
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs 
Tuesday, September 29, 2009 

2:30 – 4:15 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Kathryn Hanna (chair), Marilyn Bruin, Arlene Carney, Carol Carrier, Dann Chapman, 

Randy Croce, Jayne Fulkerson, Morris Kleiner, Holly Littlefield, Theodor Litman, 
Rebecca Ropers-Huilman, Roderick Squires, James Wojtaszek 

 
Absent:  Ben Bornsztein, Vladimir Cherkassky, Barbara Elliott, Karen Miksch, Jessica Reinitz, 

Jason Shaw, George Sheets 
 
Guests: Karen Zentner Bacig (Office of the Provost); Nan Wilhelmson, Kelly Krattiger (Office of 

Human Resources) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) faculty database; (2) annual salary instructions; (3) training required of faculty; (4) 
27 pay periods] 
 
 
1. Faculty Database 
 
 Professor Hanna convened the meeting at 2:35 and turned to Vice Provost Carney to lead a 
discussion of the faculty database.   
 
 Dr. Carney began the discussion by reporting that Dr. Bacig has done the lion's share of the work 
and that she would simply provide some background.  She recalled that the Faculty Senate passed a 
resolution in May, 2008, urging the administration to create a faculty-expertise database; the resolution 
had been formulated by a joint subcommittee of the Senate Committee on Information Technologies, the 
Senate Research Committee, and this Committee.  The concern was that faculty could not find each other 
across the University, and while colleges had databases, one could not search across those databases.  
Because this is a faculty issue, it falls into her portfolio. 
 
 They looked at what the University needed, Dr. Carney said, and considered that there were other 
general needs for reports.  They began to explore the software available from Digital Measures, a 
company that has created a faculty-activity reporting system that one can use to store and print out 
information in a number of ways.  It has modules for a number of accrediting agencies (ABET, 
management, etc.), as well as a way to track assessment of learning, which can help with accrediting 
agencies.  The University started a long dialogue with Digital Measures.   
 
 Because Digital Measures had been identified by a subcommittee of the three Senate committees 
as offering a product most like what the University needed, Dr. Bacig explained, they worked with the 
company.  Last spring there were live demonstrations and a telephone Q&A with a Digital Measures 
representative at the same time.  They used the feedback and reactions from the live demonstrations to 
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build the requirements for a system (that would not necessarily be Digital Measures).  She traveled to the 
coordinate campuses last summer to assess their needs in the system. 
 
 Vice Provost Carney commented that they had worked all along with the Office of Information 
Technology (OIT) as partners in this project, because unless the system worked with PeopleSoft, the 
University would not entertain it.  They also worked with the Office of the Vice President for Research 
and with the colleges.  
 
 Professor Kleiner asked Drs. Bacig and Carney if they were asking for advice from the 
Committee or if the project planning is complete and they are simply informing the Committee.  They 
decided to move forward with Digital Measures, Dr. Bacig said, and are now into the RFP process.  They 
have kept the Committee up to date, Dr. Carney said, and have not encountered other products that have 
the capabilities that Digital Measures can provide.  Consultation will be critical, she said, about what must 
be included in the system or what elements will be a deal-breaker.  She noted that Digital Measures does 
not market themselves as selling a faculty-expertise database, so they are prepared to add elements to 
their product to meet the University's needs.  Dr. Bacig agreed and said they remain open to consultation 
about concerns and what is important to have in the system. 
 
 Penn State, Ohio State, Iowa, and Wisconsin all use Digital Measures, Dr. Carney reported, and 
there has been value in having other CIC users to consult with—and there is also power in the CIC 
because these are important users.   
 
 What will this system do beyond what a Google search or similar network search engine available 
for a faculty member can do, Professor Kleiner asked?  That will depend on the fields built into the 
system; Dr. Carney pointed out that a Google search will produce a lot of extraneous hits and will also 
produce things in an odd order.  There are also different ways that colleges store information, Dr. Bacig 
said; in some cases there are a number of databases, many of which are out of date.  This would be one 
place for everyone to keep information up to date and it is almost infinitely customizable.   
 
 If the system were only a faculty-expertise database, Dr. Carney observed, it would not save 
faculty a lot of time.  But this system will because it will help in applying for grants, in particular when 
working with other investigators.  It will also help find faculty doing work in a particular area and help to 
track public-engagement activities.  It can also help with inquiries such as "how many University faculty 
members published an article in Science last year?"  They also hope to be able to pull in information from 
other databases to help ensure the accuracy of what will be on a system such as Digital Systems.  It will 
also provide a way to do a qualitative evaluation of faculty and include facts about the implementation of 
the Student Learning Outcomes and work students have done.  The system, she concluded, will be able to 
serve a broad set of needs. 
 
 Professor Hanna said she works with undergraduate students who might be interested in faculty 
doing certain kinds of research.  Could it be used in that way?  In the long term, it will, Dr. Bacig said.  If 
one has an X.500 ID, one can do a full-text search, but now neither students nor outsiders can get in.  
They have, however, talked with OIT about building a database that students and the public can use.  
University Relations is also interested, Dr. Carney added; they want to start with protected information 
and then work on what should be made available for public access.  The idea is to have a fixed-price 
contract that covers all campuses and colleges (and they would not pay for it).  Digital Measures has also 
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promised that there can be as many formats for promotion-and-tenure documents as colleges want (at no 
extra cost).   
 
 Professor Hanna asked what they have heard from those at the other CIC institutions who have 
used Digital Measures.  It is pretty positive, Dr. Carney said.  They did mention some problems, Dr. 
Bacig said, but it helps to have a national user group; there is strength in numbers.  The plan is that if the 
University decides to deal with Digital Measures, they will work with colleges that want to start 
immediately; they do not intend to roll it out all at once to everyone.  They will work with the units that 
are enthusiastic about it, learn from the experience, and then expand its use.  She said she has been 
surprised at the number of takers and has been feeling pressure to get the project started.   
 
 Dr. Carney invited Committee members to let her know if they have questions or concerns.  
Professor Hanna thanked Drs. Bacig and Carney for their report. 
 
2. Annual Salary Instructions 
 
 Professor Hanna next noted that FCC has discussed the need for early consultation on issues, so 
she put the annual salary instructions on the agenda now, well in advance of their preparation. 
 
 The President has announced there will be a 2% compensation pool for 2010-11 (absent any 
knowledge of what the legislature or Governor will do over the next several months).  If there is 2%, how 
much of a voice does the Committee want on how the funds are distributed?  She has heard concerns that 
with the salary freezes, some new hires are coming at higher salaries than currently-employed faculty.  
The Crookston and Duluth faculty belong to UEA and have settled on salary increases; in both cases the 
increases are divided into three parts, one providing a fixed dollar increase to everyone, one providing a 
fixed percentage increase, and the remaining part delivered as merit.  Does the Committee wish to take up 
the issue? 
 
 Professor Kulacki asked how much is set aside for retention and for promotion increases and if 
that affects the total pool available.  Vice President Carrier responded that units are allowed to put in 
additional funding if they have it.  If units have the funds, they can use them for retention and promotion.  
Such increases must be in recurring funds.   
 

Do the units have discretion in how the increases are allocated, Professor Squires asked?  They 
do, Dr. Carrier said, but they must be in recurring increases, not lump sums.  If they units can do what 
they wish, Professor Squires commented, there does not appear to be much utility in a Committee 
discussion.  The question is whether the Committee wishes to express an all-faculty view, Professor 
Hanna said. 

 
In the past there were some fixed amounts distributed, Professor Kleiner recalled, and at some 

point it was changed to an all-merit process.  There were also non-recurring funds used for bonuses, 
Professor Hanna commented—there have been a lot of permutations.   

 
Professor Squires said he would like the Committee to see the instructions before they go out.  

Mr. Croce agreed.  He said he liked the approach at Duluth, which provides that 1/4 of the increase an 
across-the-board dollar increase, 1/4 an across-the-board percentage increase, and 1/2 based on merit.  He 
said he recognized that the philosophy for a long time has been to distribute salary increases entirely on 
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the basis of merit, but there was a time when it was both merit and across-the-board.  It does not make 
sense to use only merit when there is such a small amount of money available.  He said he would 
advocate that at least one of the two percentage points be across-the-board for people who are doing their 
jobs.   

 
Professor Kleiner cautioned that the increase could be zero, so the Committee should be sure 

there will be an increase before it spends a lot of time on the issue.  Vice President Carrier noted that the 
Board of Regents has supported the 2% increase and has already committed to it in the UEA contracts; 
she said she is pretty sure there will be an increase.   

 
Professor Hanna asked about the timeline.  Vice President Carrier said they usually send out the 

instructions in mid-February, and suggested the Committee start with the instructions sent out last year.  
They do not vary that much from year to year, she noted.   

 
Professor Kleiner asked if retention separate from the 2% funds.  They do not have to come out of 

the 2% if a unit has other funds, Dr. Carrier said, but there is no central pool that can be used for retention 
offers.   

 
In response to a query from Professor Kulacki, Professor Hanna said that salary increases based 

entirely on merit has been the model for at least 10 years.   Professor Kulacki said he has been in a system 
with a contract that provided both across-the-board and merit increases and it worked well.  That meant 
no one "got killed" and that there were at least some dollars for everyone to cover increased expenses—
and there were no hard feelings on the part of the super-achievers. 

 
The reason she brought this up, Professor Hanna related, is because she wondered if it is time to 

reconsider the all-merit basis of salary increases at a time when there has been a salary freeze.  She 
suggested appointment of a subcommittee to look at the history; Professor Kleiner suggested it also look 
at whether the policy should be at the unit or the institutional level.  It was agreed there would be a 
subcommittee that would report by the end of the semester and would consist of Professors Hanna, 
Kleiner, and Kulacki, Mr. Croce, and Vice President Carrier.   
 
3. Training Required of Faculty 
 
 Professor Hanna turned now to Ms. Wilhelmson, who had prepared, at the Committee's request, a 
summary of all the training required of faculty.  Professor Hanna noted that the Faculty Consultative 
Committee had asked this Committee to look at the amount of time and number of instances faculty are 
required to take training.  She thanked Ms. Wilhelmson for assembling the information. 
 
 Ms. Wilhelmson distributed a one-page summary of the training required. 
 
1.  Security and Data Privacy – Required of both existing and new faculty: 
 
--  Data Security in Your Job     (15-20 minutes) 
--  Securing Your Computer Workstation     (15-20 minutes)  
--  Using University Data     (15-20 minutes)  +  Training Customization Assessment Included at the End 
of the Course 
--  Managing Health Data Securely (FOR AHC and HIPAA COVERED AREAS)    (20 minutes)  
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2.  Research Education Requirements – Required of both existing and new faculty: 
 
Educational Requirements for PI Eligibility 
--  Responsible Conduct of Research (Part 1)    (2 hours) 
--  Responsible Conduct of Research (Part 2)    (2 hours) 

-Four Online Workshops- 
--  Conflict of Interest    (1 hour) 
--  Fiscal Responsibility    (1 hour) 
--  Intellectual Property    (1 hour) 
--  Research Data Management – Quantitative or Qualitative    (1 hour) 

 
Additional courses may be required under any of these four categories: 
 
--  Environmental Health and Safety 
--  Protecting Animal Subjects* 
--  Human Subjects Protection* 
--  HIPAA 

--  Introduction to HIPAA Privacy and Security    (7 minute online video) – Required for all 
workforce members in HIPAA covered units. 
--  Privacy and Confidentiality in Clinical Settings    (45 minutes) – Required only for those 
workforce members working in clinical areas. 
--  Privacy and Confidentiality in Research Settings    (30 minutes) – Required only for those 
workforce members in clinical research areas or who do research with human subjects. 

 
*Research subjects’ protection training is a bit more variable. Investigators and research personnel may 
need to complete differing modules depending the subject population they work with (e.g., children or 
other vulnerable populations, or animal species). And often, researchers vary in how familiar they are 
with the materials and how quickly they can progress through the materials and pass the tests. So it is 
difficult to give specific time to completion estimates. 
 
3.  Supervisory Training – Required of faculty new to supervision. Existing faculty supervisors are 
encouraged to take advantage of the training: 
 
--  Keys to Supervision 
 
4.  Procurement Card – Required of faculty who apply for card: 
 
--  Orientation session outlining rules and responsibilities    (45 minutes) 
 
Ms. Wilhelmson said the times are estimated, some of the training is required by law, additional hours are 
determined by research topic, and some training is required by Human Resources for those who supervise 
other employees.   
 
 Professor Squires reported that he went through the training required under item 2 and found it 
heavily skewed to the biological and physical sciences.  It would be better if there were examples drawn 
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from the social sciences for those in those disciplines because it would better help people learn.  It might 
better to separate the two groups, he suggested.   
 
 Professor Kleiner noted that one must do confidentiality training as a part of some federal grants; 
could that training substitute for some of what the University requires if it is being done through a federal 
granting agency?  Professor Hanna suggested that was an issue that perhaps Sponsored Projects 
Administration could look into.   
 
 When someone takes the training, is it tracked, Professor Hanna asked?  It is, Dr. Carrier said, in 
a central database, although there is not a good reporting system.  The system is rather clunky to use and 
they are looking into Learning Management Systems, which a number of institutions use for this purpose. 
 
 Professor Hanna observed that some training is required for a person to be able to submit grant 
requests.  What mechanism connects a lack of training to consequences?  Does it vary with the training?  
Ms. Wilhelmson said that in the case of #1, access to data is withdrawn.  There are no consequences for 
not taking the supervisory training.  In the case of the procurement card, one does not get the card unless 
one goes through the training. 
 
 Professor Kulacki asked if the training could be prioritized as most important, next-most 
important, and so one.  Consequences will not be important if the training is not seen as important.  
Health and safety training is paramount, he said, but setting priorities would help determine where to 
funding for training.   
 
 Dr. Carrier said the research enterprise can deny access to funds if the appropriate training is not 
completed.  In the case of data security, if one loses confidential data, the cost to the University can be 
enormous.  They go over these requirements in the New Faculty Orientation, Dr. Carney reported, and the 
Office of the Vice President for Research representative talks about a number of aspects of research, so all 
hear about the necessary training.  They also remind new faculty of the requirements at the lunches that 
are held for them during the year.  She also pointed out that one must go through data-security training 
before one can receive a grant. 
 
 Dr. Littlefield said that since the orientation and lunches are not offered to P&A staff, do they 
miss the notification?  All new employees go through orientation, Dr. Carney said, including the faculty.  
The New Faculty Orientation provides much more detail and information that is faculty-specific.  There is 
also much information distributed to employees, Dr. Carrier said.  She said she hopes that supervisors will 
go to the training because supervising is a complicated business with a lot of rules and regulations.  
Supervisors can get in trouble when they don't know what they don't know.   
 
 Professor Hanna asked what the Committee wished to do with the information.  And how might it 
be useful, she added.  What was the context in which the question was raised, Professor Ropers-Huilman 
asked?  It seemed to FCC members that faculty are being required to participate in a lot of training, so 
FCC asked this Committee to look into the issue.  It also came up in connection with proposed new 
training to be required in conflict-of-interest.  Professor Kleiner said that it is his impression that a lot 
more training has been required over time; he said he would like to know what is now required compared 
to five or ten years ago.  The Committee needs to let faculty know that the workload in this area has 
increased. 
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 Professor Kulacki said the question is if this is the appropriate amount of time for faculty to spend 
on training to improve their job performance.  If the Committee does not ask, the amount of time required 
could grow and grow.  Corporations often require about 200 hours of training.  Professor Kleiner 
suggested that if a new requirement is added, something else should be removed. 
 
 Professor Ropers-Huilman said she would ask what is important.  Research training required by 
the federal government is.  She said one should not think about the percentage of faculty time required 
because training also occurs in the disciplines, so she did not see how the University could take a position 
on a percentage.  One can ask what is essential to protect research and the University.  She also noted that 
there is no training required for interacting with students—but said she was not advocating additional 
training. 
 
 In terms of grant-awarding bodies, Professor Squires observed, the federal requirements are the 
most demanding.  The state and non-profits require almost nothing.  One could think about categorizing 
by agency.  Professor Kleiner agreed that if one has a federal grant that includes private data, one must go 
through a lot of training or one cannot use the data.  FCC should be aware of that, he said, but it could 
think about establishing a general policy.  He said he did not know what the right number/percentage is, 
but commented that there is mission creep when it comes to training. 
 
 There is also the cost issue, Professor Kulacki said; the money has to come from indirect-cost 
funds or be budgeted centrally.  Professor Sullivan said there should be a cost-benefit analysis that looks 
at the risks versus the costs.   
 

Professor Hanna said she would raise these issues with FCC, including the question of costs and 
benefits and where the funds should come from.   
 
4. 27 Pay Periods 
 
 Professor Hanna noted that there will be 27 pay periods in fiscal year 2010-11.  
 
 Dr. Carrier said the issue only affects those individuals who have appointments and are not paid 
on an hourly basis.  She introduced Kelly Krattiger, who manages the PeopleSoft Human Resources 
system, and said the issue arises because of the way the University does its budgeting. 
 
 Mr. Krattiger observed that there are 26 pay periods in a normal year but that there will be 27 
next year (because 27 pay periods are based on 364 days in a year, so every year an additional day 
accumulates, two during a leap year, building to a point where there is an extra pay period every 10-11 
years).  This is a $60-million problem.  There are two groups of employees, hourly and salaried.  In the 
case of the hourly employees, by federal law they must be paid for the hours they worked.  In the case of 
salaried employees, there are options.  The 27th pay period would actually occur on June 30, 2010, but the 
administration decided to move that payday to July 1, 2010, thus shifting the problem to the 2010-11 
fiscal year.  So, Dr. Carrier amplified, that payday will occur on a Thursday, not a Wednesday.  People 
who have automatic payments and other electronic banking transfers will have to be aware of the one-day 
delay on July 1, 2010, Mr. Krattiger said. 
 
 Mr. Krattiger walked through a Q&A handout with the Committee explaining the problem and 
the issues.  The upshot is that faculty and P&A on full-year appointments will see a slight reduction in the 
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amount of each paycheck because the total annual salary will be divided by 27 rather than 26 pay periods.  
The same will be true for those who have elected the 9-over-12 payments.  Taxes will be withheld 
appropriately and benefit deductions will not be affected (because they are calculated on a calendar-year 
basis).   
 
 Professor Hanna asked if this will happen every 11 years.  It will unless someone devises a 
strategy to deal with it, Dr. Carrier replied.  People seem to like the biweekly payroll, and monthly payroll 
poses difficulties for a number of employees, and the University does not want to have two payroll 
systems.   
 
 Will this skew college budgets, Professor Bruin asked?  There is a cost, Mr. Krattiger said, 
because hourly employees, the Teamsters, etc., must be paid.  The total cost is about $34 million, coming 
in a bad year.  Professor Hanna said this item should be on the Finance and Planning agenda, because it 
will be a cost to colleges in addition to the 2% cuts.  The reason the administration moved the issue to 
next year was to give everyone more time to think about how to deal with it, Mr. Krattiger reported. 
 
 Professor Hanna thanked Dr. Carrier and Mr. Krattiger for the report and adjourned the meeting 
at 4:05. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 


