
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs 
Tuesday, February 24, 2009 

2:30 – 4:15 
238A Morrill Hall 

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

Dann Chapman, Tom Clayton, Randy Croce, Theodor Litman, Jessica Reinitz, Joe Ritter, 
George Sheets, Roderick Squires, James Wojtaszek 

 
Absent:  Vladimir Cherkassky, Jayne Fulkerson, Holly Littlefield, Luis Ramos-Garcia, Elizabeth 

Stallman 
 
Guests: Susan Rafferty, Nan Wilhelmson (Human Resources) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) policy on military, court-appearance, or civic-duty leaves; (2) changes to the 
Regents Scholarship program; (3) faculty compensation policy] 
 
 
1. Military, Court Appearance, or Civic Duty Leaves 
 
 Professor Hanna convened the meeting at 2:30 and welcomed first Susan Rafferty from Human 
Resources to discuss changes in the policy on Military, Court Appearance, or Civic Duty Leaves. 
 
 Ms. Rafferty recalled that she had joined the Committee last month to discuss changes in the 
Family & Medical Leave Act policy, made because of changes in federal law.  The changes in this policy 
follow from the changes to the FMLA policy and from a general review of the policy.   
 
 The major change is to remove from this policy military family leave.  In most situations where 
an employee's immediate family member is called to active duty status, the employee's leave is covered 
under FMLA.  There are other minor changes that do not affect the substance of the policy. 
 
 Do the changes reflect any abridgement of the benefits available in the previous policies, 
Professor Sheets inquired?  They do not, Ms. Rafferty said, and one change is a benefit to employees.  In 
the past, generally only vacation time and unpaid leave could be used for military family leave situations, 
and now sick and comp time can also be used where appropriate. 
   
 The Committee accepted the changes and Professor Hanna thanked Ms. Rafferty for the report. 
 
2. Changes to Regents Scholarship Program 
 
 Professor Hanna turned next to Vice President Carrier for a discussion of changes the Regents 
Scholarship program.   
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 Dr. Carrier said she wished first to put the plan in the context of budget and cost-savings.  
Academic and administrative units have been asked to model 5-8% cuts and they are now looking at how 
to do so.  The President has made it very clear that his top priority is to preserve jobs and not send people 
out into the job market in this economy, so that is a major driver of decisions about budget cuts.  The 
University is looking both at units and at enterprise-level costs for solutions.  A number of decisions have 
been made thus far: 
 
--  there will be no salary increases for non-bargaining-unit faculty and staff (discussions are underway 
with bargaining units); this is not a happy decision but it is not unexpected and it is a step being taken by 
many of the University's peers 
 
--  the Benefits Advisory Committee is discussing potential changes to the health plan, but the hope is to 
keep the University's contribution at the same level as at present 
 
--  there has been a hiring pause; the number of job postings is down about two-thirds for all types of 
positions; those that are being filled are considered essential 
 
--  they are working with unit Human Resources staff to facilitate voluntary lay-offs and voluntary non-
renewals (people who are ready to move on and want to volunteer for a layoff, but no one will be forced 
to participate); there is a benefit for individuals to pursue this path because once they receive a lay-off or 
non-renewal notice, they have access to a modest severance package 
 
--  they are working on the idea of a program of keeping individuals' appointment levels at 100% but 
reduce their work level to as low as 50%; people would sign up for the program, and by keeping their 
appointment at 100% time, the University’s subsidy of their health-care benefit would continue as if their 
work level was at 100% time; University retirement contributions would be made according to the work 
level; the reduction in appointment would be up for renegotiation after one year; this option would be 
available to all employees but there would have to be careful review of the tenure code in order to make it 
available to faculty, but in any event a faculty member would not sign away his or her tenure (as 
ultimately happens when someone goes on phased retirement) (Professor Sheets suggested looking into a 
possible tax benefit for higher-salaried employees) 
 
--  a second round of the Retirement Incentives Option (RIO) program is off the table right now because 
another one would be too close to the last one (about 8% of those eligible took advantage of the last one, 
449 people); this is not to say there will never be another RIO program, but not for the next year or more 
 
--  they are seriously thinking about closing the University during the holiday period of 2009 and 2010; 
this is not finally determined but if it were to happen, it would likely be the day after fall-semester grades 
are due; the idea would be to close for about 10 days, of which 5 would be paid holidays; the other 5 days 
would need to be taken as vacation or as unpaid leave; a lot of buildings could be closed down and 
generate energy savings; for people who do not accrue vacation (e.g., the 9-month faculty), that needs to 
be worked through 
 
--  they have talked about furloughs but that idea is off the table for this year; it would be very 
complicated (one version would require employees to take 5 unpaid days over 12 months); this option 
produces a lot of money quickly but is complicated by the tenure regulations and other employee rules 
and regulations; Dr. Carrier said she hopes the University does not have to consider this option seriously. 
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 In this context, the administration has decided to change the Regents Scholarship program—and 
the change will lessen the benefit for employees.  The program allows employees to take University 
courses without tuition charges and costs about $9 million per year.  About 2300-2400 employees 
participate each year, of whom less than 4% are faculty, about 25% are P&A staff, and the remainder is 
other staff.  Each year about 250-280 employees complete degrees (half of whom leave the University 
within two years):  faculty enroll mostly in courses but not for degree programs; for P&A staff, about 
90% of the degrees are postgraduate; for the remainder of the staff, over half of the registrations are in 
non-degree courses and the rest are split about equally between undergraduate and graduate degrees.   
 
 The funding for the Regents Scholarship program is real money, paid to colleges from the fringe-
benefit account.  Given the goals of preserving jobs—and preserving health care, sabbaticals and single-
semester leaves, P&A professional development, and the 13% contribution to the Faculty Retirement 
Plan—an amendment to the Regents Scholarship program was one source of funds.  As a result, 
beginning next fall, the University will pay 75% of the tuition cost of the courses and the employee will 
be required to pay 25%.  Dr. Carrier repeated the point that this change reflects the administration's 
decision to find funds within enterprise systems in order to preserve jobs and core benefits.  The change 
will also perhaps motivate people not to drop out of a course once they enroll (the program does have a 
high drop-out rate).   
 
 Professor Litman inquired what the estimated savings will be.  About $2.25 million, Dr. Carrier 
said, or one-quarter of the annual cost of about $9 million.  She noted, however, that the program may 
shrink because of the employee charge and not as many people may use it.  This will also eventually 
shrink the fringe-benefit pool cost, Professor Hanna pointed out. 
 
 Professor Sheets inquired if it is common for an employee to take more than one course at a time.  
It is, Dr. Carrier said, when they take evening courses; they do suggest that people not take more than two 
courses per term.  Perhaps another way to achieve savings would be to limit the number of courses per 
term anyone can take, Professor Sheets suggested.  That would make the usage less predictable, Dr. 
Carrier said; Mr. Croce urged that employees be allowed to take as many as they can because it takes a 
long time to get a degree through the program.   
 
 Mr. Croce also commented that this change will be hardest for those who make less money; is 
there a way to use a sliding scale for charges?  A 25% charge is a much bigger burden for civil service 
and bargaining-unit employees than for those who have professional appointments.  Dr. Carrier said she 
understood the point but that they have avoided using a sliding scale, and agreed that it will extend the 
time it takes to obtain a degree; it may also reduce the number of employees who take a course simply as 
a matter of interest, something also to be regretted.   
 
 Professor Hanna urged that if the administration makes this change, it should also change the 
policy to allow auditing a course. 
 
 Professor Ritter asked if employees who take courses would be allowed to apply for financial aid, 
just like regular students.  Dr. Carrier said that if they meet the normal eligibility requirements, they could 
apply for aid.  On the other hand, the tax laws allow only very limited use of the cost for a deduction. 
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 Mr. Croce reported that he has talked to a number of colleagues about the furlough idea.  Their 
general view is that they would give up a week's pay if that would mean the University could avoid 
massive lay-offs.  It is better to spread the pain around, he said.  Any money that is saved would be one-
time, bridging money, Dr. Carrier said, and reiterated her point that a furlough would be very difficult to 
work out. 
 
 Professor Hanna said she has heard rumors that the University might consider reducing everyone 
to 92% or 95% appointments.  That would have the same issues as a furlough, Dr. Carrier replied.  In the 
case of P&A staff, for example, they would have to be given notice and their non-renewal period would 
have to run out before they could be reappointed at a change in salary.  One related idea, however, has 
been to reduce everyone's base pay by X% for one year (while keeping everyone at the same appointment 
time).   
 
 One problem they would like to avoid is having units get an idea and do it, because ad hoc and 
impromptu actions can cause a lot of trouble.  They would like the opportunity to check things out before 
they are implemented. 
 
 Professor Hanna concluded that the change in the Regents Scholarship reflects the reality of the 
situation, and thanked Vice President Carrier for her report. 
 
3. Faculty Compensation Policy 
 
 Professor Hanna next drew the attention of Committee members to the proposed revisions to the 
Faculty Compensation Policy, first adopted by the Faculty Senate and approved by the administration in 
1993.  The primary change in the policy is to include a review process for those who hold endowed 
chairs, and the recommendations follow from the report of an ad hoc subcommittee that this Committee 
appointed a number of years ago.  If this Committee approves the changes, the revisions go to the Faculty 
Consultative Committee and then to the Faculty Senate. 
 
 Vice Provost Carney said there were a couple of points in the policy that are problematic.  The 
policy contains the following language [this is the revised version, but there is no change in substance 
from the original]: 
 

FACULTY INVOLVEMENT 
 

Faculty participation in the discussions surrounding criteria and procedures for salary increase 
determination is essential to maintaining an equitable and collegial environment.  (For the 
purposes of salary discussion and determination, the relevant academic unit is the departmental or 
budgetary unit, whichever is smaller.)  With the administrator of each unit, the faculty must have 
the opportunity to develop the criteria for, and the format of, the process through which annual 
salary increases are determined, including for those faculty who hold endowed chairs.  The 
process determined through consultation may include faculty participation in the judgments 
regarding compensation changes as a committee of the whole or through a salary committee 
consisting in whole or in part of elected members. The documents that describe these criteria, 
formats, and processes shall be shared with the college dean, the Senior Vice President for Health 
Sciences, as appropriate, and the Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs and Provost. This 
process must include the provision that the unit head meet with each faculty member individually, 
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at least once per year, to review his or her performance. The sessions shall review the past year's 
performance and offer suggestions for enhancing productivity, where appropriate. Units may 
choose to conduct more in depth evaluations on a periodic basis (e.g. 4 or 5 years) that would 
include outside evaluations. 

 
This assumes faculty involvement, Dr. Carney observed.  In some units, the faculty delegate to the chair 
or head responsibility for salary determination.  The issue comes up in post-tenure review when a chair or 
head wants to have post-tenure review for a faculty member but there is no faculty committee that has 
agreed.  The language of this policy suggests the existence of such committees is universal, and while one 
can infer that the faculty can decide they want the head or chair to make the decisions, that should be 
explicit.  Most units do have a faculty merit committee, but some do not. 
 
 Either the policy needs to be revisited or the Faculty Senate can say that faculty should have a 
voice in merit decisions.  If the Faculty Senate wants that, some departments will have to change, Dr. 
Carney said.  It was noted that the requirement has been policy since 1993 and if departments do not have 
a committee, they are in violation of University policy.   
 
 If the faculty approved delegation of the decision in a department constitution and bylaws, is that 
faculty participation, Professor Sheets asked.   
 
 There are a number of units out of compliance with the policy, Dr. Carney observed.  This policy 
language is consistent with Section 7A of the tenure code governing post-tenure review.  It is a cleaner 
system if this policy is in place.  Professor Hanna said the Committee has no interest in reducing faculty 
voice in the decisions; the reason the policy amendments are being proposed is to include those who hold 
endowed chairs in the review process.  She questioned whether faculty would want to give away their role 
in compensation decisions.  And if they give it away, is there any process for them to get it back, 
Professor Bruin asked?   Professor Litman said he suspected many faculty do not know about the policy. 
 
 Vice Provost Carney said she learned more about it when she started seeing post-tenure review 
processes that did not include a faculty committee that agreed with the chair or head.  The agreement of a 
faculty committee is non-negotiable, she said.  When told that that is not the culture in some units, she has 
had to tell them that Regents policy trumps department culture.  Professor Ritter surmised that faculty did 
not give up their rights but rather that a dean in the past imposed the system and that's the way it has 
remained. 
 
 The policy needs to be communicated, Dr. Carney said, because she ends up as the bearer of bad 
news when departments are not in compliance.  
 
 The Committee voted unanimously in favor of the proposed changes in the policy and to forward 
it to the Faculty Consultative Committee for approval and placement on the Faculty Senate docket. 
 
 Professor Hanna adjourned the meeting at 3:35. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
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