minutes:  academic appointments (report on the deans views and the Committee reaction); health 
plan task force report; other issues before the Committee] 
 
 
1. Committee Business 
 
 Professor Goldstein convened the meeting at 3:15 and noted various matters. 
 
 Professor Wells participated in the search for the University Grievance Officer, as did he to some 
extent.  Carolyn Chalmers has been hired for the position; she appears to be very well qualified, he said. 
 
 He asked for volunteers to serve on subcommittees. 
 
 Later in the meeting, Professor Goldstein noted that the Committee had been asked to set its 
meeting time for 2001-02 so that faculty could plan appropriately.  Without ado, the Committee agreed to 
keep the same meeting time it has this year. 
 
2. Academic Appointments 
 
 Professor Goldstein asked Vice President Carrier for an update on the academic appointment 
discussions. 
 
 Dr. Carrier reported that there had been a lengthy discussion with the Twin Cities deans about the 
proposed guidelines on academic appointments.  The deans had a number of concerns.  The guidelines 
have also been the topic of conversation between Executive Vice President Bruininks and the Faculty 
Consultative Committee, and she is now gathering concerns expressed by deans, faculty, and P&A staff, 
and will talk with the President this week about where the situation stands.   
 

                                                 
* These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University of Minnesota 

Senate or Twin Cities Campus Assembly; none of the comments, conclusions, or actions reported in these minutes 
represent the views of, nor are they binding on, the Senate or Assembly, the Administration, or the Board of 
Regents. 
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 The deans concerns were these: 
 
-- In those units where there are a lot of teaching/education specialists and lecturers, the proposal to 
provide these employees with retirement benefits will be very expensive.  They would like a phase-in 
period to help absorb the costs.  A number of the employees have already met the waiting period 
requirement. 
 
-- They support the idea of personnel plans for each unit but want to see the unit be the college, with 
significant participation by the departments.  If there is a strong argument for deviation from the college 
plan by a department, the case should be made.  There should be an over-riding college plan and 
philosophy with individual variations allowed. 
 
-- A big issue (not new) is proportions or quotas and the problem of one category versus another. 
 
-- At present NTT faculty are not part of the University Senate while some academic professional 
staff can be; this could further cement a dual-class system. 
 
-- The adjectives that can be used (e.g., "adjunct" or qualifications to the faculty appointment title, 
such as clinical or teaching or research, etc.). 
 
-- Several deans feel strongly that faculty members who teach in undergraduate programs but who 
are drawn from the community, such as well-known musicians or architects, contribute a great deal and 
they want nothing that would prevent such individuals from teaching. 
 
 Professor Goldstein next called on Professor Bales. 
 
 Professor Bales said, with some resignation, that there is nothing in these comments that the 
working group of two summers ago had not heard before and that he thought the guidelines developed by 
the group had tried to answer these concerns.  If the points have resurfaced again it suggests that the deans 
want flexibility WITHIN units:  some departments must follow the college plan BUT some will be 
exempted.   
 
 If colleges make the plan, there is the problem of where the planning originates.  It does not 
sound like the deans want planning from the departments to inform the college plan.  The weak point in 
the document that went to the deans is its confusion about how the planning would work:  there was a 
contradiction about where plans are to begin (at the department or the college level).  The reaction from 
the deans would resolve the contradiction, but in a manner opposed by the joint committee. 
 
 This seems not a good way to proceed, Professor Bales said, but a laissez faire approach is part of 
the dominant culture of the University.  Here the outcome is that some departments will follow the policy; 
others will not, and the system still will be open to abuses sanctioned by the University--although the 
University can deny responsibility for what colleges and departments are doing. 
 
 In the matter of courtesy appointments, every college and department will be free to call their 
NTT faculty what they want, and distinctions in titles will be erased by a free-for-all in naming. 
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 If the issues and document go to the President on Thursday, Professor Bales said, he awaits with 
interest the outcome.  He hoped that this Committee would review anything that comes out of the 
meeting.   
 
 Professor Goldstein related that he was involved in a small meeting with Dr. Bruininks and 
Professor Morrison at which Dr. Bruininks had data from Dr. Zetterberg.  The conclusion that Dr. 
Bruininks reached and with which he and Professor Morrison agreed, Professor Goldstein said, is that the 
University cannot have people working here full time for 8-10 years, in their 40s and 50s, and not provide 
retirement benefits.  That is not fair.  There may, however, need to be a phase-in period to absorb the 
costs of providing them retirement benefits.  All agree on this matter, Dr. Carrier said. 
 
 Some other points Professor Goldstein saw as minor.  Representation in the Senate could be 
addressed and no one has ever suggested that visible and useful employees from outside the University 
could not be hired; they are a tremendous plus for the University and no one wants to get rid of them. 
 

The question is what to do with people who are at the University full time, teaching regular 
courses, and who are faculty in all but name:  can the University continue to expand this group and 
maintain a high-quality faculty?  Over the long term, Dr. Carrier agreed, the question is the balance and 
proportion of NTT faculty who are performing major pieces of faculty work. 
 
 How large a number of such NTT faculty should there be, Professor Goldstein asked?  The 
numbers in Spanish are "horrendous" and it is not possible to have a high-quality department with those 
kinds of numbers.  He said he did not know how to reverse the trend or if that situation obtains in other 
departments.  A complete laissez faire approach is worrisome, he said; there need to be some limits. 
 
 There is at present no documentation about college plans for use of NTT faculty or how to hold 
the colleges accountable, Dr. Carrier pointed out.  The guidelines call for them to write down a plan that 
can be critiqued and there can be discussion on how a college uses employees.   
 
 With colleges deciding their own plans, and departments establishing their own plans, will there 
be any participation by faculty or will the plans all be set by deans and directors, Professor Melsa asked?  
His fear, he said, is that when this is all done, the result will be worse than what the situation was before 
the issue was raised.  If the decisions are made by the colleges, that will make abuses legitimate because 
of a change in definitions; there could be MORE NTT faculty than before.  At the least each department 
should be required to identify the ratio between tenure-track and NTT faculty--it should be proud of the 
number if it believes what it is doing, and publication of such a ratio would allow tracking of changes 
over years. 
 
 Professor Bland noted that she is serving as the chair of a subcommittee to identify ways to 
increase faculty research productivity.  If one looks at the research on what is associated with research 
productivity at an institution, two of the most powerful predictors are the institution's emphasis on 
research and the criteria used for promotion (i.e., rank associates with research productivity because at a 
research university, full professors achieve that rank because of research productivity); policies determine 
outcomes.   She said the tenure code and appointment types and the criteria for promotion in those types 
thus make a difference; change that and the University will change the kind of faculty it attracts and 
retains.  This is scary, she said.  The experiment has been done in the Medical School, she maintained.  
The Medical School has a clinical scholar track with different titles and with promotion criteria that are 
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not as research-oriented as the criteria for regular faculty.  The individuals who hold the clinical scholar 
appointments do not have tenure but they are eligible for multi-year contracts, equivalent salaries, and 
everything else the tenured faculty have--except tenure.  What has been the impact?  Some of the 
outcomes are good, such as enfranchising the critical people whose roles are primarily education and 
patient care by appointing them as clinical scholars.  But, she related that she had heard from an aspiring 
star faculty member who is debating whether to go on the tenure-track or the clinical track.  "Why should 
I go on the tenure track?" the person asked.  There is more of a risk that the person will be up or out after 
nine years.  The department head in the same department said "why should I put the person on a tenure 
track?  The person would prefer the clinical scholar track.  And, putting the person on a clinical track 
means the department can avoid a lifetime appointment."  BOTH the faculty member and the department 
head are saying they don't want to use the tenure track! 
 
 Where is the Senate on this issue, Professor Bland asked?  The Committee should not take 
something to the Senate that has no chance of passing.  Where does this Committee stand?  Where does 
the Faculty Consultative Committee stand?  She said she agreed with Professor Melsa; the outcome could 
be worse than the situation that existed three years ago.  There is evidence both in the research literature 
and in the Medical School that this is a tricky path to traverse; why is the University going down this path 
with no protection against negative outcomes?  This is, she added, a much too complicated discussion to 
have on the Senate floor. 
  
 Professor Goldstein insisted that whatever final document is put together should come to this 
Committee, to the Faculty Consultative Committee, and to the Senate.  The deans must get the word that 
there is great unhappiness with their ideas about what to do.  The Committee will vote on whatever is 
produced, he said; the disposition of the matter will be up to Professor Morrison.  Dr. Carrier said that 
there will be more review and then there should be an up-or-down decision.  Whatever goes to the 
President, Professor Bland said, should not be a surprise. 
 
 The appointment system is not the problem, Dr. Carrier then said; a number of colleges use these 
appointments without a problem.  The units that are struggling with this issue are those that face 
budgetary problems.  It is a mixed picture; some deans do not feel the system is broken.  And that 
depends on their financial situation, Professor Bland commented. 
 
 It shows up in the numbers, Professor Goldstein said; where the use of NTT faculty has 
mushroomed, those appointments have overwhelmed the number of regular faculty appointments. 
 
 It is not fair to ask a financially-troubled unit to uphold higher standards, Professor Bland said.  If 
the University does not have standards, it can expect departments to seek every measure of financial 
flexibility they can find.  It is, she concluded, foolish to let this issue be decided at the college level. 
 
 When this discussion began two years ago, Professor Bales recalled, those who did not like the 
prospect of change were those who were not heavy users of NTT faculty and who feared that a change 
would endanger tenure-track faculty.  He said he could not follow that argument at the time but that now 
he can; if plan-making is removed from the faculty or they "assent" to plans, with some departments 
exempted from standards and some required to follow them, something will be worse.  In the case of the 
languages, he said, the CLA dean has been trying to correct the situation--but it is not a top priority.  
What causes worry, he said, is that under a different dean a policy made for the language departments and 
the composition program will be applied to other departments. 
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 Is there any worry about a class-action lawsuit by employees in a track without benefits, 
Professor Feeney asked?  Dr. Carrier said that the category was always meant to be temporary; now that 
that is not true, it is time to give retirement benefits to people in the category. 
 
 Professor Goldstein assured the Committee it would return to this topic and then noted another 
concern that had been raised about the proposed guidelines, the issue of funding for faculty appointments.  
Professor Feeney sent an email to colleagues about the wording of this section (which essentially requires 
a secure source of funding for tenure-track appointments and requiring provostal approval for any 
exceptions).  He thought the wording was acceptable to the administration. 
 
 Professor Feeney said that the way the language reads, it must be assumed there is long-term 
funding for a position.  With ICR funds and clinical income a large share of the operating budgets of a 
number of departments in the Academic Health Center, there is a problem.  There was a risk management 
model being developed in the Academic Health Center that may need to be pursued.  If all revenue 
streams dried up there would be a problem, he said, but what if someone in the Provost's position decided 
there would be no tenure-track positions unless they were on state funds or tuition income?  That could 
cut the number of faculty in the Academic Health Center by 90%. 
 
 This is a sensitive issue on campus, Professor Goldstein commented, and said that the Committee 
needs to know the views of Drs. Bruininks and Cerra on the language.  He thanked Professor Bales and 
Vice President Carrier for their comments. 
 
 The one other point Professor Goldstein inquired about was the appropriate agency for reviewing 
department plans regarding NTT faculty:  Professor Morrison had said, during an FCC meeting, that it 
should be the Tenure Subcommittee.  That is not a surprise, Professor Feeney commented; the committee, 
along with Assistant Vice President Betty Robinett, monitored these kinds of things.  Dr. Carrier said her 
office provides a report on all temporary appointments which the subcommittee reviews. 
 
3. Health Plan Task Force Report 
 
 Professor Goldstein called next on Professor McGehee for another update on the work of the 
Health Plan Task Force (HPTF).   
 

Professor McGehee began by clarifying points he had made at the earlier meeting concerning the 
meaning of a "rich" plan and how the situation came to be what it is.  He then described one solution to 
the problem that the state had not been able to accomplish (risk adjustment among the providers, a 
complicated reimbursement scheme used in the industry to allow for variations in who--sick versus 
healthy--enrolls in different plans).   

 
When will the Committee receive a recommendation about what the University should do, 

Professor Goldstein asked?  Professor McGehee said there have been meetings with the State Labor-
Management Committee; there is a clear picture of what the state sees.  There will continue to be double-
digit increases in premium costs, the HealthPartners plan (not the old GroupHealth plan) is showing signs 
of spiraling down, there is concern about the stability of Preferred One, and there are underlying questions 
about the State Health Plan Point of Service plan (it is not dying but it is overpriced vis-à-vis the market).  
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For the immediate future, the state offering will be what now exists; maybe a couple of the current plans 
will disappear. 

 
The HPTF will likely be to continue to work with the state, which is open to changing its 

relationship with the University so that the University could modify plans offered by the state.  The HPTF 
position is that if the University can get to that relationship, that would be the best outcome and the 
University should not separate from the state. 

 
 The problem is the schedule, Professor McGehee said.  The issue must go to the Board of 
Regents in December, for action to the Senate on November 16, to the Senate Consultative Committee by 
November 2, and for information to the Senate on October 19.  The goal is to have the HPTF report done 
by the October 19 meeting.   
 
 What recommendation will come from the HPTF?  It is not at the point of recommending 
separation from the state, Professor McGehee said.  They are not at the point in negotiations with the state 
that they can be certain everything can be worked out.  There is interest in outright separation and there is 
not enough information to say that the University should stay.   
 
 One recommendation that will come from the HPTF, whether the University separates from the 
state or not, is the need for an employee benefits standing committee with broad membership from all 
categories of employees to look at health care plans and track their performance in a very fluid market.   
 

AFSCME has made its position very clear:  they will bargain vigorously to keep their members 
with the state plan as it exists. 
 
 When will the University know if the state will permit modifications to the plan?  Professor 
McGehee said that Vice President Carrier or President Yudof will have to negotiate with the state on 
these very complex matters.  Vice President Carrier said the University has asked the state for the best 
package it can offer; the University can compare that to other options.  It needs to do a fair assessment.  
There is a meeting tomorrow with the state, Professor McGehee said, but the problem is that they are 
running out of time. 
 
 Professor Goldstein said he did not know what the best deal would be.  Choices beyond what 
University employees now have are one element; perhaps another improvement would be a less costly 
plan, which would not result if the University does not separate from the state.  The University could 
make a wish list--that could be part of the HPTF report, Professor McGehee said--but the negotiations 
with the state are about process, about the range of the things the University could do and still remain in 
the state plan.  Could the University offer an additional plan?  He said he did not know.  The HPTF will 
not decide that; that is an ongoing question that is also subject to market conditions.  The HPTF is not 
dealing with plans; it is trying to determine if the relationship with the state can be modified. 
 
 Will the HPTF know the answer by the time of its report, Professor Goldstein asked?  Professor 
McGehee said he hoped so. 
 
 Professor Bland inquired where dentistry fell in these negotiations; faculty will have opinions 
about it and should be asked.  Dentistry is a small enough part of the plan that they are worrying about 
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that later, Professor McGehee said.  Dentistry is not a separate matter; it will be part of any Request for 
Proposals that the University would issue, Vice President Carrier added.   
 
 Professor Goldstein said that he assumed there would have to be an increase in the staff in Vice 
President Carrier's and Mr. Fahnhorst's office if the University separated from the state.  Dr. Carrier 
concurred that would be necessary. 
 
 There are political issues involved in this, Professor McGehee explained to the Committee.  
President Yudof must have maximum flexibility in facing the decision, he said.   
 
 Will there be a written document from the state, Professor Goldstein asked?  Professor McGehee 
said he expected one before the October 19 meeting.  He has begun to write the HPTF report; if the 
University receives a decent offer from the state, it should accept it.  "If" is the big unknown, Professor 
Goldstein commented.   
 
 Professor Feeney recalled that the University brought in consultants on this issue in the mid-
1990s and that in a meeting with them and the state, the state made it clear it did not care what the 
University did.  Is that still true, he asked?  The state has changed 180 degrees, Professor McGehee said; 
it prefers the University stay.  The extent to which they want the University to stay will become clear 
when the document is provided.  On the other hand, he reflected, the University now has a great 
relationship with the state--but that could change in another few years.  That is the point Professor 
Morrison makes, he recalled:  it is time to break from the state because the relationship has not worked for 
10 years and promises made now are not worth much.  It is a valid point, Professor McGehee concluded. 
 
 Professor Goldstein thanked Professor McGehee and said the Committee would hear from him 
again on October 10. 
 
4. Other Issues Before the Committee 
 
 Professor Goldstein now turned to a list of issues before the Committee and inquired if some of 
them might be removed; the discussion went as follows. 
 
-- Academic vacation tracking:  the PeopleSoft system is able to track academic vacation usage as it 
does for civil service employees; should that function be utilized?  Vice President Carrier said she would 
have a report for the Committee. 
 
-- The Faculty One-Stop:  Vice President Carrier said much is happening and the Committee should 
be provided a demonstration. 
 
-- Vacation accrual for A appointees:  the Academic Staff Advisory Committee has recommended 
revisions to the terms for employees on A appointments:  the appointments would be changed to 12 
months and vacation could be earned and accrued.  This is an issue more of concern to P&A staff than to 
faculty, it was said; it can also have an impact on a unit's budget and requires attention, Professor Feeney 
pointed out. 
 
-- Semester conversion issues will be taken off the agenda. 
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-- IP addresses:  Professor Wells reported that she is billed $17 per month for each of 8 jacks; this 
seems like something that should be provided by the University or should be covered by ICR funds.  
Professor Goldstein suggested that Professor Wells inform the Committee at its next meeting what 
disposition should be made of the issue; one possibility is to ask the Senate Committee on Information 
Technology to take it up. 
 
-- Support for post-doctoral students:  This will be taken off the agenda because the Senate 
Committee on Educational Policy will deal with it.  SCFA should be kept informed. 
 
-- Calendar issues:  The start date for B appointees and the timing of summer session and the 
intersession have been referred to SCEP. 
 
-- Job sharing (two people, spouses typically, holding one position):  This issue was raised by the 
Morris campus, Vice President Carrier commented, because they are concerned about recruitment.  Can 
two individuals share a tenure-track or tenured appointment?  It has happened, Professor Altholz recalled, 
in the end, however, everyone knew that both people would receive full-time appointments.  An entirely 
new policy would be required for such appointments, Dr. Carrier observed; the tenure code only deals 
with full-time appointments (that is, 67% time or more).  It was agreed that this issue should be referred 
to the Tenure Subcommittee. 
 
-- Interim Faculty Development Leave Policy:  Should the University wait a year or go ahead, 
Professor Goldstein asked?  Executive Vice President Bruininks has suggested waiting a year so that there 
are more data about usage available before a new policy is adopted.  If a new policy is to be delayed, 
Professor Altholz pointed out, the Committee must recommend NOW extending the interim policy 
because faculty are already applying for leaves for next year.  Professor Goldstein said he would like a 
recommendation from the Benefits Subcommittee on extending the interim policy. 
 
-- Faculty Emeriti Policy procedures:  The Committee has seen different versions; which is final?  
Dr. Carrier said that Vice Provost Robert Jones has the final version and it has gone to the President for 
approval.  The final procedures should be provided to the Committee and presented to the Senate for 
action. 
 
-- Professor Goldstein asked Vice President Carrier about the proposal for tuition reimbursement for 
employees.  She told the Committee that the Provost's office is setting up a meeting with the committee 
that worked on the proposal.  Professor Goldstein said the meeting should include him, Professor Fossum, 
and Professor Morrison. 
 
-- Professor Goldstein asked the Committee what it thought about a proposed letter to be sent by the 
Provost or the President to faculty for whom tenure has been recommended.  The letter talks about 
responsibility and ethics and welcomes them to the University.  He suggested that the Tenure 
Subcommittee consider a recommendation on whether the University should send such a letter.  It was 
agreed this issue should be brought up at the next meeting. 
 
 Professor Goldstein adjourned the meeting at 4:50. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
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