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 Regents Room 
 
 
Present: Carl Adams (acting chair), Carol Carrier, Ann Fallon, Daniel Feeney, Richard Goldstein, 

Audrey Grosch, Morris Kleiner, Steve Laursen, Diane Mulvihill, Donald Rasmusson, 
Bernard Selzler, W. Donald Spring  

 
Guest:  Thomas Scott (Chair, Senate Consultative Committee), Garrett Weber (MN Daily) 
 
 
MINUTES   
 
 The April 2 Minutes were approved 
 
CHAIR'S REPORT   
 
 Professor Adams reported that Professor Ben-Ner recently attended a meeting with Vice 
President Erickson and others to discuss faculty interest in continuing efforts to improve the University's 
health plans.  One thought was to establish a standing committee to examine the ways in which faculty 
and staff health care concerns can be conveyed persuasively to the State.  SCFA will address this issue at 
its May 7 meeting. 
 
PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL AND SALARY INCREASES WORKING GROUP   
 
 Before discussion of the proposed compensation document continued from the previous meeting, 
Professor Spring, who was a member of the original Working Group, said he would like it noted that the 
document has never been approved by the Working Group as a whole.  In fact, he said, the Working 
Group has not met as a full committee since April 1991.  Professor Adams agreed it is unfortunate there 
was a breakdown in the process and said it would be up to SCFA to decide it if wanted to take a position 
on the document. 
 
 Professor Scott, chair of the Faculty Consultative Committee (FCC), said he views the proposed 
document as an important first step in addressing academic compensation issues, and that FCC would like 
to see SCFA come to some resolution on it soon so that it could possibly be discussed by the Faculty 
Senate in May.  There is concern that if a document is not moved forward this Spring, it will lose its 
momentum.  Ms. Carrier said central administration has given its assurance that should a document come 
forward, it will receive a timely administrative response. 
 
 Professor Adams then proceeded to itemize some of the issues discussed previously.  They 
included: 
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 1.  association of workloads with annual reviews 
 2.  annual merit increases having a smaller impact because the pool of funds is smaller 
 3.  reviews for full professors 
 4.  equity among faculty across the University 
 
 Professor Spring expanded on issue 2 by reading from a statement by the 1990-91 chair of the 
Faculty Consultative Committee, which stated: 
 

". . . during, those all-too-frequent years when the funds available for faculty salary increases are 
less than, or only equal to, the cost of living, following the principle has often had the effect of 
cutting the real salary for many faculty members whose service by any reasonable standard was 
entirely satisfactory.  It is, in brief, a system that does pretty well for the "stars" among us--may 
their tribe increase!--but less well for the majority who, in a competent and workmanlike way, 
continue to meet their professional responsibilities.  Moreover, there are large salary differences 
between individuals, judged equally eminent in their disciplines, differences that are difficult to 
justify entirely by factors of the marketplace. . . ." 

 
 Professor Spring further noted that when this issue was discussed over a year ago, the Working 
Group was asked to take a more aggressive position on it.  It was also agreed at that time that a more 
rigorous approach to faculty evaluations was necessary, especially in view of the uncapping of mandatory 
retirement.  Further, he said, the last time the Working Group met as a whole, a straw-vote showed the 
committee favored a step-system of some kind.  He expressed serious concern that the process has not 
lived up to the democratic standards of faculty governance. 
 
 Several members noted their disappointment that the document does not address important issues 
like minimum salary floors, disparities among units, effects of uncapping mandatory retirement, and 
accountability. 
 
 Professor Kleiner responded that the Working Group did review the effect of uncapping 
mandatory retirement at institutions with required reviews, and learned that no one has been dismissed as 
a result of them. He also noted that the document does allow for periodic reviews every 4-5 years if a 
department chooses that option.  It is important to realize, he said, that given the current fiscal situation, 
the Working Group really had to focus more on guaranteeing faculty members a minimum level of voice 
rather than a minimum level of compensation at this time. 
 
 Discussion of each section of the document followed. 
 
 Under Background on Compensation at the University of Minnesota the third paragraph was 
revised to read:  
 

"The salary determination process must provide an objective unbiased evaluation of each faculty 
and professional staff member following a thorough review of his/her work.  The process must 
encourage improved performance, which in turn, should be rewarded by the compensation 
system." 

 
 The section Criteria for Annual Salary Increases and Promotion was unchanged. 
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 Under Faculty Involvement it was suggested that an individual's performance review and salary 
discussion should be done on separate occasions.  Additionally, the word "should" which the Committee 
felt weakens the document was changed to "must" in a number of places. 
 
 Under Allocation Format it was agreed that the sentence, "Particularly meritorious performance 
awards, in addition to regular merit increases, may be made from a pool set aside from the overall merit 
pool within the unit, on the recommendation of the faculty members within the unit, and in concurrence 
with the head of the administrative unit" should be deleted because it is redundant in that the document 
already addresses merit increases.  Professor Kleiner said the primary reason for including the clause was 
to provide some flexibility for departments to react to certain situations.  Most SCFA members agreed it 
is not a good idea for departments to set aside salary money. 
 
 Under Promotion Increases it was recommended that 1992-93 be changed to 1993-94 because 
implementation of any document could not realistically be accomplished before 1993-94.  It was also 
agreed that the document should be amended to identify that funds for the promotion increases will be 
provided and controlled by central administration and not by the individual departments.  Further, the 
amount of the increase should be different for promotion from assistant to associate professor and 
associate to full professor and $l,500 and $2,000 was suggested.  There was considerable debate over the 
last sentence in the paragraph about trying to prevent devaluation of the increases over time and the 
committee finally agreed on the following wording:  "It is intended that this portion of the base will 
receive typical inflation-related increases."  The standing committee would be responsible for monitoring 
this situation.   
 
 Under Other Recommendations it was suggested that a standing committee be established to 
provide a mechanism for ongoing discussion of compensation and compensation-related issues.  This 
section of the document was amended to read:  "A standing administrative and faculty compensation 
committee (including representatives of the Senate Faculty Affairs Committee) will examine and make 
recommendations on policies such as salary levels in the University as a whole, salary disparity among 
units, minimum salary levels for associate and full professors, and salary compression."   
 
 While the general feeling of the Committee was that the document does not address a number of 
important issues, it did agree that action should be taken and that approval of it be looked at as a positive 
"first step."  The Standing Committee, which would include SCFA representation, would then continue 
working on salary issues.   
 
 A motion was moved and seconded to approve the document in principle with the 
understanding that the changes agreed upon above be incorporated into it.  The vote was 5 in favor, 
2 opposed, 1 abstention.  [A copy of the amended document is attached.] 
 
 Professors Spring and Grosch asked that the record identify their vote opposing the document.   
 
 Lastly, SCFA members requested that the Minutes note their serious concern about the apparent 
breakdown in the Working Group's process. 
 
      -- Martha Kvanbeck 
 
University of Minnesota 


