
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs 
Tuesday, April 27, 2004 

2:15 – 4:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: John Fossum (chair), F. R. P. Akehurst, Carole Bland, Carol Carrier, Janet Ericksen, 

Patricia Frazier, Darwin Hendel, Morris Kleiner, Theodor Litman, Steven McLoon, 
Kathleen Sellew, Larry Wallace, Timothy Wiedmann, Takeshi Yanagiura 

 
Absent:  Terence Collins, A. Saari Csallany, Jesse Daniels, Richard Goldstein, Robert Jones, 

Wade Savage, Aks Zaheer 
 
Guests: William Donohue (Acting General Counsel) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) introductions; (2) defense and indemnification of faculty members; (3) results of 
the survey of faculty over 50; (4) comparison of benefits with Big Ten universities] 
 
 
1. Introduction 
 
 Professor Fossum convened the meeting at 2:25 and began by introducing Professor Morris 
Kleiner, the incoming chair of the Committee for 2004-05.  He also welcomed back Professor Wallace, 
who had been out for several meetings recovering from bypass surgery. 
 
2. Defense and Indemnification of Faculty 
 
 Professor Fossum then welcomed Acting General Counsel William Donohue to discuss the 
defense of faculty members in lawsuits.  The Faculty Consultative Committee was interested in the role of 
the General Counsel in defending faculty named in lawsuits. 
 
 Mr. Donohue noted that Professor Fossum had sent him five questions, to which he would 
respond, but first he provided an overview of defense and indemnification of employees.  There is a 
Regents' policy which provides that "the regents of the University of Minnesota shall defend, save 
harmless and indemnify any employee of the University against any threatened, pending or completed 
action, suit or proceeding, direct or indirect, whether civil, criminal, administrative, derivative or 
investigative, whether groundless or otherwise, wherever brought, arising out of an alleged act or 
omission occurring during the period of employment if the employee was acting within the scope of the 
employment or official capacity, against expenses, attorneys' fees, judgments, fines, penalties, punitive 
damages and amounts paid in settlement, actually and reasonably incurred."  This policy extends to Board 
members, University employees, "volunteers when their work is accepted, contracted for or consented to 
by the University and is under the direction and control of the University" and "persons serving with or 
without compensation as a member of a board, task force, commission or committee established by the 
University to advise on matters of policy, procedure or employment decisions."    

                                                 
* 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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 Defense, in this case, means the University will provide or get an attorney; indemnification means 
the University will pay judgment or settlement costs from a lawsuit.  The policy covers all acts within the 
scope of employment, Mr. Donohue said.  If one does something in his or her office, it is probably 
covered; if one does something private in one's home, it probably is not.  The policy also sets standards 
for eligibility for University defense and indemnification:  "an employee must have acted in good faith 
and in a manner reasonably believed to be in or not opposed to the best interests of the regents of the 
University of Minnesota, and, with respect to any criminal action or proceeding, the employee must have 
had no reasonable cause to believe the conduct was unlawful.  There shall be no obligation either to 
defend or to indemnify in the event of malfeasance in office or willful or wanton neglect of duty or other 
actions."  The determination of whether the University will defend someone is decided by the President, 
not the General Counsel, Mr. Donohue said.  The General Counsel (either Mr. Rotenberg or he) will 
investigate and make a recommendation to the President.  There are about nine or ten suits annually that 
involve University employees; most do not involve faculty.  Once the President decides the University 
will defend and indemnify an employee, that person is obligated to cooperate in the defense and to fully 
disclose.  Mr. Donohue could only recall one instance when the University declined to defend and 
indemnify an employee, someone who hit a 4-H participant at the State Fair and was charged criminally. 
 
 The most common cases are when the University is sued for age or sex discrimination, etc., and 
the plaintiff sues the President, the dean, the department head, and the all the faculty in a unit.  In that 
case the General Counsel issues a letter to all indicating they will be defended; the University is usually 
successful in defending these cases because the University's internal processes are defensible in court. 
 
 Mr. Donohue turned next to the five questions that Professor Fossum had sent to him. 
 

1)  What happens to a faculty member accused of some non-criminal wrongdoing between the 
time of the accusation and the time when the General Counsel's office decides either to defend or not 
defend the faculty member?  The President decides, Mr. Donohue said, and that can take 30-60 days.  
During that time, it is the practice of the General Counsel to defend the faculty member.  Once the 
decision is made, if the President declines to defend the faculty member, the file would be turned over to 
the employee's attorney.  Mr. Donohue noted that this has never happened, to his knowledge. 

 
2)  What interim steps should a faculty member take while in limbo?  Since the General Counsel 

will defend the individual, the faculty member need not do anything, Mr. Donohue said--"unless you 
yourself think the act was so egregious that it will not be defended," in which case "you should get your 
own lawyer." 
 

3)  What is a reasonable period of time for the University to make a decision?  Mr. Donohue said 
he thought the 30-60-day period was reasonable. 

 
4)  What standards does the General Counsel use to decide whether or not to defend a faculty 

member?  That is answered by the policy, Mr. Donohue said. 
 
5)  What situations would lead to the General Counsel's office to decide to cease defending a 

faculty member in an action if it had initially decided to defend?  The President would make such a 
decision.  The Regents' policy allows limits; one is if other facts come to the attention of the General 
Counsel.  That has not happened.  It might be that the individual lies.  This also has not happened.  More 
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typically, what could happen is that the University's interests and the faculty member's interests might 
diverge, in which case the University would hire a separate lawyer for the faculty member.  Divergent 
interests might be something like a conflict of interest, or personal liability that might cause the 
University to sanction the individual while also defending him or her.  That also has not happened.  The 
University in general has had very good success in defending faculty over the years. 

 
With respect to intent, what about someone driving a University vehicle hurrying to get 

somewhere who runs a red light and hits someone, Professor Fossum asked.  The University would 
defend and indemnify the individual, Mr. Donohue said; in that case, insurance goes with the vehicle, not 
the driver.  Driving one's own car, personal insurance will cover.  The University's insurance will be 
secondary. 

 
If relatively few claims involve faculty members, where are there more, Professor Hendel asked?  

Mr. Donohue said he has not done an analysis, but some suits are against civil service or P&A employees; 
there are few against bargaining unit staff.  Most suits are not against an individual but against the 
University; it is a $2-billion-per-year organization with insurance and lawyers want to find the deep 
pockets.   

 
Mr. Hendel asked if Mr. Donohue had any sense of how the University compares with its peers in 

terms of lawsuits.  Again, this is something they have not studied, Mr. Donohue said, but University 
policy looks like the state law.  The University has had good experience with car insurance, slip-and-fall 
cases, and has done a tremendous job on malpractice claims.  Anecdotal evidence suggests the 
University's experience is similar to that of other institutions.   

 
Professor McLoon noted that faculty members often have a public profile based on their work at 

the University and can attract lawsuits as a result.  Mr. Donohue said that lawsuits against faculty are 
typically based in some way on their work at the University, and the University would defend the faculty 
member even if it was only filed because the faculty member were famous.  Usually any fame is because 
of work done at the University.  In reality, however, they do not see many lawsuits along this line; more 
often they receive complaints (such as someone using University stationary to send a letter that is not 
University business, in which case the General Counsel will assist the department head in investigating 
and informing the faculty member if they have violated University policy). 

  
Professor Fossum thanked Mr. Donohue for his report. 

 
3. Survey of Faculty Over 50 
 
 Professor Fossum next turned to Professor Bland to report on the results of the survey of faculty 
over 50.   
 
 Professor Bland began by identifying the individuals responsible for the survey and the faculty 
who were polled (Minnesota, University of North Carolina, and Association of New American 
Universities, 21 mid-sized private colleges such as Drake, Hamline, etc.).   She noted reasons for 
conducting such a study (half the faculty are over 50, typically 2/3 of faculty payroll goes to these faculty, 
"these faculty have significant accumulated wisdom to help us traverse our current troubling times," they 
recruit and socialize future faculty, and most of these faculty will retire in the next decade, leading to "a 
generational turnover."  The purpose of the survey was to learn about the professional lives of senior 
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faculty--work habits, productivity, aspirations, professional needs, relationship with the institution, plans 
about retirement, and interest in a post-retirement relationship with the institution.  The goal is to "learn 
what senior faculty and their institutions could do to mutually benefit their continued work, or transition 
to retirement, or post retirement relations." 
 
 Professor Bland reviewed adult development theory (narrowing interests, focused commitments, 
desire to leave a legacy, need to contributed accumulated knowledge to larger issues).  There are some 
suggested gender differences:  women often seek leadership roles, men often serve in generative roles.  
She said institutions that learn about their senior faculty, and then "align their policies and professional 
opportunities with these characteristics of senior faculty will benefit greatly from the vitality of their 
senior faculty and the untapped resource of retired faculty"; those that do not may lose the talent of their 
senior faculty and lessen the likelihood of a continuing relationship. 
 
 As for results, the data from the survey will be available in book form in the near future.  Anyone 
interested in the data can contact her, Professor Bland said.  She noted at the outset that there was not a lot 
of difference between the three groups of faculty in terms of demographic data.  Minnesota faculty had 
been at their current institution the longest (an average of 23 years versus 18 at the privates and 19 at 
UNC).  UM faculty had the highest salaries, which may be in part because there are more 11-month 
appointments; it may also be that UNC has more small campuses where some faculty may have only the 
M.A. or M.S. degree.  All of the faculty estimated they need about 75% of their current income in 
retirement; the actual figure used by benefits counselors is 90%.  Hours worked per week was reported to 
be 57 at UM and UNC and 54 at the smaller colleges, data that are consistent across most studies.  These 
numbers are about the same as for junior faculty.  All the institutions reported significant productivity by 
these senior faculty in both classes taught and articles published.  The University of Minnesota averaged 9 
articles per senior faculty member in the last three years (6 of which were in refereed journals).  The 
University of Minnesota also had the highest average grant funding per faculty member ($200,000 versus 
$143,000 at UNC and $10,000 at the small colleges).  All this suggests senior faculty are very productive 
and work "pretty darn hard." 
 
 The survey also looked at the allocation of work versus perceptions of institutional expectations 
about allocation of work.  At the smaller college, the perceptions and actual allocation of time were in 
closer alignment than at the University; faculty here put in more time on teaching and less on research 
than they believe the institution expects.  Professor Bland also reviewed the sources of motivation and 
satisfaction and faculty views on work, field, contribution to institution, views on work stress.  Virtually 
all of the faculty believe they have important civic responsibilities and would choose a faculty career 
again.  Faculty also say they lack time to give their work the attention it deserves and would be interested 
in flexible workload policies.  This may not be different for senior and junior faculty, Professor Bland 
said.  Vice President Carrier asked what it meant to say that faculty are interested in a more flexible 
workload policy; Professor Bland said she did not know and wants to interview faculty to find out.   
 
 Professor Bland said that the senior faculty say they have difficulty in balancing time demands of 
work and family, so that also is not confined to junior faculty.  Professor Fossum noted that there have 
been a number of articles in the Chronicle of Higher Education about female faculty and the 
postponement of marriage and family, a situation that may get worse rather than better.  Professor Bland 
said she was also surprised to learn that about half of the senior faculty indicated their job is a source of 
considerable personal strain; she said she was uncertain what that meant.  It may mean that some faculty 
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live and die by NIH funding, Professor McLoon observed; Professor Bland responded that one would 
have to look at the results by college. 
 
 It is no surprise to learn that faculty believe institutions inadequately reward service; 
interestingly, however, faculty are much more satisfied with faculty governance at the University of 
Minnesota than are the faculty in the other institutions.  Close to half of the faculty, however, said that 
their institution does not use their expertise and leadership abilities; in certain areas, they do well, 
Professor Bland said, but there is a lot of expertise and leadership in the institution that is not used. 
 
 The responses about professional development needs reflect bread and butter issues, Professor 
Bland said--financial support for sabbaticals and leaves, funds for presenting work at conferences, support 
for seeking external grant funding, and so on.   
 
 Faculty were asked about their retirement plans.  The mean planned retirement age is 66; those 
over 60 report a mean planned retirement age of 68.  Professor Bland said she was not sure one could 
trust the projections because older faculty say they will retire at a later age--the projected age gets pushed 
out as faculty get older.  Professor Fossum noted that at the time of the survey the market was close to the 
bottom, so those with retirement funds in the market may have been thinking about the status of those 
funds.  It could be that faculty with defined benefit plans answered differently from those who have 
defined contribution plans.  The reasons to delay retirement, Professor Bland reported, included 
inadequate retirement income and poor performance of the retirement funds, but also included high work 
satisfaction.  Perhaps the biggest issue affecting retirement is health care coverage.   
 
 Professor Bland concluded that this information could help institutions "address many of the 
questions related to senior faculty and the generational turnover," including collaboration on retirement 
issues to the benefit of students and the institution, what will be lost when this group of faculty retires and 
how to minimize those losses, roles older faculty might play in the development of new faculty, and how 
to create a mutually beneficial relationship between the institutions and retired faculty. 
 
 Professor Fossum said that planning could be done, given the demographics and the expectations 
about retirement forecasts.  The data suggest there needs to be more communication at the department 
level about what retirement benefits are (e.g., 1/6 of the faculty do not know there is a phased retirement 
plan).  Does phased retirement require department head approval, Professor Bland asked?  So a 
department could say no?  That has not been required, Dr. Carrier said.  Professor McLoon indicated he 
could demonstrate the lack of faculty knowledge:  he asked what phased retirement is.  Dr. Carrier 
explained that a faculty member can phase out, over a period of up to five years, with declining workload 
but a retirement contribution based on full salary and a subsidy for health care coverage, and 24-48 
months of post-retirement health coverage.  Faculty are eligible at age 52, and there is no length-of-
service requirement.  The quid pro quo, Professor Fossum said, is that one makes an irrevocable decision 
to retire and give up tenure.   
 
 Professor Frazier said she hoped something would come of the survey because there are a lot of 
ideas in the results and plans that could be made.  The instigation for the survey was Senior Vice 
President Jones, Professor Bland said, and he has changed positions since the survey was conducted.  The 
results need a new administrative connection.  The Senate could act on it, she said; she is afraid there will 
be the generational turnover but the University will do nothing and everything will be left up to chance.  
There needs to be a systematic look at these results in order to protect the institution.   
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 Professor Fossum, taking note of the demographic statistics, concluded that there could be 700-
800 retirements in the next ten years.  In his own department, for example, 40% of the faculty are over 60.  
Many departments are missing the middle group, Professor Bland said, and the department reputations 
rest on that group of faculty that is over 50.   
 
 Professor Hendel asked about the extent to which the University can be flexible in bringing in 
retired faculty in certain areas (e.g., providing instruction).  It has been very restrictive in the past and did 
not encourage the practice.  The retired faculty in many cases are quite sought after by institutions that 
want to use alternative delivery methods--so that expertise is helping other institutions rather than the 
University.  Dr. Carrier said there are a lot of retired faculty who are teaching at the University.  It may 
have been a monetary issue in the past, Ms. Singer commented; in the past, faculty who worked for the 
University could not draw their retirement income.  That is no longer true. 
 
 Professor Fossum thanked Professor Bland for her report.  Professor Bland suggested Committee 
members contact her about what the next steps should be and how the results might be used.  It will also 
be useful to look at the numbers vis-à-vis the results of the Pulse survey, Professor Fossum added. 
 
4. Comparison of Benefits 
 
 Professor Fossum and Ms. Singer distributed copies of data they had compiled with comparisons 
of benefits for academic employees at Big Ten universities.  Professor Fossum said that Ms. Singer had 
put a lot of effort into developing the comparative data; the project was driven in part by the Legislative 
Auditor's report that the University's compensation was comparable with its peer institutions.  The 
Auditor noted the difference in salaries between the University and its peers but also concluded that the 
benefits are better. 
 
 Ms. Singer began by discussing fringe benefits.  In annual medical and dental costs, Minnesota 
ranks 6th out of 11, at $418 for employee-only coverage; it ranks 5th for family coverage, at $1,377; 
Indiana charges $32 for employee-only coverage and $717 for family; Ohio State charges $579 and 
$2103, respectively.  She cautioned that these may not be apples-to-apples comparisons because of the 
variation in health plans.  For retirement income replacement, Minnesota ranks slightly above the median 
by providing about 60% (based on 35 years of service and retirement at age 65).  Ohio State provides 
97.5%, but its employees do not participate in Social Security and the percentage includes medical 
benefits; when Social Security is folded in, Minnesota's retirement benefit is comparable to Ohio State, 
Professor Fossum said. 
 
 In terms of retirement contribution rates, the University is very comparable in total; Purdue 
contributes 15% of salary with no required employee contribution while Indiana contributes 10% and 
Wisconsin 11.6%, again with no employee contribution.  Four of the institutions require a 5% faculty 
contribution and 10% institutional contribution. 
 
 Most other Big Ten schools offer a tuition benefit (two were not known).  Only three restrict it to 
the employee only; the rest include dependents.  One of the institutions for which there was no 
information (Wisconsin), it was reported at the meeting, also offers tuition benefits for employees and 
dependents. 
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 Minnesota is on the low side in the number of holidays for academic employees, at 10 (along with 
Ohio State and Purdue).  Two give 12 and five give 11.  Minnesota offers 22 vacation days to 11-month 
employees, as do four other institutions; four give 24 days.   
 
 The long-term disability policy provides a benefit of 67% of salary, with a monthly cap of $6000, 
which is a little low.  It is unusual, however, that the entire plan is funded by the University.  There is a 
supplemental disability program which, if one participates, brings income close to 100% for 18 months.  
In short-term disability, Minnesota has an informal policy (as do four other institutions):  one can be 
sick/disabled for 90 days on regular salary and then go on long-term disability, so the University offers no 
short-term disability plan.  The University does offer a short-term disability plan that employees may 
purchase at their own expense (unusual in the Big Ten), which would allow someone to receive up to 
167% of salary for the first 90 days of a disability.   
 
 With respect to this last item, Ms. Singer said she would like advice from the Committee on a 
proposal to eliminate the short-term disability option for faculty and professional and academic 
employees.  In addition to being unusual in the Big Ten, there is no need for it and there is the problem of 
adverse selection:  people who know they will be out for a period will buy the additional coverage to 
increase their income.  As of March 31, 734 academic employees (faculty/P&A) enrolled in the short-
term disability plan; she said she did not know how many of those people enrolled in the plan because 
they do not know about the sick leave policy.  For the last 15 months of experience, the plan paid $99,200 
in benefits to 25 people.  Of the 25, 12 received the payments related to parental leaves.  Of those, 6 may 
be adverse selection, because it appears they attempted to time their coverage, and those 6 received about 
20% of the benefits paid.  That is a cause for concern.   
 

Ms. Singer said she would propose to eliminate the employee-funded short-term coverage for 
faculty and academic staff effective January 1, 2005.  There is a legitimate question about whether it is 
prudent for the University to continue to offer the plan.  If a large proportion of those who purchase the 
coverage do so because they do not know about the University's sick leave policy, and that group were to 
drop out, the rates for the rest of the people would increase.  She said she was looking at this question 
from a policy level, since the coverage allows people to achieve 167% of their income.   

 
The Committee discussed briefly the options for civil service and bargaining unit employees 

(slightly different).   
 
Professor Wiedmann commented that the people participating are losing money; hundreds of 

people are paying into something they do not need.  This sounds like a lottery ticket, Professor McLoon 
commented.  It is, Professor Fossum said, unless one knows one will become pregnant or need surgery, 
because one can sign up for the short-term coverage at any time.  The advertisements were very 
confusing, Professor McLoon said; it appeared that one would not have short-term coverage if one did not 
purchase the insurance.  Communication about the issue could mean people will drop the coverage 
because they realize they do not need it, Professor Fossum agreed.   

 
Individuals gain the extra income, Professor Litman observed; what is the benefit to the 

University?  There is none, Ms. Singer said; it is more a policy question.  Disability/sick leave policies are 
there to provide a safety net, but they should provide an incentive to return to work.  Is there a 
substitutable program, Professor Litman asked?  It will appear that the University has been taking away 
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benefits for the last two years; it will be necessary to show that this option is not needed.  That is the idea, 
Ms. Singer responded.  It should be made attractive for people not to use this option, he said. 

 
There is a problem with potential malingering, Professor Fossum said.  And one can purchase 

privately short-term coverage, he said, although there are probably group savings involved in the 
University's option.  The philosophical question is whether the University should provide group savings 
and a benefit that does not encourage people to return to work.  He suggested the option be discontinued 
for any new entrants; for those already in the plan, it may depend on what Hartford indicates (they may 
choose not to continue to offer it).  Mr. Chapman said he doubted that Hartford would want to 
grandparent existing policy holders because of the risk of adverse selection. 

 
Professor Akehurst related a story about an individual whose spouse (a University employee) was 

killed and who was immediately and abruptly informed that the family medical coverage had been 
terminated, even before the funeral.  It was brutal.  Mr. Chapman said that it should not have been 
handled the way it was.  The coverage does terminate, and the survivor has the choice of a COBRA 
policy, but there is a 60-day period to make a decision.  Ms. Singer noted that the University is required 
by law to notify the survivor once it is aware of a death.  Does the University have control over the 
wording of the notice, Professor Wiedmann inquired?  It does, Mr. Chapmann said.  He said they do word 
them so they are VERY clear because they want to get the attention of the survivors--so they know they 
must take action within a certain period of time or they will not have health coverage.  How does the 
University find out someone has died, Professor Fossum asked?  90% of the time it is from next of kin, 
Ms. Singer said, although they sometimes learn from obituaries.  She said there are a number of points of 
contact with the surviving family; they assign a counselor once they know who the next of kin is and who 
the beneficiaries are, so those people have one person to talk to at the University. 
  
 Asked if he had seen many situations like the one Professor Akehurst described, Mr. Chapmann 
said this was the first he had heard of such an example.  When a loved one dies, he observed, people 
receive a flood of legal and other issues that they have to deal with at an unpleasant time.  The University, 
however, has a fiduciary and legal responsibility to notify people when it will not receive premium 
payments for insurance coverage as the result of a death.  Professor Fossum suggested that a 1-2 page 
statement on what people need to do could be provided.  Ms. Singer said that would be difficulty because 
of the different packages that people have; they provide this information in the pre-retirement sessions, 
but there is no one-size-fits-all set of instructions.  Dr. Carrier pointed out that on the Human Resources 
self-service web site there is a "life events" section intended to help people obtain information.  She said 
she would look at whether there is information on the death of a spouse.  The advantage of a counselor, 
Ms. Singer said, is that they will go through everything.  There could be instructions for department 
administrators, Professor Fossum suggested. 
 
 Professor Bland inquired if Ms. Singer wished an expression of support from the Committee for 
the proposal to eliminate the short-term disability option; if so, her view is that it should be, Professor 
Bland said.  Professor Fossum said he did not like giving incentives to people not to work and he also 
believed the option should not be continued.  Ms. Singer said she can return to the Committee later with 
more specifics. 
 
 Professor Fossum distributed copies of four tables of data on salary and benefits at the Big Ten 
public universities.  The salary data come from the most recent AAUP salary survey.  He explained the 
assumptions he had used in calculating benefits and then reviewed the data.  He cautioned that he would 
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not put a lot of stock in the university costs he attributed to the other institutions because of the nature of 
the data.   
 
 In salary for full professors, Minnesota ranks 5th  of the 10 but is slightly below the average 
($102,000 versus mean of $102,990).  Michigan is highest, at $117,800; Wisconsin is lowest at $96,200.  
In retirement contributions, Minnesota ranks above the mean ($13,260 versus $11,581); in parking, 
Minnesota is about twice the average ($1,014 versus $511); the next highest is Michigan at $612.  In 
medical coverage, Minnesota is about average; oddly, Minnesota (and Wisconsin) are well above average 
for dental insurance ($644 versus $496); perhaps Minnesotans and Wisconsinites have more tooth 
problems, Professor Fossum quipped.  Overall, Minnesota appears to be in the same ball park as the other 
institutions for total costs. 
 
 The University of Michigan does best, Professor Akehurst observed, and that is true for 
comparisons with his department; Michigan has two or three endowed chairs that carry much higher 
salaries.  Professor Fossum said he did not know about endowed chairs but the Michigan base salaries 
have been higher for years.   
 
 The University, in comparative terms, is not doing as well for associate and assistant professors, 
Professor Fossum reported; it ranks #8 and #7, respectively, for after-tax income.  The University, he 
concluded, is losing ground, which is consistent with department chair comments that FCC heard that it is 
getting increasingly difficult to recruit new faculty.  Especially when the other institutions have tuition 
benefits, Professor Bland added. (Michigan, Wisconsin, and Iowa are the only other institutions that do 
not give tuition benefits to employees and dependents, Professor Fossum said.)  Professor Fossum said 
the chairs also talked about the differences among colleges in whether new junior faculty are permitted to 
participate in the Faculty Retirement Plan for their first two years of service; some colleges permit it, 
some do not.  He said he did not believe that situation was defensible, and if the University were a private 
sector organization, the variation would be illegal.   
 
 The bottom line is that a lot of benefits are difficult to compare, Professor Fossum said, but the 
University is pretty much in line with its public peer institutions.  Except when it tries to recruit new 
faculty, Professor Bland said, at which point Minnesota is hurt by its retirement plan policy in some 
colleges, by the low salaries, and by lack of tuition benefits.  The long-term future does not look good for 
the University, Professor Litman concluded.  Professor Fossum agreed, and said that is especially true 
during a period of high faculty turnover.  Other institutions are getting aggressive about recruiting 
because they see that turnover beginning to happen, Professor Bland said. 
 
 Professor Wallace noted that the issue of dependent tuition has surfaced a number of times; what 
is the big drawback for the University adopting it?  The argument is that it would increase fringe benefit 
costs, Professor Fossum explained.  It is also considered unfair to those without dependents, Professor 
Litman said.  The Committee's arguments, made several times in recent years, are that it is likely tuition 
benefits for dependents is almost costless in effect because it reduces turnover, if the benefit were to vest 
over time that would mean people would not seek jobs at the University two years before their child were 
going to college, it is an investment in human capital that provides an opportunity for lower-paid 
employees in particular to receive a very positive benefit, and that perhaps knowing their colleagues' 
children are in their classes would add a small additional incentive to teach well.  There is no evidence 
that people leave the University because of the benefits, Professor Bland observed; Professor Fossum said 
that there is evidence that P&A staff, for example, leave the University for other schools because the 
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other institutions offer a tuition benefit.  The benefit is also a factor in recruiting faculty from other 
schools that have the benefit, Professor Wallace said.  Faculty at Penn State view the tuition benefit for 
dependents as a very strong community-building device, Professor Fossum said.   
 
 Ohio State adopted a tuition benefit plan for dependents a few years ago, Professor Fossum said, 
and Minnesota saw itself as closest to Ohio State on this issue as an urban university with comparable 
tuition costs.  Their experience suggests the cost to the University of Minnesota would be about $1.8 
million per year for all employees.  That seems small in a $2-billion budget, Professor Bland commented.  
Vice President Carrier said she did not know what employees would say about using the money that way; 
employees who are not planning on having a family would probably not see this as a high priority, and 
the University could do a lot with $1.8 million.  Do they receive complaints about contributions to family 
medical coverage, Ms. Sellew asked?  They do, Dr. Carrier said, and there are questions about whether 
that is appropriate.  If one looks at university web sites, Professor Fossum said, there are two or three in 
the Big Ten that have subsidies for health-care costs for lower-paid employees.   
 
 Professor Fossum adjourned the meeting at 4:30. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


