
Minutes∗ 
 

SENATE COMMITTEE ON FACULTY AFFAIRS 
Thursday, March 17, 1994 

3:15 - 5:00 p.m. 
238 Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present:  Daniel Feeney (acting chair), Rose Brewer, Mary Dempsey, Ann Erickson, Judith 

Gaston, Richard McGehee, Dianne Mulvihill, Michael Sadowsky, Bernard Selzler, W. 
Donald Spring  

 
Regrets: Carl Adams, Carole Bland, Audrey Grosch 
 
Absent:  Daniel Canafax, Carol Carrier, Roger Feldman, Roger Paschke, Phuong Phan, George 

Seltzer, James Stone, Yang Wang 
 
Guests:  Paul Lampe, Ron Ostrow 
 
 
1.   Discussion of Proposed Caregiving Responsibility Policy - Mary Dempsey 
 
 Professor Dempsey said that she contacted Mariah Snyder, chair of the EEWOC, who defined 
"family member" as a blood relative, a marital or domestic partner, or an adoptive/foster child.  In other 
University policies, "domestic partners" are defined as those registered with the University.  This 
definition could also be applied to this policy if the committee so desired, Dr. Dempsey added.   
 
 In regards to the application process for this faculty probationary extension, Professor Dempsey 
presented the following statement: 
 

A written application, setting forth the circumstances should be made by the probationary 
faculty member and forwarded to the Associate Vice President for Human Resources.  
This application, similar to the one now used for parental leave, requires the approval of 
the academic unit head; the collegiate unit head; (and) the appropriate Chancellor, 
Provost, or Vice President.  If an administrator does not approve the request, the faculty 
member may file a grievance under applicable University policies.  
 

 The committee unanimously agreed that the consistent use of the term "domestic partner" 
as those "registered" with the University is acceptable for this policy.  This item should be 
presented for action at the next SCFA meeting. 
 
2.   Discussion of the Request to Change the Title of the Research Associate Series to a Research 

Professor Series - Mary Dempsey 
 
 Ron Ostrow provided the committee with copies of the proposal supporting new titles for 
Research Associates.  Professor Dempsey said that the letters in this packet from University professors 
                                                           

∗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. 
 



Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs         2 
March 17, 1994 
 
 
and/or administrators are very supportive of the recognition, and appropriateness the research professor 
title carries.  The title will also position these individuals better as they compete for grants. 
 
 The title of "Professor" is being used for non-tenured positions throughout the University without 
consistent qualifications, a member added.   
 
 It was suggested that researchers using the word "professor" in their title should be reviewed by 
faculty promotion and tenure committees to provide faculty evaluation for the use of this term.  Dr. 
Ostrow said that there have been several objections to the use of this title as proposed.  One is that these 
people may claim to be eligible for tenure.  Dr. Ostrow said that the proposal states that these positions 
will strictly be non-tenure and time specific.  The positions associated with this title would be in the P&A 
classification to avoid association with tenured positions.  Paul Lampe said that an individual would have 
to receive faculty approval to be rewarded this title as is conducted for research associates.   
 
 A member said that there is a uniform standard for those at the University being awarded the title 
"professor"  which is different than the responsibilities and promotional criteria of research associates.  
Professor Dempsey recommended that SCFA invite Associate Vice President Carol Carrier to explain to 
the committee the variety of the uses of "professor" on campus.  Dr. Lampe said that the researchers 
welcome whatever stipulations SCFA would recommend to make this title available (i.e. faculty approval, 
uniform qualifications, and any kind of rigorous examination).  Dr. Ostrow noted that review of 
researchers be tempered by the fact that they do not teach.  He also said that other institutions using the 
research professor title are usually categorizing the positions in the P&A area of employment.   
 
 Another member said that the loose construction of the proposal (using "should" instead of 
"must" for many qualifications) could be improved on.  Dr. Ostrow said that the proposal was phrased 
that way to allow for departmental differences.  The faculty said that the tenure policy uses the term 
"must" but allows departments to determine the qualifications for meeting any requirement.   
 
 The discussion was summarized by a committee member: 
 
- it is in the best interest of the University and researchers that the title research associate no longer 

be used 
- some work must be done on criteria and process, developed possibly by a larger audience than 

SCFA 
- there will be faculty at the University who believe that the title of professor should only apply to 

those who teach 
 
 Resistance to the use of this title could lead to unequal application of it per department.  
Hopefully, open discussion about criteria and process would help to defuse this problem, the member 
added.   
 
 Professor Feeney said that future dealings with this matter should include a discussion with 
Assoc. V. P. Carrier (possibly a closed meeting).  The researchers were recommended to look at the 
tenure code for develop criteria and process to reward these titles.  The committee also recommended that 
Assoc. V. P. Carrier solicit information from institutions using this title, and ask about their criteria and 
process for these positions.  Dr. Feeney summarized that the end result needs to provide a working title 
meeting the researchers needs while not offend the faculty.  
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3.   Compensation Subcommittee Report - Judith Gaston 
 
 Ms. Gaston said that the subcommittee addressed three issues in its discussion with Assoc. V.P. 
Carrier as stated in a letter to the SCFA members.  The first questioned if the instructions were clear as to 
how the upcoming compensation money could be used.  The subcommittee determined that the 
information disseminated should have clearly communicated that the money could not be used for 
retention, although some could be used for promotions.  The only item which may have not been 
explicitly described was how to deal with "special equity."   
 
 The second issue covered the difference between the civil service increase (2% and 5.25%) and 
the faculty merit increase (6%).  Assoc. V. P. Carrier said that the difference occurs because the systems 
are entirely separate.  The presence of "bargaining units" on behalf of the civil servants also effects this 
division.  One sentence in this section of the letter was edited as follow: 
 

(The Subcommittee) agreed that a way to interpret that footnote is that it opens the door 
for an across-the-board element, although that decision must be made centrally rather 
than at the unit level. 
 

 The third issue examined questioned if SCFA could have any influence on the decisions made 
regarding merit versus across-the-board increases.  Bases on the compensation policy, the subcommittee 
determined that across-the-board compensation for faculty was possible, "although that decision must be 
made centrally rather than at the unit level."  
 
 The committee recommended that the chair should write a letter to V. P. Infante addressing that: 
 
- an administrative and faculty compensation committee (including SCFA representatives) has 

never convened as recommended in the compensation policy  
- a former committee addressing compensation issues never addressed the problem that percentage 

awards to departments causes the big ones to get bigger and the smaller ones to simply stay small  
- the longer faculty work at the University, the more they are penalized in regards to salary 

increases 
 
 The subcommittee recommended that SCFA propose to SCC the development of a compensation 
committee as soon as possible which would include academic staff and faculty.   
 
4.   Health Care Subcommittee Report - Richard McGehee 
 
 Professor McGehee presented an oral proposal for determining how the University should 
proceed towards developing its own health insurance program for the faculty.  Problems with the current 
health care plan as determined by the subcommittee were described as follows: 
 
- the University is excluded from the decision process relating to their current health insurance 

plans provided through the state 
- there is no health care quality information made available to University employees 
- all currently available plans have a "gatekeeper" 
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- the University Employee Benefits Department has no leverage with carriers that can be used to 

deal with problems that arise between employees and carriers (Dianne Mulvihill said that several 
carriers are cooperative) 

- Families with multiple carriers have problems with coordination. For example if one spouse 
works for the U and the other for the state, both must pay for health insurance 

- there is no catastrophic plan available, and one cannot go outside of the system to find such 
coverage 

- there is no out-of-state coverage for employees on leave 
 
 The subcommittee also discussed the plight of the retirees including the fact that the University 
does not help fund this group's health insurance.  Dr. McGehee noted that the retirees do like the Blue 
Cross/Blue Shield coordinated plan which supplements their Medicare coverage made available under the 
current system.   
 
 The next question Professor McGehee said the subcommittee addressed concerned what 
mechanism should be constructed for making decisions related to this matter.  The subcommittee 
recommended that the Health Care Subcommittee should be used to facilitate this process, and suggested 
the following items: 
 
- representation should include faculty, P&A, non-union, civil service, coordinate campuses, and 

retirees 
- a mechanism for asking people to serve will need to be constructed 
- expertise in regards to the status of health care industry and determining quality measures for 

medical care would be needed 
- the subcommittee will need staff support 
- some subcommittee members may need to be relieved from responsibilities elsewhere in the 

University.  This could lead to cross-charging between departments to reimburse members for the 
services they would provide 

 
 Professor McGehee added that the subcommittee recommended a continuous, oversight and 
consultative body be implemented to serve on behalf of the employees regarding health care issues.  Ms. 
Mulvihill said that an employee survey could be conducted to determine if the desire to address this issue 
is important to the University employee body.   
 
 A member mentioned that expertise is available within the committee because of the similar work 
conducted on this issue several years ago.  A rough outline of realistic goals could be drafted by the 
subcommittee based on the work completed previously.   
 
 The committee approved the subcommittee's idea of expanding itself and developing a 
preliminary proposal including a budget.  This item should be presented for action at the next 
SCFA meeting.   
 
      -- Kevin Gormley 
 
University of Minnesota 
 


