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Present: Kathryn Hanna (chair), Ben Bornsztein, Arlene Carney, Carol Carrier, Dann Chapman, 
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Guests: Nan Wilhelmson, Miriam Ward (Office of the Vice President for Human Resources); 

Carolyn Chalmers (Office of Conflict Resolution); Professor Jennifer Windsor (FCC 
Metrics & Measurements Subcommittee) 

 
[In these minutes:  (1) report of the chair; (2) use of courtesy (without-salary) appointments; (3) vacation 
tracking; (4) metrics and measurements; (5) faculty ombuds recommendation] 
 
 
1. Report of the Chair 
 
 Professor Hanna convened the meeting at 2:35 and began by reporting that the Faculty 
Consultative Committee (FCC) had had a series of informal meetings with department chairs.  She 
attended one of them.  Some of the issues raised included the Enterprise Financial System, combining 
employee classification systems, bridging funds for faculty retirements, and requiring of new faculty a 
letter of resignation from their former institution. 
 
2. Use of Courtesy (Without-Salary) Appointments 
 
 Professor Hanna welcomed Ms. Wilhelmson from Human Resources and recalled that FCC had 
discussed the use of courtesy appointments over the last couple of years and asked this Committee to look 
at the practice.  Vice President Carrier said the issue had come to the Committee once and they are now 
providing information on what has been done.  She also noted that the Academic Health Center has a task 
force on non-paid (courtesy) appointments and its report should also be brought to this Committee, 
although it is not yet ready.  Courtesy (or Without Salary or WOS) appointments are a long-standing way 
to link people to the University without pay; they looked at the use of WOS appointments across the 
system and what is being done right and what not. 
 
 Ms. Wilhelmson reported on what Human Resources has done.  FCC originally got involved 
because of a concern about the use of professorial titles for WOS appointments.  She noted several 
reasons to address the use of these appointments: 
 
--  Concern has been expressed by faculty regarding the broad use of professorial rank titles outside of use 
by regular faculty and contract, temporary, or visiting faculty. 
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--  Desire to differentiate WOS professorial rank appointments from regular, contract, temporary, or 
visiting faculty appointments 
--  Lack of policy/guidelines addressing permissible reasons for use of “without salary” appointments. 
--  Lack of specific information on requirements around use of the title to which the individual is 
appointed.  
 
 Human Resources discussed initial survey results with FCC. 
 
--  An initial survey was conducted to better understand and document use and reasons for WOS 
appointments for both academic and non-academic appointments.   
--  Another survey was completed looking at actual individuals holding professional-rank WOS 
appointments.  College lists did not include regular or visiting faculty appointments that were without 
salary.  A reason for each individual appointment was requested from all colleges outside the AHC using 
a list of reasons gleaned from the initial survey results.  Reasons not included in the list were also 
submitted, when needed.  The AHC was not asked at this time to review their individual appointments 
because they had plans to appoint a task force to study their non-paid appointment.  The final list of 
current reasons for using WOS faculty appointments numbered 15.  Information was also requested 
regarding the regularity of reviews of these appointments. Information received indicated that review of 
these positions was uneven--some receiving no review, some annual reviews and others more sporadic. 
 
 The reasons that colleges gave for using WOS appointments varied considerably.  Ms. 
Wilhelmson provided a list of the reasons and, in some cases, preliminary recommendations based on 
earlier discussions with FCC and other work she had done. 
 
1.  To indicate teaching effort by assigning a courtesy faculty rank or academic professional (teaching 
specialist or lecturer) appointment when the primary appointment held is an academic professional or 
administrative position with non-instructional duties; 

 
Example: A 100 percent time, A-term (12 month), K (annual renewable) Senior Research Associate 
(9701) teaches a three-credit course every year as part of the responsibilities of that appointment and 
carries a courtesy title appointment of Assistant Professor (9403) that is without salary. It is possible to 
have selected one of the academic professional teaching titles instead of one of the professorial rank titles. 
In this example, Lecturer (9753) might have been the courtesy title chosen. 
 
Recommendation:  Not permitting use of professorial title unless an adjunct prefix is used; e.g., adjunct 
associate professor. 
 
2.  To provide University privileges (e.g., e-mail, library access).) to preceptors, individuals who are 
providing "on the job" instruction and oversight for professionals in training (e.g., medical residents); 
 
3.  To provide for a courtesy faculty appointment to individuals who provide teaching effort and who 
work for an agency or firm with whom a contract for teaching/other professional service is held.  This 
without salary appointment provides University privileges (e.g., e-mail, online grade reporting). 

 
Recommendation:  Require use of a prefix with the professorial rank (e.g., adjunct professor) or a non-
professional rank title such as teaching specialist or lecturer. 
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4.  To provide a faculty title to a P&A employee who is submitting a grant proposal.  There is a 
perception that some granting agencies require individuals to have a faculty title. 
 
Question:  Will a professorial rank with prefix work for this reason? 

 
5.  To indicate a teaching appointment where an external entity is paying for the work. 

 
Example: Naval Science and other military organizations—the government pays the salary of the people 
doing the teaching.  The instructors are given an appointment to provide them with e-mail, library access, 
online grade reporting, use of Regents Scholarship, but no other benefits. 
 
6.  To appoint an individual (e.g., retiree from a corporation) who is volunteering to teach a course in 
order to provide them with e-mail, library, and grade reporting access. 

 
7.  To provide University privileges to research collaborators who are not employees of the University. 
 
Recommendation:  Clarify that the research must be University sponsored/approved. 

 
8.  To provide University privileges to foreign visitors, often termed "visiting scholars." 

 
Recommendation:  Create a new classification---e.g., Visiting Scholar. 

 
9.  To provide University privileges to maintain a relationship with an individual (with or without 
obligation to the University) after the appointment has been terminated, or to establish an affiliation 
relationship for reasons deemed political by the unit/department or to recognize personal friendships or 
other marks of cronyism. 

 
Recommendation:  Create a new way to track and recognize individuals with ties to a department or 
college.  
 
10.  To provide new hires access to University privileges (e.g., e-mail, library access) prior to the official 
start date of the appointment. 
 
Recommendation:  Confirming process whereby the outcome is the same, but may be attained without 
using a WOS appointment. 
 
11.  Reason could not be identified.  (Professor Sirc later noted that there are a large number in this 
category; why?  Because the individual had left the University or the unit did not have the time to do the 
research to find out why the appointment had been given, Ms. Wilhelmson reported.) 
 
12.  To serve on the U of M Graduate Faculty (committee member and/or advisor). 
 
13.  To assist at times with instruction; does not teach entire course. 
 
Recommendation:  Assess whether or not the WOS appointment is really necessary.  Why is it being 
given--recognition, some kind of payment?  This may be a few guest lectures in a course; is a WOS 
appointment necessary?  Perhaps an honorarium would be more appropriate. 
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14.  To indicate a joint appointment with faculty member from another department in the University. 
 
15.  Combination of 2 or more of the following reasons: 7, 12, 13, and 14. 
 
 What they learned, Ms. Wilhelmson said, is that most WOS appointments are given to regular 
faculty, but also a few to P&A and Civil Service staff.   
 
 Ms. Wilhelmson also provided a table indicating the extent to which WOS appointments are used.  
As of March, 2007, there were 554 WOS appointments in all non-AHC colleges (and another 4566 in the 
AHC), with use by college varying considerably.  Biological Sciences had 33; Design had 5; Education 
had 73; CFANS had 188, Law had 3; CLA had 104, Management had 22, and IT had 35.  UMC had 18 
and UMD had 38.  The colleges each had several reasons why they used the appointments; for example, 
78 indicated #7, to give University privileges to non-employee research collaborators.  It is likely the 
number is higher in CFANS because of Extension appointments for individuals working at the Research 
and Outreach Centers. 
 
 Several questions arose when they were looking at the WOS appointments, Ms. Wilhelmson 
related.   
 
--  What title does a unit want to use? 
--  Should there be a requirement that a prefix be used, in order to differentiate WOS appointments from 
regular and contract faculty? 
--  Should there be review of WOS appointments?  They found that some individuals had held the 
appointment for years, including those who no longer had any association with the University and some 
who had died. 
 

What happened as a result of the survey itself has been a lot of clean-up.  The use of WOS 
appointments has declined about 38% in the last year.  Data from October 2008 shows that the total 
numbers of WOS appointments has dropped to 441 in non-AHC units and 2463 in the AHC.   
Departments have begun to evaluate whether they are necessary.  There are benefits to a better-defined 
WOS system; Ms. Wilhelmson outlined them: 
 
--  Increase in accountability with defined oversight and monitoring process 
--  Clear ending to the appointment when service is no longer needed resulting in up-to-date appointments  
--  Individuals having a better understanding of the terms of their appointment 
--  Consistency in use of job codes and titles permissible for WOS appointments  
--  Use of job codes and titles that better delineate regular faculty from others 
--  Clarity in process for how to appoint individuals into WOS appointments with assistance from HR 
staff 
--  Ability to more accurately report on use of WOS appointments---better information on who these 
individuals are 
   
She suggested the Committee might wish to delay moving forward on recommendations until it has the 
opportunity to review the work of the AHC task force to determine if it has applicability to the rest of the 
University 
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 Another question that arose was about the information that should be provided to individuals 
given WOS appointments. 
 
 Professor Litman asked if Ms. Wilhelmson could determine when the appointments had been 
made.  They can with PeopleSoft, she said, but some of the appointments were made a long, long time 
ago.  And some have served in that capacity for a long time, Professor Litman observed.  Ms. Wilhelmson 
noted reason #9:  over time, departments have given a WOS appointment to recognize an individual's 
relationship with the department and to provide privileges.  It is important to recognize these individuals, 
she said, but not with a WOS appointment.   
 
 Professor Bornsztein noted that approximately 90% of the WOS appointments described in the 
spreadsheet provided are in the AHC, and 63% are in the Medical School.  The Medical School has 
approved a "teaching track" and some volunteer faculty at affiliated institutions who have the adjunct 
"clinical" title could transfer to the teaching track.  They may be given the title of instructor, assistant 
professor, associate professor, or professor, teaching track.  Not all of these appointments are without-
salary, Professor Bornsztein said, in response to a question from Vice Provost Carney; she responded that 
it will be important to discuss those appointments, which is why the Medical School is being very careful 
in its examination of WOS appointments.  Both she and Dr. Carrier said they hoped that the AHC task 
force recommendations would include guidelines that might fit the rest of the University. 
 
 Professor Hanna said that more consistency across the University would be better.  Dr. Carrier 
recalled that she had told FCC that her office can do everything possible about the use of titles, but they 
cannot control what departments actually do.  But the University must be clear about its expectations. 
 
 Professor Hanna said she thought there were three main points:  how the title is to be used, an 
appropriate letter of appointment, and annual tracking.  The next step is to hear from the AHC task force.  
A fourth point, Professor Ritter said, is that although a line will be drawn for WOS appointments to meet 
the University standard, departments may still have legitimate reasons to recognize individuals for 
participation and contributions.  Therefore, some thought should be given to identifying other ways to 
meet that need.  There will also have to be decisions about people who already have the appointments, 
Ms. Wilhelmson added. 
 
 Professor Hanna thanked Ms. Wilhelmson for her extensive presentation. 
 
3. Vacation Tracking 
 
 Professor Hanna next asked Ms. Wilhelmson to talk about the changing in the vacation-tracking 
policy.  Ms. Wilhelmson indicated that the change is primarily procedural.  Records of vacation accrual 
and usage will be automated within PeopleSoft. 
 

Ms. Wilhelmson explained that for those faculty and P&A staff eligible to accrue vacation, full-
time appointees have 22 days over the year—that does not change.  The criteria for eligibility are not 
changing.  The reporting requirements are not changing—vacation must be reported.  Faculty on nine-
month appointments are not eligible for vacation and are thus not affected by this change. 
 

Vice President Carrier first introduced Miriam Ward from her office, the "PeopleSoft HR guru" 
who has been in charge of making the system work.  She continued by noting that what is being done is 
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being done will bring more consistency to tracking the use of vacation, which will also allow the creation 
of more University-wide reports (at present, vacation tracking is manual and done in the colleges and 
units) as well as allow employees in those categories to go online to see their vacation accrual.  Civil 
Service employees are already able to do so.  The plan is to automate vacation accrual and usage in 
PeopleSoft. 
 
 Vice President Carrier explained that concerns about vacation accrual were raised by the 
University's external auditors, who suggested that the inconsistency in tracking vacation meant there was 
no way to validate the number of days employees claimed (particularly if vacation accrual had to be paid 
out).   
 
 Professor Hanna asked how the system would work.  Ms. Ward said the system would be set up 
in the same way it operates for Civil Service employees:  individual eligibility is set up in the system and 
people will accrue vacation automatically (22 days divided over 26 pay periods).  The accrual will need to 
be broken down by hours in order to do so (at present individuals accumulate two days per month except 
for June).   
 
 Professor Sheets asked if there is a likely budget impact from more accurate tracking.  He 
recalled that he has at times had 12-month appointments, although his normal appointment is for nine 
months.  He had no idea that faculty on 12-month appointments accrued vacation.  If the system is more 
rigorous and sensitive, is there potentially a significant impact if people realize they have vacation 
accrued and want to be paid for it?  Most vacation is accrued by P&A staff, Dr. Carrier said, and they are 
aware of it.  The availability of vacation may have been less clear to faculty, she agreed.  Professor Hanna 
pointed out that one can collect reimbursement for unused vacation only if one leaves the University or 
changes to a nine-month appointment.  Professor Sheets noted that all CLA faculty are on nine-month 
appointments except for department chairs, who serve eleven months, so presumably they have vacation.  
Dr. Carrier said that people transfer between appointments like that all the time and they do use the 
vacation.  What about the cost, Professor Sheets asked?  It is part of the fringe benefit pool, Dr. Carrier 
said, so the units do receive the money to pay for vacation time that employees accrue.   
 
 Professor Bornsztein asked about the system for tracking vacation:  is it self-report or does 
someone in the hierarchy oversee it?  Ms. Wilhelmson explained that the policy requires that vacation be 
approved.  Initially the record will be on paper but the plan is to move it online.  Within the colleges, 
people enter vacation-taken data in the system, which will then reduce the amount of accrued vacation 
available to the individual.  The process for doing this either is in place in each college already or will be; 
it has been clearly communicated and people must report vacation.   
 
 Ms. Wilhelmson affirmed that the limit of 22 days remains in place, and if someone who already 
has 22 days available accrues additional vacation time, the system will not recognize or record it.   
 
 Ms. Ward explained that they plan to implement the new system with the pay period that begins 
March 2.  All accrued vacation at that time will be entered in the system and individuals will then accrue 
it automatically after that. 
 
 Professor Hanna thanked Mss. Ward and Wilhelmson for the information. 
 
4. Metrics and Measurements 
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 Professor Hanna now welcomed Professor Windsor to the meeting to discuss the report of the 
FCC Metrics and Measurement Subcommittee.  Committee members were provided with a copy of the 
executive summary of the report.  (The full report can be found at 
http://www1.umn.edu/usenate/fcc/metricsreport.pdf .) 
 
* * * 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
Significant scholarly and creative work by faculty is fundamental to a great university. In the current 
academic climate, ‘measuring’ an activity has become a critical acknowledgement of the centrality of the 
activity to an institution. If we are to measure the excellence of any set of the multiple activities at the 
University of Minnesota, scholarly and creative work seems particularly important to address. In 2006 the 
Metrics and Measurements Task Force identified a set of external measures of research and discovery, 
teaching and learning, public engagement, and resources and infrastructure. The Task Force Report is an 
important document in that it describes and motivates aspects of strategic planning at the University. 
However, faculty scholarly and creative work was not addressed significantly in the measures. This 
document reflects the work of the Faculty Consultative Subcommittee on Metrics and Measurements 
(2007-08) and provides a response to the Task Force measures of research and discovery. 
 
The value and impact of research and discovery is embedded in multiple perspectives and multiple 
audiences. The notion of distilling that value to a small set of measures is surrounded by diverse 
epistemological and methodological views. There also is the concern that measurement leads to a solely 
market- or profit-driven approach to academia, and that a cottage industry now surrounds university 
ranking systems. The Subcommittee took the view that, even if the construct of measurement and specific 
measures are imperfect, it is both important and  possible to begin a discourse about “how do we know 
what we’re doing is valuable” and to gauge whether we are maintaining and increasing academic 
distinction at the University of Minnesota. 
 
Based on consultation with faculty and administrative leaders, the Subcommittee makes the following 13 
recommendations: 
 
External Measures: Campus-Wide Aggregates 
 
1. Publication in scholarly outlets be added as an external measure of Research and Discovery. 
 
2. Intellectual property commercialization be changed to an external measure of Research and 
Discovery rather than a measure of Public Engagement as proposed originally.  
 
3. National academy members and faculty awards be combined as one external measure, with 
subsets of award types identified when necessary. 
 
4. Total and federal research expenditures be maintained as external measures of Research and 
Discovery.  
 
5. Post-doctoral appointees not be considered an external measure of Research and Discovery.  
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6. Faculty and staff diversity be considered an external measure of Culture rather than an external 
measure of Research and Discovery. 
 
7. Faculty satisfaction be considered an external measure of Culture rather than an external measure 
of Research and Discovery. 
 
8. The scholarly and creative work of only probationary and tenured regular faculty and contract 
faculty with professorial rank and research/clinical responsibilities be included in external measures of 
Research and Discovery. 
 
9. Faculty from each of the Crookston, Duluth, Morris, and Rochester campuses have significant 
involvement in developing measures of core scholarly and creative activities carried out by faculty on 
these campuses. 
 
Internal Measures: Campus-Wide Aggregates 
 
1. Disciplinary or other significant faculty awards (non-University awards) which typically are 
precursors of or intermediate to the small number of external faculty awards be used as an internal 
measure. 
 
2. Number and dollar amount of submissions for external funding be used as an internal measure. 
Also, total and federal research obligations be used as internal measures to supplement the external 
measures of total and federal research expenditures.  
.  
Internal Measures: Unit or Segment Measures 
 
1. Individual units (or groups of units) be encouraged to examine progress on one or more internal 
metrics of research and discovery that are relevant to the current missions and goals of that unit and which 
align with relevant 7.12 statements. When possible and appropriate, units are encouraged to compare 
performance with peer units at other institutions. 
 
2.  As proposed by the Senate Joint Subcommittee on Databases, there be a web-based 
system/database service for faculty to report scholarly and creative activities for tracking internal metrics.  
 
* * * 
 
 Professor Windsor explained that the original idea for the appointment of the subcommittee came 
in 2007 when the Faculty Consultative Committee looked at the 20 measures proposed for the University 
by the strategic-positioning metrics-and-measure task force.  FCC was aware that the President and the 
Regents were looking closely at the measures and were likely to take them seriously, so it wanted to be 
sure that the right measures of faculty work were used.  The subcommittee looked at measures of research 
and scholarship to be sure they were adequate. 
 
 Professor Windsor briefly reviewed the elements of the report, highlighted in the Executive 
Summary.   
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 Dr. Littlefield inquired how the subcommittee defined faculty.  Professor Windsor said the 
subcommittee worked with Ms. Wilhelmson and learned that there are reliable ways to identify faculty.  If 
those P&A faculty with primary responsibility for teaching are excluded, almost all of the remainder are 
regular faculty or clinical scholars.  The subcommittee concluded that it is this group that is most reliably 
involved in research and discovery. 
 
 Professor Ritter said he was pleased with the modifications to the institutional metrics and 
measures the subcommittee was suggesting.  The original measures were focused on the top quartile of 
faculty, but most faculty do not receive national awards while at the same time contribute significantly to 
the scholarly work of the University.   
 
 Professor Cherkassky asked what "scholarly outlets" the subcommittee was referring to in the 
first bullet.  Professor Windsor said there are two organizations conventionally used to track journal 
publications (but they only track book publications secondarily and none of them track artistic work).  
The subcommittee suggested that Institutional Research look at Thompson and Scopus; they are aware 
that these measures do not work for parts of the University (e.g., the humanities), but all of the 
University's peer institutions face the same problem. 
 
 Professor Cherkassky pointed out that even though the University is putting a lot of emphasis on 
interdisciplinary research, there is no measure of it proposed.  Professor Windsor said the subcommittee 
spent a lot of time discussing that issue, and FCC also raised it.  The subcommittee did not propose 
adopting it as an external measure (the primary use of which measures is to compare among institutions) 
because the inter-institutional measures have to be conventional and agreed upon.  There is no accepted 
measure of interdisciplinary research that the University could use to compare itself with its peers.  If it is 
important to colleges and departments, they can develop appropriate measures for their disciplines. 
 
 Vice Provost Carney commented on interdisciplinary work vis-à-vis the 7.12 statements.  
Departments mention interdisciplinarity in different ways and her office is attempting to rate them on how 
much they appear to value interdisciplinary work.  Some 7.12 statements have interdisciplinary work 
threaded all through them while others make more brief references to it as a department value.  There will 
be value for departments to compare their statements with those of other departments; they are excerpting 
language from the statements to highlight the different approaches. 
 
 Professor Windsor said the subcommittee did not intend to be prescriptive but rather to address 
the question of how to find ways to determine what faculty do is valuable.  They did not want people to 
think that there should be poor metrics used to compare departments.   
 
 Professor Hanna said she was glad to see the endorsement of the report calling for the faculty 
expertise database; this subcommittee report simply adds another item to the list of reasons why the 
database is needed.   
 
 Professor Litman inquired why the subcommittee recommended (Internal Measures, #2) that 
submissions be used, rather than submissions accepted; the number of submissions could be inflated.  
They suggest that number because Vice President Mulcahy believes it will be sensitive to faculty activity, 
Professor Windsor replied, and said she had not heard before the concern that the number could be 
inflated.  Professor Fulkerson said there is a difference between the two but that they should both be used.  
Dr. Carney noted that the University already tracks the amount of research funding received; the 
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subcommittee suggested looking also at grant submissions, which would allow development of a good 
ratio over time between submitted and received.  It may become harder and harder to get funding, 
Professor Litman observed.   
 

Vice President Mulcahy also suggested tracking submission of very large grants, Professor 
Windsor reported, to see if the University is competitive in that arena.   

 
Professor Sirc asked why publications were added to the list of measures.  The metrics-and-

measurement task force suggested them as a possibility but did not recommend them, Professor Windsor 
said, perhaps because they did not believe the data were reliable.  The subcommittee concluded that other 
institutions face the same problem of reliability but that publications are a factor that people do see as 
very important in large areas of the University. 

 
The Committee voted unanimously to recommend to the Faculty Consultative Committee that it 

urge the administration to adopt the recommendations of the subcommittee. 
 
5. Faculty Ombuds Recommendation 
 
 Professor Hanna next noted the information provided by the Office of Conflict Resolution (OCR) 
on ombuds services provided to faculty at some peer institutions.  She said she would like to dispose of 
this issue one way or another and would like to recommend the subcommittee report.  She noted that Vice 
President Carrier and Vice Provost Carney were going to talk to Senior Vice Presidents Jones and 
Sullivan to gauge their reaction. 
 
 Vice President Carrier said she had spoken with Senior Vice President Jones, who had talked with 
the President and other vice presidents.  They are not ready to support the recommendation because of the 
budget situation and because it is not clear that OCR has been leveraged adequately to address the 
problem.  They are not convinced that OCR cannot do the job, rather than start another office. 
 
 Vice Provost Carney said that she had a conversation with Provost Sullivan and received the 
same response.  The budget is important but not the only factor.  Ms. Chalmers joined her at a lunch for 
new faculty, Dr. Carney reported, and provided them with information about the ombuds function that her 
office provides.  Ms. Chalmers stressed to the new faculty members that they can see her confidentially at 
the beginning of a conflict and seek resolution long before any hearing would be held.  When it appears 
that the University provides the service to address issues raised in the report, the senior officers are 
reluctant to support a new office.  They do recognize the function of early conflict resolution is important. 
 
 Vice President Carrier reported that Senior Vice President Jones asked if it would be possible to 
interest retirees in serving the faculty ombuds function as volunteers.  One institution uses retired faculty, 
Professor Hanna observed. 
 
 Professor Sheets said the reports from Drs. Carney and Carrier were disappointing news and he 
had several reactions he wished to express in reply. 
 
1.  With respect to the budget, it is a real question whether the net cost of the service would be a 
SAVINGS.  The University could save more than it spends by eliminating some faculty departures and 
avoiding grievances that lead to litigation, which are very expensive.  More difficult to measure 



Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs 
Tuesday, October 14, 2008 
 
 

11

financially are the savings that result from decreased friction among faculty and greater productivity.  
These benefits must be taken into account if one is to realistically measure the cost of the office.  Simply 
looking at the replacement teaching costs for the faculty member is not realistic; the issue is more 
complex than that. 
 
2.  With respect to whether OCR is adequately used, the subcommittee had as one of its members Ms. 
Chalmers, and the subcommittee was unanimous in its view that OCR was NOT used adequately as a 
faculty ombuds service.  The major reason is that there is no faculty face in the office; the literature 
supports the conclusion that faculty feel more comfortable going to another faculty member than anyone 
else.  A service delivered through faculty and dedicated to faculty interests is important. 
 
3.  The subcommittee did not seek to create a new office and it emphasized that the faculty ombuds 
service should be integrated with existing services.  They contemplated that the service would be offered 
through OCR with a redefinition of what the faculty part of OCR's services would look like. 
 
4.  The subcommittee discussed asking retirees to help.  It is legitimate to ask if the University could save 
money by relying on retiree volunteers.  That is an option that a further committee appointed to 
implement the recommendations could consider.  In general terms, if there are interested retirees but the 
process does not move forward, the idea is a non-starter.  Is Ms. Chalmers to start calling retirees to find 
out if they would be interested?  If the ideas in the report are of value, they need institutional support and 
a planning committee to provide more details and shape to the plan.   
 
 Professor Sirc said he concurred with Professor Sheets and was terribly disappointed in the 
reaction of the senior vice presidents.  He said he thought the work of the subcommittee represented 
faculty governance at its finest.  The University does not have to invent its way to the top three, it only 
needs to look at what Michigan, Berkeley, and Wisconsin do—and part of the template to reach the top-
three goal is to have a faculty ombuds service.   
 
 Dr. Littlefield wondered if they had read the report, given the reference by the two vice presidents 
to a new office.  There was no call for a new office.  They read it, Dr. Carney assured the Committee; the 
question is if there should be a new function in OCR.  In their view, that function already exists.   
 
 Professor Hanna said there is an analogy to be made with the wellness program.  The University 
offers it in order to save on health-care costs.  They know from exit interviews with faculty that people 
leave the University because of issues that an ombuds officer could deal with.  She agreed with Professor 
Sheets that the benefits could be difficult to analyze in strictly financial terms, but there is a good reason 
to move the report to the next level even with the reports today; if the Committee does nothing about it, 
nothing will happen.  The subcommittee did a very good job and she said she would hate to see the report 
die. 
 
 Professor Squires said that OCR is not set up to offer certain services, it is set up under the 
grievance policy with authority to offer informal dispute-resolution services.  Probationary faculty have 
problems (e.g., they are bullied) and there is no real mechanism to help them.  OCR is too formal.  He 
said he was disappointed but, after 34 years at the University, not surprised.  He agreed with Professor 
Hanna's analogy with the wellness program and said the ombuds service would be a good way to head off 
problems (such as tenure messes in departments in six years, when current probationary faculty come up 
for promotion and tenure).   
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 Professor Hanna said the Committee can understand the budget pressures, but this is a creative 
place and "we should be able to figure this out."  Professor Squires asked if there is ANYTHING about 
which it can be claimed it cannot be done because of the budget.  He said he has been on the Committee 
for five years and it is always told that something cannot be done because of the budget. 
 
 Professor Ritter said he could sense the frustration of Committee members and acknowledged 
that the budget could be a problem, but there is a perception that the report was shut down before a 
decision would need to be made about a substantial budget outlay.   
 
 Professor Sheets said he recommended the Committee forward the report to the Faculty 
Consultative Committee even with the adverse reaction from the two senior vice presidents.  Ms. 
Chalmers previously reported to this Committee a tepid reaction to the report; the comments from Drs. 
Carney and Carrier confirm that response.  That does not mean the Committee needs to stop pursuing the 
matter; FCC may think it's a bad idea or may think it's a good idea that should be pursued further with 
senior administrators.  It would be a mistake to let the matter languish, he said, and urged that the 
Committee take a position on the report if a majority supports it forwarding it to FCC.  He moved that it 
do so.   
 
 Professor Cherkassky asked if the budgetary implications of the report consist of a half-time 
faculty position, presumably integrated into OCR.  Professor Sheets affirmed that it is.   
 
 Professor Hanna reviewed briefly the six major points of the faculty ombuds report: 
 
--  a half-time tenured faculty position 
--  services integrated with OCR 
--  the ombuds officer should report at a high administrative level 
--  the person should also play an advisory role (on systemic issues without compromising confidentiality 
or the advocacy role, Professor Sheets elaborated) 
--  the ombuds should support and collaborate with national surveys of faculty satisfaction and efforts to 
improve faculty culture. 
 
It may be that the fourth point is self-contradictory, Professor Sheets said. 
 
 Professor Sheets reminded the Committee that this report is only the latest iteration of a number 
of proposals that have been made over a number of years and that it was initiated by Professor Chomsky 
when she was chair of the Faculty Consultative Committee. 
 
 The Committee voted unanimously in favor of Professor Sheets's motion.   
 

Professor Hanna adjourned the meeting at 4:10. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 


