
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs 
Tuesday, February 14, 2006 

2:30 – 4:15 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Morris Kleiner (chair), Carol Carrier, Dann Chapman, Vladimir Cherkassky, Will 

Durfee, Janet Ericksen, John Fossum, Patricia Frazier, Theodor Litman, Kelly Risbey, 
Rod Squires, Oriol Valls, Timothy Wiedmann, Lori-Anne Williams, Aks Zaheer, 
Virginia Zuiker 

 
Absent:  Arlene Carney, A. Saari Csallany, Darwin Hendel, Eric Gupta, Steven McLoon, Jane 

Miller, Larry Wallace 
 
Guests:  Patricia Mulcahy, Bill Roberts, Sue Bartolutti 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) Teaching Evaluations; (2) CAPA Vacation Proposals; (3) Endowed Chairs, 
Medical School; (4) Endowed Chairs, Carlson School of Management; (5) Health Care Waiting Period 
Elimination  
 

Professor Kleiner convened the meeting at 2:30 pm.  He asked for the committee's endorsement 
of Dr. Raoul Arreola's presentation on February 23.   There were no objections.   
 
1. Teaching Evaluations  
 

Professor Kleiner welcomed Professor Rick McCormick, Chair of the Senate Committee on 
Educational Policy.  Professor McCormick discussed Dr. Arreola's upcoming workshop.  He reminded 
the committee that there had been a debate in the December Senate meeting between SCFA and SCEP 
regarding the four mandated questions in teaching evaluations. After the senate meeting, SCEP had 
discussed the issue.  The committee did not want to hold up or impede the revised policy, so the policy 
was moving forward but they wanted to establish a subcommittee with SCFA to consider the four 
questions in light of current research and thinking on teaching evaluations.  Professor McCormick said 
that Dr. Arreola had offered to review the issue at the time of his visit to the University.  Professor 
McCormick said that many people felt the questions should not be changed at this point as it would affect 
data.  He recommended that the revised policy be submitted for approval, but said that SCEP wanted to 
establish a subcommittee with SCFA to look at the questions.  Professor Wiedmann said that his 
understanding of the evaluations was they always seemed to focus on the student part of the evaluations, 
and asked if SCEP was interested in broadening the components.  Professor McCormick replied that the 
revised policy mentions that there should be peer review and not just a number system on the teaching 
evaluations.  The subcommittee would only be looking at formatted questions. Professor McCormick 
noted that Vice Provost Craig Swan had suggested that the subcommittee not look at optional questions, 
and that the first question determines the value of the rest of the questions.  Professor McCormick noted 
that there was much research in evaluations that the committees could profit from in determining what the 
mandated questions should be.  He also stressed that teaching evaluations should not be the "be all end 
all" in assessing faculty.  Professor Zaheer asked what the sentiment of the senate was regarding the issue, 
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and what was driving the initiative.  Professor McCormick replied that it was the fact that the basic 
questions weren't state of the art in giving teachers and administrators' information about faculty 
performance.   

The committee discussed the policy.  Professor Valls pointed out that one problem is that the 
questions are the same for every course, and he asked if the committee would be looking at that issue.  
Professor McCormick said that that could be up for debate but that there would be common mandated 
questions for all courses.  He pointed out that student release questions are much more specific and state 
of the art, and he stressed that while it is still open to debate, the mandated questions will have common 
themes.  Professor McCormick also said that the student evaluation is only one component of a faculty's 
complete evaluation.  Professor Wiedmann expressed his concern about department heads' abilities to sort 
through so much information and apply it fairly.  He said he supported a comprehensive evaluation but 
didn't feel that concerns would be addressed.  Professor McCormick said that he voted for the SCFA 
position because he was concerned about the issues raised.  He cited Naomi Scheman, who said that in 
tenure review it helped to elucidate that some people were being affected by biases that were evident in 
the numbers and seen in the written comments.  Professor Durfee said that he supported the establishment 
of a subcommittee.  Professor McCormick said that SCEP would like SCFA to be a part of the 
subcommittee, and said that SCEP had approved two minor changes to the evaluation document. He 
distributed a copy of the e-mail which explained the changes. Professor Kleiner polled the committee to 
see if they wanted to participate in the subcommittee.  Professor Wiedmann said they should be at the 
table but it should be clearly understood what the charge to the subcommittee was.  Professor Kleiner said 
he thought it was a good idea for the committee to participate.  Professor Squires asked what the reward 
was for comprehensive evaluation of courses.  He said he felt there was a lot of time spent discussing 
evaluations but there was no reward structure in place, and until that changed participation would be 
limited.  Professor Wiedmann asked if it was a chicken and egg situation - if there was no decent 
evaluation structure, rewards for participation could not be given.  Professor Kleiner asked the committee 
if they wished to be involved in the subcommittee.  The committee agreed that they would be involved in 
the next iteration of the teaching evaluations.   
 
2. CAPA Vacation Proposals 
 
 Ms. Williams presented the Council of Academic Professionals (CAPA) vacation proposal, 
saying that they were seeking the committee's support for it.  She acknowledged that it still had some way 
to go before it was policy.  Ms. Williams introduced Bill Roberts, interim chair, Benefits and 
Compensation Committee of CAPA, and Sue Bartolutti, Benefits and Compensation committee member, 
who discussed the CAPA recommendation.  The recommendation included two additional days of 
vacation and changes in the accrual method.  An information sheet was distributed for the committee's 
reference.  Mr. Roberts said that the CAPA believes that the current vacation policy for full-time 
academic employees was inadequate and should be revised to remain competitive with peer institutions.  
Additionally, the policy was outdated, as it was written for 11-month appointments, although 12-month 
appointments are the norm for P&A appointments.  Mr. Roberts also added that the policy states that 
employees may not accrue anything beyond the current cap of 22 days, and increased workloads and job 
requirements can interfere with employees being able to take time off.  Ms. Bartolutti said the current 
policy didn't just affect P&A employees.  Ms. Carrier clarified that the language in the current policy did 
allow for vacation carry-over, and that one concern was that there were inconsistencies in the policy.  
Professor Valls asked what the policy had to do with SCFA.  Ms. Williams said that it would impact A-
base employees, including many faculty, especially in COAFES and the Academic Health Center.  
Professor Squires asked why accrual was based on 67% time.  Ms. Carrier replied that faculty can hold 
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tenure-track positions at 67% time.  Professor Wiedmann inquired as to the faculty accrual rate, and Ms. 
Carrier said that it was the same policy, that it accrued at 12 months.  Ms. Bartolutti addressed Professor 
Kleiner's question regarding the cost of the change in policy, and clarified that a person could only be 
paid out for 22 days if that's what had been banked.  Professor Squires asked if there were repercussions 
with the union with this policy, and Ms. Carrier said such changes always have repercussions.  Professor 
Valls reiterated that the issue had nothing to do with the committee, that this was a committee addressing 
faculty affairs.  Ms. Williams said that CAPA had been invited to present the vacation policy 
recommendations to the committee because it affects faculty.  Professor Squires moved to support the 
proposal.  The motion carried.  
 
3. Endowed Chairs, Medical School 

. 
Professor Kleiner cited the continuation of gathering data regarding endowed chairs across 

campus.  The committee was still in the process of getting information from different colleges, including 
administrators.  He welcomed Ms. Patricia Mulcahy from Medical School Administration, who offered 
information about endowed chairs in the Medical School.  She said there are 70 endowed chairs and 19 
professorships in the Medical School.  Some of these are currently open and some have rotating 
assignments.  Seventy-six have been awarded to one individual, and there are 472 tenure track faculty so 
about 16% have designated MMF funding.  Ms. Mulcahy said about 20% of endowed funding is used for 
faculty salaries.  She said that these were used as recruitment and retention tools.  Ms. Mulcahy also cited 
fifty-four funds that could become chairs or professorships.  She discussed where some of the funds came 
from, and said that there was no formal review process.  Ms. Mulcahy said that an official policy was in 
draft form.  She noted that there was a general reluctance to remove anyone from a chair, and that in some 
cases, a person has stepped down.  Ms. Mulcahy also noted that the Academic Health Center has also 
designated endowed chairs.  The Medical School works with the Minnesota Medical Foundation to secure 
funds and develop a document with the donor to create a policy for use and she added that it is preferred 
that endowed chairs do not carry over funds. Ms. Mulcahy said that there are a few rotating chairs but that 
most are endowed for the duration.   

The committee discussed the particulars of Medical School endowments. Professor Valls asked if 
endowments were for salary or research use, and Ms. Mulcahy said they were primarily to develop 
programs.  Professor Kleiner asked her opinion about having a review policy and how that might affect 
recruitment.  He noted that in the Carlson School of Management chairs were often opened up for new 
applicants.  In the law school most senior faculty have a chair. Professor Kleiner asked if the Medical 
School had explored different models.  Ms. Mulcahy said she didn't believe so.  To Professor Zaheer's 
question, Ms. Mulcahy said that most faculty are on twelve month appointments and the money is used in 
discretionary program development.  Professor Wiedmann asked about the role of faculty in the process, 
and Ms. Mulcahy said they are part of recruitment.  Professor Kleiner said that in other departments, 
funds are used for other things, but in the Medical School funds are used only for the programs.  Ms. 
Carrier asked what the review period was, and Ms. Mulcahy said that although it hadn't yet been 
formalized they were leaning toward five years, and pointed out that the review addresses whether funds 
are being used toward the donors' intent.  Professor Zaheer said that in the Carlson School, the criteria 
include a review of research and teaching, which Ms. Mulcahy noted was similar to a regular faculty 
review.  Professor Kleiner asked how many faculty who might be eligible for chairs have endowment 
funds.  Ms. Mulcahy said she wasn't sure since there were several tracks for faculty.  Professor Kleiner 
said it might be helpful to know, and thanked Ms. Mulcahy for the informative discussion.      

 
4. Endowed Chairs, Carlson School of Management 
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 Professor Fossum presented information on endowed chairs in the Carlson School of 
Management, and said that chairs were used for recruiting, recognition, and retention.  He noted that very 
few chairs were targeted to a specific purpose, and that only two were specifically indicated by chairs.  
Professor Fossum went on to discuss the Carlson School structure, saying that all faculty hold tenure at 
the school, not the department, level, and that affects how chairs are evaluated.  There are two tracks – 
professorships, which are from smaller endowments; and chairs, whose appointments may cover some 
salary. Additionally there are two different professorships, term and non-term.  Term are three years in 
length; three are tied to specific departments and nine are at-large, and anyone in any department is 
eligible for them.  Thirteen endowed chairs are tied to specific departments, two are tied to individuals 
and three are school-wide endowed chairs, for a total of eighteen.  Professor Fossum also noted that 
thirty-five faculty are supported by endowments.  The appointment period for chairs is five years, then 
reviewed by a committee for reappointment.  The recommendation is then sent to the dean.  Professor 
Fossum said that term professorships are three years, and when terms are ended there is a call for 
nominations.  Recommendations from an evaluation committee are sent to the dean.  Ms. Carrier asked if 
there were a maximum number of years for a professorship, to which Professor Fossum replied no.  
Professor Kleiner asked if the professorships would still be funded if there were no funds, and Professor 
Fossum said they had an obligation to do so.  Professor Kleiner thanked Professor Fossum for the 
information.   

 
5. Health Care Waiting Period Elimination  
 
 Mr. Chapman first reported a follow up to a discussion item from last year. Professor McLoon 
had asked about plans to take advantage of the changed IRS regulation allowing a longer period for 
incurring eligible Health Care Reimbursement Account expenses. Mr. Chapman stated that, from the 
minutes, it appeared that he had been less clear than he intended. He intended to convey that it was the 
University’s intent to implement the change as soon as a version of PeopleSoft became available that was 
capable of administering the change. He was pleased to report to the committee that this change has been 
implemented in PeopleSoft, so the extended period is in place for the current (2006) plan year.  

Mr. Chapman then went on to address the question of elimination of the health care waiting 
period.  He said that there has always been a waiting period, but in plan year 2004, the waiting period was 
modified resulting in a slight extension of the waiting period..  There were two reasons for this change. 
First, this came at the time of the budget crunch and the University was looking across the board for ways 
to find savings. The slight extension to the waiting period resulted in approximately $500,000 savings per 
year. Second, the previous waiting period was tied to pay periods, and in insurance coverage, everything 
is done by the month.  This change tied the waiting period to the first of a month, better coordinating with 
other coverages.  

While this resulted in some savings, concerns were raised that this could have a negative impact 
on recruitment.  The policy was modified to address this concern by changing it so that a new hire is 
immediately eligible for participation in health coverage from the first day of employment. The waiting 
period now refers to the point at which the University's contribution to the cost of health care begins.  In 
other words, new employees can buy coverage immediately, and the employer contribution would begin 
on the first of the month following 30 days of employment.  Mr. Chapman said that the elimination of the 
waiting period could cost up to $2 million.   

Professor Squires asked if an entire group of people was being disenfranchised with the waiting 
period.  Mr. Chapman cited examples of people coming from different positions and how they were 
affected by the waiting period, many having coverage from a previous employer without extra expense.  
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Professor Squires said he would like to see statistics on how the waiting period affects the University, and 
how much money the University saves by people transferring from other plans.  Mr. Chapman said he did 
not have any more specific numbers, he could say that very few employees sign up for waiting period 
coverage.  Ms. Williams pointed out that many departments are probably covering new hires in the 
duration so as to not lose faculty. Professor Kleiner thanked Mr. Chapman for the informative discussion.   
  
 The meeting adjourned at 4 pm.   
 

       --Mary Jo Pehl 
 
University of Minnesota 
 
 
 


