
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs 
Tuesday, November 11, 2008 

2:30 – 4:15 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Kathryn Hanna (chair), Ben Bornsztein, Arlene Carney, Carol Carrier, Vladimir 

Cherkassky, Randy Croce, Jayne Fulkerson, Holly Littlefield, Theodor Litman, Luis 
Ramos-Garcia, Jessica Reinitz, Joe Ritter, Geoffrey Sirc, Roderick Squires, Elizabeth 
Stallman, James Wojtaszek 

 
Absent:  Marilyn Bruin, Dann Chapman, Tom Clayton, Anna Masellis, George Sheets 
 
Guests: Jackie Singer (Director of Retirement Benefits), Nan Wilhelmson (Office of Human 

Resources) 
 
Other:  none 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) Civil Service and P&A working groups; (2) pre-hire background verification; (3) 
expansion of the fringe-benefit pool] 
 
 
 Professor Hanna convened the meeting at 2:35, and a while into it stopped to introduce Randy 
Croce, a new P&A member of the Committee. 
 
1. Civil Service and P&A Working Groups 
 
 Professor Hanna turned to Vice President Carrier to begin a discussion about the report of the 
Civil Service and P&A Working Groups. 
 
 Dr. Carrier provided a brief overview of work done in the last year by a group that was co-chaired 
by Mss. Singer and Wilhelmson and Mary Luther, Director of Compensation (and the group included Mr. 
Croce) that looked at a number of issues related to Civil Service and P&A staff, a group of employees that 
totals about 8,000.   
 
 The focus of the effort was recruiting and attracting talent, in line with the strategic-positioning 
goal of recruiting and retaining world-class faculty and staff.  Dr. Carrier recalled that when the P&A 
system was established about 1980, it was a very small category of employees.  The category was 
intended to deal with employees who had no natural home in other groups and those who created it 
probably assumed it would be a small group.  It was designed for administrative roles, including those 
who had instructional responsibilities but not a teaching appointment, and later expanded to those who 
had research roles.  The group has now grown to about 4500, larger than the number of faculty.  A 
number of issues have arisen with that growth, so she appointed a working group to consider them.  The 
group consulted with CAPA members, P&A employees, and administrators and also had the services of 
Professor John Fossum (former chair of this Committee) to serve as a compensation consultant and 
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member of the working group.  The group started out working on P&A issues, but it became clear there 
was overlap in the category with some Civil Service positions (a system established in the 1940s).  So 
they ended up with two different working groups. 
 
 Dr. Carrier explained that the working group was interested in several policy challenges:  how to 
identify and leverage the University's competitive advantages, how to achieve and maintain a culture of 
excellence, how to help employees understand how their work supports the University's mission (that is 
not always clear in all roles), and how to promote cost effectiveness, accountability, and fairness.  
Although the effort began with a P&A focus, they determined that their recommendations were likely to 
affect Civil Service staff as well so created a second group, and those two groups combined to forward 
one set of recommendations. 
 
 The working groups looked at class and compensation principles and laws as well as University 
class and compensation systems.  They developed problem statements and conducted focus groups on all 
campuses that involved 303 participants over 39 sessions.  They also interviewed 29 senior 
administrators, analyzed system data, conducted a literature review, and did a benchmarking study with 
15 comparable universities and five public- and private-sector firms. 
 
 The recommendations were several.  First, transparency is the key tenet.  Every employee should 
understand how his or her classification and pay is determined, employees and managers should 
understand job progressions and career paths (so people know they have somewhere to go, to advance in 
their careers), the University's systems should be intuitive, simple, and well-communicated, and all the 
other recommendations will only work if this tenet is honored.  Nothing will work without transparency 
because employees will become frustrated. 
 
 Second, there is need for a redesigned system of job classifications that has career paths, job 
families, job series, and job levels.  There needs to be regular and ongoing review of classifications, 
employee-group criteria need to be more clearly defined and communicated (for Civil Service and P&A 
staff).  There are redesigned job classifications in some areas, but they need to be strengthened so that 
employees can have a more clearly-defined promotional path where it does not exist now.  There is the 
sense that there is enormous talent in this group of employees and the University needs a system with 
leverage so that they do not leave because they feel they have no opportunities for advancement.  Dr. 
Carrier noted one potential job family, in information technology, with job series such as application 
programming and system analysis, business analysis, supervisory, and technical project management.  
There will eventually be 18-19 such job families. 
 
 Third, there needs to be administrative clarity in the roles of the Office of Human Resources and 
the human resources departments in the units regarding classification and compensation.   
 
 Fourth, there needs to be managerial support.  There is considerable interest in what managers 
need to be doing in order to have a strong system.  There is a fear of inconsistent treatment that would 
disadvantage one employee over another.  Manager positions should be designed to provide time for 
people management, managers should be selected and rewarded for effective employee management, and 
existing management training should be expanded to include class and compensation principles and 
system.   
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 Professor Sirc inquired whose responsibility it is to ensure that person A in one college is not 
disadvantaged vis-à-vis person B in another college.  Or is that left up to local units?  Dr. Carrier said that 
leaving it to local units is not the idea; the goal is consistency, especially with respect to financial matters.  
They have seen this as they considered a modified duty policy (e.g., requiring less of a faculty member 
for a semester after childbirth); some units do it and some are not, and the reasons may be financial in 
some cases, it may be lack of knowledge, it could be that different offices are responsible.  
 
 Administrative clarity and managerial support address key core problems that were identified in 
both of the working groups' root-cause analysis.  They will be rolled into a current initiative underway in 
the Office of Human Resources.  
 
 Phase I of the implementation includes a plan to include communication and training of 
employees and managers and human resources, development of job families, series, and levels, 
development of job-description templates, creation of a new job-evaluation tool, and the conduct of pilot 
studies.  Creation of job families, series, and levels is a massive job involving hundreds of people, Dr. 
Carrier related, and it will reduce the number of job classifications and make them more transparent so 
people can move across them.  They plan to do about 3-4 per year, and have about 17 to do, so it will take 
a few years to complete.  She noted that Berkeley and Michigan, for example, are doing the same thing. 
 
 Phase II of the implementation includes working with stakeholders and units to refine job 
families/series/levels and using the new job-evaluation tool to place positions in the revised classification 
systems.  They will also gather external market data.  There will be additional work in Phases III and IV. 
 
 They did a lot of "what if" thinking, Ms. Singer reported, such as "what if" they could create any 
personnel system they wanted.  One possibility was to throw out the existing systems (P&A and Civil 
Service) and just have one.  If they wanted to do something big and bold, there would be a lot of benefits 
to starting over; doing so would eliminate a lot of problems that plague the system.  But the University is 
not going there (maybe someday), so they are making progress on the recommendations they made and 
doing as much as the funding will allow. 
 
 Professor Bornsztein asked how many job classifications there are now.  Dr. Carrier said there are 
several hundred.  Is the object to reduce it to a manageable number?  That could be the outcome, she said, 
but it is not the objective.  They are trying to link jobs in order to create career paths.  Another piece of 
the work is compensation and the ability to do market surveys, Ms. Wilhelmson reported.  They will try 
to get clarity on classifications, if possible, so that they can do surveys.  The idea, Mr. Croce said, is to 
create career paths so that positions can be compared within and outside the University; right now there is 
no way to compare across positions. 
 
 Professor Hanna asked what titles are used on the instructional side.  She said she knows that 
there are P&A faculty-like appointments.  The primary ones are Lecturer and Senior Lecturer and 
Teaching Specialist and Senior Teaching Specialist, Dr. Carrier said.  Almost all units now use those 
titles.  Temporary and contract faculty are in the faculty category, she affirmed.  The Lecturer/Teaching 
Specialist appointments can be lifetime and are not considered temporary.   
 
 Professor Hanna inquired if the federal law distinguishing exempt from non-exempt employees 
affected consideration of whether to combine the employee categories.  All P&A employees are exempt, 
Dr. Carrier said, while Civil Service staff fall in both categories.  There is overlap between the two 
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systems at the higher level of Civil Service appointments.  P&A appointments require a college degree; 
some Civil Service appointments do and some do not.  Sometimes employees are hired into the P&A 
category because it is seen as more attractive.  Is it necessary to make the distinctions between the two 
categories clearer or is it acceptable to have overlap, she asked.   
 
 Contracts for P&A staff are "all over the place," Dr. Littlefield reported.  Some have annual 
appointments; others have three-year contracts.  That decision is up to the unit, Dr. Carrier said, but about 
88% of P&A staff are on annual appointments.  Some serve "at the pleasure of," such as the vice 
presidents.  Some are continuing appointments, Professor Hanna pointed out; Ms. Singer noted that 
continuous appointments are still used in the libraries and the Law School.  Other departments also 
occasionally use them, Dr. Carney said; the individuals have six-year probationary appointments and 
decision year, much like faculty.  There is a University committee, composed of individuals who hold 
continuous P&A appointments, who evaluate the individuals in their decision year.  Non-renewal is an 
issue, Mr. Croce said, because most P&A staff can be "non-renewed" without any reason, which is one 
reason the size of the group has grown—managers like the flexibility.  Their situation is not like Civil 
Service staff, but the working group decided not to take up that matter. 
 
 Professor Sirc asked if the creation of job families is something they wish for or something in 
place.  So that employees can start at one place and know what they can do to advance?  That is the 
potential, Dr. Carrier said.  There will not be step increases, but individuals could move from X to senior 
X, and the creation of job families would expand those opportunities.  Where do individuals go with a 
complaint, Professor Sirc asked?  Faculty go to the Senate Judicial Committee for tenure-related issues.  
The most common office used for most employment-related issues would be the Office for Conflict 
Resolution, Dr. Carrier said. 
 
 Professor Hanna inquired about the recommendations concerning managerial support and 
manager training.  She said she has seen that problem and observed that academic unit heads are not 
necessarily good at personnel management.  Dr. Carney explained that that subject is part of the training 
that they provide to new department heads and chairs.  Some new chairs opt out of the training—it is 
voluntary—but they have good speakers and discussions, and the sessions allow her to build relationships 
with the chairs, who can then come to her with, for example, human-resources problems.  She, in turn, 
can refer them to the appropriate individuals for assistance.  She said she wished every new chair would 
see the sessions as valuable because it could save them and their faculty a lot of grief.  Dr. Carrier agreed 
that many chairs come into the position and find that there is much they do not know about; they are 
suddenly responsible for things and must be knowledgeable about staff, not just faculty.  Dr. Carney said 
it would be very positive if she could add to the letter from the Provost inviting new chairs the point that 
this Committee encourages them to participate. 
 
 Was merger of the two personnel systems just an idea, Professor Hanna asked?   Dr. Carrier said 
there would be positive elements to it and it would be a good idea in many respects.  Ms. Singer reported 
that they started with a discussion about identifying which category someone should be hired into if the 
position is exempt.  Each of the two working groups then tried to define what it means to be P&A/Civil 
Service but neither could adequately define how it was different from the other, which is what sparked the 
discussion. The idea was not as much merging the two as creating a new employee group altogether (not 
just bits and pieces of the two existing categories).  Creating it would be transformational, allowing 
people to see career paths across barriers that now exist and that cannot readily be defended.   
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 Professor Sirc asked if the working groups were responding to large problems all over that must 
be dealt with or to small problems.  When they started, they learned it was not easy to do market analysis 
of job classifications, Ms. Singer said.  One example is the "coordinator" title:  there are hundreds of 
individuals who hold the appointment, the job responsibilities vary widely, as do the salaries (e.g., 
$35,000 to over $100,000).  Does that cause morale problems, Professor Sirc asked?  They heard from the 
focus groups that it does, Ms. Singer said.  People don't know if they can apply for a job (even if it has the 
same title as theirs), there is no career path (so one must jump colleges to obtain a higher salary), and the 
latter is at odds with the loyalty that people feel about their college or department.  They believe that if 
they set up career paths, that would help retention. 
 
 One critical issue is whether managers know if they should hire someone into a Civil Service or a 
P&A position, Ms. Wilhelmson added.  Originally there were P&A guidelines but those have gotten 
muddied over the years so that higher-level Civil Service staff and P&A staff may be doing the same 
work.  Mr. Croce added that two individuals can be doing the same job, one with a P&A appointment and 
one Civil Service, with a very large salary difference.  Professor Hanna noted that advisers' appointments 
appear to vary by college.  Dr. Carrier said that about half a dozen positions are a problem, but for the 
most part there is little overlap.   
 
 Dr. Carrier related that universities create these systems and make appointments in the same way.   
They hired an outside consultant to look at institutional practices elsewhere—they gave up.   
 
 If there are hundreds of titles, do departments get to make them up, Professor Ritter inquired?  
They do not, Dr. Carrier said; they select from the list developed and approved by her office.  The 
increase in the number of classifications reflects new work being done that was not being done 20 years 
ago, she explained.   And all campuses are included in the system.  Professor Wojtaszek said that they are 
working on job classifications at Morris; is there something coming that would override those efforts?  
Dr. Carrier pointed out it will take about five years to review and change all the titles. 
 
 Professor Hanna thanked Mss. Singer and Wilhelmson for joining the meeting and their report. 
 
2. Pre-Hire Background Verification Policy 
 
 Professor Hanna next asked Committee members to review the Pre-Hire Background Verification 
Policy that has been adopted.   The practice has been in place for a few years and this document 
incorporates it as policy.  There are a number of positions for which the University requires pre-hire 
background verification (the president, vice presidents, deans, head coaches, and others), while for others 
it is advisable but not required.   
 
 One question that came up, that led FCC to refer the policy to the Committee, is over the 
provision that "unit administrators may also require background verification on all new or other particular 
types of employees."  Does this mean, for example, that some departments might require background 
verification for faculty while others might not?  Do some do it across the board, Professor Fulkerson 
inquired?  Some do, Dr. Carrier said, such as the Office of Information Technology, and her office does 
so.  Professor Sirc asked if the checks turn up anything; "on occasion," Dr. Carrier said.  Only Penn State 
in the Big Ten requires checks for everyone hired.  There have been articles in the national higher-
education media about faculty members who are discovered to have criminal backgrounds, Dr. Carney 
noted, and then it becomes a big deal, especially in public universities. 
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 The company that has been hired to conduct the background verifications was hired through the 
Big Ten in order to get a better price, Dr. Carrier said, and the checks are only done on the finalist.  (They 
cost about $150 and the cost is paid by the hiring unit.)  She drew a distinction between reference checks, 
which faculty and others do all the time on candidates for positions, and a background verification (which 
might include confirmation of educational credentials, a credit check, check for criminal record, 
employment verification, and so on).  If they find something about the candidate, does he or she have a 
chance to refute it, Dr. Littlefield inquired?  The candidate is informed, Dr. Carrier said, and has the 
opportunity to clarify the issue.  If the clarification is insufficient, her office keeps the information 
confidential but will let those responsible know that there is reason not to pursue the candidate any 
further.  They also talk to the General Counsel's office in each case.  It is the unit's responsibility to 
inform the candidate if he or she will no longer be considered. 
 
 If one is on a search committee, and identifies a great candidate for the job, but the candidate said 
something that led one to ask a question about him or her, can the background verification be conducted 
at any point?  It can, Dr. Carrier said.  By agreeing to be a candidate, the individual has consented to have 
work history and education checked.  Sometimes people stretch the truth about their association with an 
institution, Dr. Carney commented.   
 
 Apropos the sentence allowing unit variation, Professor Ritter asked if a unit can pick and choose 
positions for background verifications.  Could a unit conduct it for one faculty member for one position or 
must it do them for all faculty, Professor Hanna added.  The unit will want to have a rationale for 
conducting the checks, Dr. Carrier said, and they should treat everyone in the same category consistently.  
She said she could not comment on the possibility that there might be different kinds of faculty positions 
that could require different levels of attention to verification.   
 

But it is permissible to call for a check when someone on a search committee is suspicious, 
Professor Ritter asked again?  Not a background verification, Dr. Carrier said; Dr. Carney said that a 
search committee can always check what is on a CV.  But individual faculty/search committee members 
may not take on the kind of background verification done by the company, such as criminal checks—that 
would be overstepping the bounds.   

 
Professor Cherkassky asked if the policy applies to contractors.  It does not, Dr. Carrier said.  

Professor Cherkassky suggested one might have been conducted on the contractor that sold EFS to the 
University.   

 
Professor Ramos-Garcia asked if there is a system at the University for determining degree 

equivalents (from foreign universities).  There are several sources on campus, Dr. Carrier said, and Dr. 
Carney added that it is usually the dean's office that is responsible for making that determination in the 
case of faculty appointments. 

 
Professor Hanna asked what advice the Committee wished to provide to FCC about the sentence 

in question.  
 
Asked what the background verification includes, Dr. Carrier said it is usually more than 

employment verification but it does not include reference checking—people want to do that themselves.  
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If the only question is about whether someone worked somewhere, that can be learned without a 
background verification, Ms. Wilhelmson added.   

 
Professor Ritter said it seems reasonable that units should be able to do what they see fit.  He 

expressed concern, however, about the decision being made by the unit administrator, which seems to 
imply that the decision will be up to the department chair.  It would be better to say that the unit makes 
the decision and goes through a process to decide when it will do so.  Dr. Carney pointed out that many 
"units" at the University are not academic and not a democracy.  Academic units function differently and 
this is not the right language for them.  Ultimately, even in academic units the letter of appointment 
comes from the hiring authority, Professor Hanna observed.  The intent is that this language applies at the 
level of the dean or a vice president, Ms. Wilhelmson told the Committee.  A dean could say that all 
faculty will be subject to background checks.   

 
So one cannot interpret the line to mean there can be a check when someone has a funny feeling 

about a candidate, Professor Sirc asked?  It can be, Dr. Carrier said.   
 
The Committee spent some time trying to ascertain the precise intent of the term "unit" in the 

policy and how it would apply to academic departments.  The term has many meanings and it needs to be 
clarified—something that may take more than one sentence, Dr. Carney observed.  If a chair of an 
academic department announced that all faculty would be subject to background checks, that would be 
controversial, so the language will have to be carefully phrased.  It is not really a possibility that a chair 
could make such a decision—or even ask for a vote on it.  The language should not suggest that is a 
possibility.  But the interpretation is that a dean could decide.  The subtext is that faculty would be 
exempt, Dr. Carney said.  What about for all new faculty, Professor Fulkerson asked?  In some cases it 
might be appropriate because of the nature of the work, Dr. Carney said—if the individuals are in 
hospitals or schools, all will have to go through it.  The graduates from her department, because they 
work in schools, all go through background checks.  

 
Dr. Carney asked if it is the sense of the Committee that except as covered by law, it is acceptable 

for the chair to decide.  Does department policy equal unit, Professor Squires asked?  For faculty, 
department equals academic unit, but that does not cover all departments at the University, Dr. Carney 
said.  Mr. Croce said it makes sense to make the decision at the college level, given the potential 
disparities that could occur.  The decision should be consistent on as large a level as possible; it would be 
confusing if different departments in the same college had different policies.   

 
Ms. Wilhelmson graciously agreed to try to revise the language to meet the concerns expressed 

by the Committee. 
 

3. Expansion of the Fringe Benefit Pool 
 
 Professor Hanna asked for the Committee's views on the possibility of increasing the amount of 
money in the fringe benefit pool (through a reduction in a salary increase) in order to offer additional 
fringe benefits (e.g., tuition benefits for dependents, childcare, legal services, etc.).  FCC brought up the 
issue because Professor Hoover, the chair, had a discussion with the President about the possibility.  Is 
there any faculty interest in such a proposal? 
 



Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs 
Tuesday, November 11, 2008 
 
 

8

 Professor Ritter responded that it is difficult to answer the question without a specific proposal.  
Some change would have big tax implications while others could move benefits from employees without 
children/dependents to those who have them.  Professor Sirc agreed but said when the tuition benefit 
proposal went to the Faculty Senate, some Senators said they did not have children and would not benefit 
from it—but they voted for it anyway.  One hopes that all would feel part of the University and vote for 
these kinds of proposals.   
 
 Dr. Carrier confirmed that there would be a one-time reduction in the salary increase funds if the 
fringe benefit pool were to be increased (because salary funds are recurring), but there could be 
inflationary cost increases for benefits in the future.   
 
 The University's total fringe benefit package is good compared to the Big Ten, Professor Hanna 
commented, but that is largely because of the contribution to the retirement plan.  She said she would 
inform FCC that the Committee would need to see something more specific before it would react to the 
question.  It would also help if a proposal were not related only to children, Professor Fulkerson added.  
Mr. Croce suggested that it could be health-care-related, something that a majority have supported in the 
past. 
 
 Professor Hanna thanked everyone and adjourned the meeting at 4:15. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 


