
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs 
Tuesday, March 30, 2004 

2:15 – 4:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: John Fossum (chair), F. R. P. Akehurst, Carol Carrier, A. Saari Csallany, Janet Ericksen, 

Patricia Frazier, Darwin Hendel, Theodor Litman, Kathleen Sellew, Timothy Wiedmann, 
Takeshi Yanagiura, Aks Zaheer 

 
Absent:  Carole Bland, Terence Collins, Jesse Daniels, Richard Goldstein, Robert Jones, Wade 

Savage, Larry Wallace 
 
Guests: Judy Kirk (University of Minnesota Foundation); Senior Vice President for Academic 

Affairs and Provost Christine Maziar (by telephone) 
 
Other: Steven McLoon (incoming Committee member) 
 
[In these minutes: (1) endowed chairs; (2) 2004-05 salary instructions (and fringe benefit costs); (3) 
workload issues] 
 
 
1. Endowed Chairs 
 
 Professor Fossum convened the meeting at 2:20 and welcomed Judy Kirk, Vice President of the 
University of Minnesota Foundation, to discuss endowed chairs.  He said there has been interest in the 
funding and appointing of endowed chairs since the Board of Regents took up the new policy on honors 
and recognitions.  The Foundation does a great deal of fund-raising and Ms. Kirk joined the Committee to 
talk about their work with respect to endowed chairs. 
 
 Ms. Kirk distributed copies of a template agreement the Foundation uses with donors who wish to 
support an endowed chair.  At present the University has 373 endowed faculty positions, not all of which 
are fully-endowed chairs.  In 1985, the University had 17 such positions.  The focus of the first capital 
campaign, in the mid-1980s, was to create 100 endowed chairs.  The University obtained access to the 
income from the Permanent University Fund (PUF), which income in previous years had been used as an 
offset to the legislative appropriation.  That first fund-raising campaign ended up establishing 110 
endowed chairs.  There are 249 endowed chairs supported by a 1:1 match between University and outside 
funds. 
 
 After the most recent campaign, there has been discussion of a greater match of private dollars 
with University funds ($3 from private funds for every $1 from the University).  In the last 4-5 years, the 
last $20 million of PUF funds have been used for bridge funds until a donor pays his or her full donation.  
The total endowment to support faculty positions totals $64 million.  
 
 The last campaign created 111 new endowed faculty positions. 
                                                 

* 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 
represents the views of, nor are they binding on, the Senate or Assembly, the Administration, or the Board of 
Regents. 
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 There has been a revision in the policy concerning the amount of support required for an endowed 
chair.  Toward the end of the last campaign, questions were asked about whether $1 million was 
sufficient; they talked to their own development experts, the deans, the President and Provost, to the 
volunteers that help them, and to colleagues in the Big Ten.  It was the overwhelming view that even 
though it is a stretch, there needed to be $2 million for endowed chairs.  The revision went into effect in 
July, 2003. 
 
 The administration also asked the Foundation to make the template for endowed chair agreements 
more flexible.  In the beginning, 20 years ago, when they were new at the business of endowed chairs, the 
agreements were quite restrictive, even to specific disciplines.  When the chairs were vacant, it was 
sometimes difficult to fill them because the conditions were so narrowly drawn.  This also frustrated the 
donors, because it could take several years to fill a position.   
 
 There were also questions about spending the money.  5% from $1 million was not enough to 
fund a chair, so should the money be used to supplement a regular position?  The auditors were concerned 
about the way the money was being spent, so the Provost, deans, and Foundation created a new template 
that gives the dean and academic administration authority to determine that if there is not a suitable 
candidate for a chair, they may make a temporary appointment until such a candidate appears.  They also 
determined that appointments should be short-term, not for the life of the appointee; most agreements 
now call for five-year appointments.   
 
 The donor signs the agreement, a Foundation representative signs, the dean signs, and the Provost 
signs (the last so that she is aware of the position, is appropriate, and fits with the academic mission).  
There are a few permanent appointments, Ms. Kirk said, but most are not.  The agreements allow the 
deans to use the money temporarily for other purposes if the chair becomes vacant.   
 
 With respect to the McKnight Presidential Chairs, the University received a $15-million gift from 
the McKnight Foundation to endow the chairs.  They are administered through the President and Provost; 
the deans and chancellors can make recommendations.  The term is five years, and if a position is vacant, 
the funds flow back into the pool.  There are eight or nine such chairs. 
 
 If there is a term in the name of a chair, such as "technology," does that make it too restrictive, 
Professor Zaheer asked?  The template is intended to limit such restrictions, Ms. Kirk said.  The word 
might be in the name but the language about the purpose of the chair gives more flexibility to change it as 
needed.  She noted language in the template providing that "if, in the future, there is no longer a need for 
funds for the above stated purposes as determined in the sole discretion of the Foundation, dean, and 
Provost, they may redirect this gift for purposes which are as consistent as reasonably possible with the 
donors' original intent."  Without this language, if, for example, the Carlson School ceased to exist, the 
University would have to go to the courts or the donors to change the uses of any endowed chairs in the 
Carlson School.  This language gives the University flexibility; it keeps in mind the donors' intent, and the 
University would talk with the donors about changes. 
 
 To what extent does the donor have a say in the initial direction of the dollars to a particular 
faculty member, Professor Fossum asked?  How narrowly can the funds be aimed?  The donor gives up 
control in that respect, Ms. Kirk said, but he or she may express a wish.  It is up to the organization to 
decide.  In her experience (although she is not regularly in contact with deans and department heads on 
the matter), this kind of donor insistence is rare.  That is typically not why they are giving; they give 
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because of their experience, their respect for the faculty, etc.  In cases they may name a chair for a faculty 
member they admired. 
 
 Professor Hendel asked about the distribution of endowed chairs across the campuses and 
colleges.  Ms. Kirk said that during the 1985-88 campaign, there was a committee to determine if a 
proposed chair was a priority area for the University.  That helped in the initial distribution of the funds.  
She said she has been pleasantly surprised since then because the list of chairs is pretty well balanced 
(although there are more in the medical areas).  The campaign for graduate fellowships was also very 
successful and those, too, are pretty evenly distributed.  In the latter case, the University went from zero 
to $60 million, which generates about $3 million per year for fellowships. 
 
 Professor Fossum noted that the template refers to deans.  The Regents policy says that 
designating a person as chair should follow regular procedures in appointing faculty.  Is there a conflict?  
Which should control?  From her perspective, Ms. Kirk said, the question is how to move forward.  They 
need a logical progression of administrators to reach agreement between the University and the donor, 
and the dean appears to be the logical place to locate the authority.  She said she assumes the dean is part 
of the decision-making process in appointing a faculty member. 
 
 What reports does the Foundation or the dean provide to donors about what is going on with their 
donation, Professor Fossum asked?  They encourage faculty in endowed chair positions to let the donors 
know about what they are doing.  The Foundation prepares a stewardship report (e.g., it provides a bound 
volume to the McKnight Foundation and asks the McKnight professors to write a synopsis of their work).  
This report is very well received; it also sets the University of Minnesota apart from other institutions.  
They encourage a meeting and conversations with donors; when they happen, they are usually a powerful 
experience for the donors, who do not often talk with a distinguished faculty member who is passionate 
about his or her work.  They also sponsored their first talks between donors and students; it was an 
extraordinary experience and they were surprised at the number of students who showed up to express 
appreciation to the donors.  They also intend to do a graduate fellowship event in April for fellows and 
donors, and intend to have a similar event for chairs and donors next spring. 
 
 Professor Fossum asked Vice President Carrier if there are any specific criteria used by the 
administration to decide if someone should be reappointed to an endowed chair position, or if there is any 
evaluation process in place.  Dr. Carrier said she knows that the deans use faculty committees but said she 
did not know what criteria they use.  Professor Wiedmann said the Committee should look into this issue.  
If someone who "is not so good" is appointed to a chair position, the University will not want to publicize 
the fact but does need a way to periodically review the appointments. 
 
 Are the chair positions usually for someone new or are they given to someone already at the 
University, Professor Csallany asked?  That is mixed, Ms. Kirk said.  When the University received the 
first McKnight gift, during the Yudof administration, it was President Yudof's vision that the University 
would recruit in areas of critical priority.  After a time, the University realized it needed to balance the use 
of the funds so that it could also retain faculty already here.  If a unit goes out to recruit someone, 
especially in medical areas, it must occasionally put together several endowed chairs in order to have 
enough money to get the kind of person they want.  Usually there is sufficient flexibility from the donors 
to allow this kind of appointment.  Ms. Kirk said she did not know the number of people recruited to the 
University versus the number of chairs that were awarded to faculty already here.   
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 How does the income stream from the endowments work, Professor Fossum asked?  Is the return 
variable?  If it includes matching funds, it is, Ms. Kirk said.  The funds in the Foundation match the PUF 
funds in the University; the two groups have different investment strategies and there can be fluctuation in 
the amount of funding available.  In recent years, the University's PUF funds have dropped in value 
(because of the asset allocation, not because of the fund managers); the Foundation was fortunate to have 
an investment strategy that meant it did not lose money.  PUF investment policy is now more flexible and 
the money can be reallocated to assets that will better protect it. 
 
 Professor Fossum thanked Ms. Kirk for joining the meeting and said that everyone appreciates 
the work of the Foundation on behalf of the University. 
 
2. Salary Instructions for 2004-05 
 
 Professor Fossum turned next to Vice President Carrier to talk about the salary instructions for 
faculty for 2004-05.   
 
 There will the annual letter to units about salaries for each group of employees (faculty/P&A and 
civil service).  There will be a 2.5% pool, Dr. Carrier said, and units will be able to add to that amount if 
they can document market pressure; any request to increase the salary funds will be submitted to the 
appropriate senior vice president.  There is not a lot of difference from what has been done in previous 
years; the 2.5% is to be delivered on the basis of merit. 
 
 How does the 2.5% compare with what has been done in the past, Professor Zaheer asked?  It is a 
little lower than the average, Dr. Carrier said, but the final amount will not end up at 2.5% because funds 
will be added by the units. 
 
 At this point Senior Vice President and Provost Maziar joined the meeting by telephone.  She 
amplified on what Dr. Carrier had said.  The deans have been told to plan on a 2.5% pool beyond what is 
expected for promotions and retentions.  The funds should be distributed on the basis of merit and need to 
take into account last year as well as this year because of the salary freeze.  They have left the door open 
for a dean to make a compelling case that certain disciplinary areas are facing extraordinary competitive 
pressures and should receive additional funds.  There is a concern that some areas could be falling behind; 
the dean will need to make a compelling argument with appropriate data. 
 
 What are the primary sources of funds for salary increases, Professor Fossum asked?  Tuition, Dr. 
Maziar replied.  Could any of the 2.5% come from not filling a position that becomes vacant, Professor 
Fossum asked?  A dean could do that, Dr. Maziar said, but the intent is that most of the funds will come 
from increased tuition revenue.  There may be one or two colleges in the Academic Health Center that 
may find it difficult to deliver the increases because of the small amount of tuition revenue they receive, 
but for the vast majority of colleges and faculty, the source of the increase will be tuition.  For those units 
that do not generate tuition (central administrative units, extension), the increases will need to be funded 
from reallocation. 
 
 Professor Zaheer asked if tuition as the source of funds for increases means the University is 
locked into a minimum 2.5% tuition increase every year to support faculty salaries.  Dr. Maziar explained 
that the tuition increase is not 2.5%; it will be more likely about 14%.  It is the University's expectation 
that the state will not again deliver cuts to the University's budget of the magnitude it has just seen.  They 
also recognize that there is a need for funds for institutional excellence, so there have to be tuition 
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increases, but the University will not be able to sustain the level of increases that have been levied in 
recent years.  There will, however, need to be increases of modest levels in the future. 
 
 Professor Wiedmann asked if the funds for promotional increases would be provided to the units 
or if they would come out of the 2.5%.  Dr. Maziar said the 2.5% would be IN ADDITION to 
promotional increases, and that ALL compensation increases are modeled to come from increased tuition 
revenues.  So some units under IMG that have substantially more tuition revenue will be more easily able 
to fund the increases than units with less tuition income, Professor Fossum commented, and the latter 
units may need to reallocate.  Dr. Maziar concurred, and said the administration is examining the effects 
of the salary increase on the units.  They have recently obtained the data about the expected increase in 
the cost of fringe benefits, which was more than expected; this will be an additional cost for colleges.  She 
said she did not believe, however, that the increased fringe benefit costs would require a change in the 
compensation plan. 
 
 Is the increase in costs primarily attributable to health care, Professor Fossum asked?  It is, Dr. 
Maziar said, as well as a few other smaller elements.   
 
 Professor Fossum asked if the administration had any idea where the University would be with 
respect to its peers.  Some of the Big Ten schools are in the midst of legislative sessions that will have 
more impact on their budgets than the legislative session in Minnesota will have on the University, Dr. 
Maziar said, so it is not possible to tell where those institutions will end up.   
 
 Professor Wiedmann asked if the increased fringe benefit costs were things that employees paid 
for, such as increased copays.  They are not, Dr. Maziar said; the increases are in the University's costs.  
One example is that the University has not funded the accrued vacation benefits held by 12-month 
employees.  That is a University liability that has never been funded, which is an inappropriate situation 
to be in.  The problem will begin to be addressed through the fringe benefit pool, something the financial 
staff as well as the colleges have been pleading for.  Vice President Pfutzenreuter has identified a way to 
address the problem, which must be dealt with as senior employees approach retirement because there 
will be a large backlog in vacation payouts due. 
 
 Professor Fossum thanked Dr. Maziar for joining the meeting; she rang off at this point. 
 
 Dr. Carrier said that unfunded vacation liability would be moved to a central account.  They have 
received considerable criticism about faculty and staff on grants whose accrued vacation must be paid by 
departments when the grant funding ends.  In addition, accrued vacation costs can hit departments 
unevenly.  Professor Csallany pointed out that 12-month employees do not have more than 22 days of 
vacation.  Dr. Carrier said that was true for academic employees but not civil service staff.   
 
 If the fringe benefit rate changes, what affect will that have on what must be paid through grants, 
Professor Wiedmann asked?  Dr. Carrier said they did not know yet.  The fringe benefit cost for graduate 
students is a very large percentage, Professor Wiedmann commented.  Dr. Carrier agreed and said it has 
gone up sharply, mostly because of health care.  The University provides graduate assistants a very good 
plan.  The "killer is tuition," Professor Wiedmann said.  When the fringe benefit rate is 65%, units will 
simply have fewer graduate students.   
 
 Professor Wiedmann reported that a number of people in the Academic Health Center have been 
discussing the issue of health care costs.  Health care charges are not dependent on salary, but fringe 
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benefits are charged as a percentage of salary.  Should it be a flat rate?  The same is true for students, 
Professor Csallany added.  Dr. Carrier suggested the Committee take this up with Vice President 
Pfutzenreuter.  Professor Fossum pointed out that each employee class has a different fringe rate; he 
guessed that they are lumped together and a common rate developed.  In the case of faculty fringe 
benefits, lower-paid faculty are subsidized by higher-paid faculty, younger faculty are subsidized by older 
faculty, and so on.   
 
 Professor Akehurst recalled that there was a move to require graduate assistants to pay 5% of 
health care costs, but the plan was abandoned.  They have, however, been told to alert incoming graduate 
students that they may be required to pay part of the costs of health care.  Dr. Carrier said that the timeline 
for the original plan was too short, but since the University is now getting contributions from employees 
for health care coverage, this only seemed fair.  It means that graduate assistants will be paid less than 
before, Professor Akehurst commented; that is difficult when a program brings in people from abroad 
from countries with a national health care plan, people who have never had to pay for health care.  Dr. 
Carrier said she understood and that this would, unfortunately, have a greater impact on lower-paid 
employees. 
 
 Professor Wiedmann said that departments can do nothing other than deal with the high fringe 
benefit rate, but he repeated that it will reduce the number of graduate students.  Perhaps this is not the 
right forum for the discussion.  [Subsequent to the meeting, Professor Fossum asked the chairs of the 
committees on Educational Policy, Finance and Planning, and Research if they wished to take up this 
issue.] 
  
 Dr. Carrier said that for units without tuition revenues, where they will have to cover salary 
increases with reallocation, the units may need to cut positions or leave vacant positions that are currently 
open.  People must understand the impact that this will have on services--but people in the service units 
deserve salary increases, too.  This is a quiet reality those units may face that the colleges do not.  Is this 
because of IMG, Professor Zaheer asked?  Before IMG, there was a pool of money to fund salary 
increases; now the colleges keep the funds so central administration has no money to pay for salary 
increases?  That is one way to look at it, Dr. Carrier said.  There are also simply not enough dollars in the 
University; in some cases, support units are getting smaller rather than having an effect on academic 
programs by transferring of funds into support units for salary increases. 
 
 Dr. Carrier said she did not know what MNSCU is doing about salary increases.  The question, 
Professor Hendel said, is whether MNSCU is also seeing a link between tuition increases and faculty 
salary increases. 
 
 Dr. Maziar made the point that some units may leave positions unfilled, Professor Fossum said, 
which raises the question about whether the University is monitoring the perhaps de facto substitution of 
P&A staff for tenured/tenure-track faculty.  Is there a purposeful strategy or is the development 
accidental?  All colleges have prepared a personnel strategy, Dr. Carrier said, and there is a lot of 
variation.  Some use no P&A staff for academic tasks; some use more.  She is presenting the information 
to the Committee on Educational Policy and said she would be glad to bring the information to this 
Committee as well. 
 
 Professor Fossum said he knew that faculty numbers declined in the 1990s and then stabilized.  
He said he hoped that the number would not begin to decline again, and that it would not decline 
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inadvertently because of the need to deal with short-term salary issues.  The University would be better 
off looking at the issue in a strategic fashion rather than adapt to immediate financial circumstances. 
 
3. Workload Issues 
 
 One issue that has come up in the past, and in which the Faculty Consultative Committee is 
interested, is the extent of support for faculty in departments, Professor Fossum said.  To what extent are 
there reasonable levels of support and to what extent are jobs pushed off on faculty?    
 
 Professor Wiedmann said he has done all his own work since the day he came to the University; 
there are secretaries who serve the upper administration and do paperwork.  He said he has been told that 
secretaries once typed things for the faculty.  He said, however, that the University has provided a great 
computer superstructure (such as EGMS) so that it is easier to do something than it is to tell someone else 
how to do it.  The secretaries are very busy, although he said he did not know what they were doing. 
 
 Professor Hendel said it is his sense of the faculty role today that they are one-person operations 
who do a whole range of different activities.  The result is that highly-paid faculty are doing things that 
could be done with less expensive staff, if the staff were available.  The notion that faculty had staff to 
assist them, if it ever existed, does not exist today.  But there is great variation across units in this regard, 
he said. 
  
 The staff are not called secretaries any more, Professor Akehurst pointed out--they are office 
specialists and the like.  If one walks down a hall and looks in open doors, everyone is staring at a 
computer screen.  His department has three staff who spend all of their time in front of the screen.  He 
said he has not had anything typed for him in 25 years. 
 
 One thing he would like to do is send out copies of papers, Professor Zaheer said, but he does not 
have time to do so.  That is an academically useful task that would be helped by staff.  He said there are 
things he could think of that would enhance the productivity of the institution. 
 
 Another issue raised at the last FCC meeting was that teaching workloads have changed since the 
University moved to semesters.  The three deans talked about this issue at the last meeting of this 
Committee.  FCC discussions suggested that there are now more classes and hours taught within the 
academic year.  What is the experience of Committee members, he asked? 
 
 The one comment was that while there are fewer courses under semesters, there are more students 
in each course.  Faculty have taken on more administrative tasks because there is always a shortage of 
administrative staff.  There has been a net addition to faculty work. 
 
 Professor Fossum thanked everyone and adjourned the meeting at 4:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


