
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, April 29, 2010 (Part a) 

1:00 – 3:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Marti Hope Gonzales (chair), Melissa Anderson, Carol Chomsky, Chris Cramer, Shawn 

Curley, Janet Fitzakerley, Kathryn Hanna, Caroline Hayes, Emily Hoover, Brian Isetts, 
Walt Jacobs, Jeff Kahn, Russell Luepker, Jan McCulloch, Martin Sampson, Kate 
VandenBosch, Cathrine Wambach, Becky Yust 

 
Absent: Nancy Carpenter, Michael Oakes 
 
Guests: Provost E. Thomas Sullivan; Professors Linda Brady and Perry Leo (Faculty Athletics 

Representatives); Senior Vice President Robert Jones, Associate Vice President Andrew 
Furco 

  
Other: Assistant Vice President Sharon Reich Paulsen 
 
[In these minutes:  (4) senate docket review (policy on modifying appointments of P&A staff for financial 
stringency; transitions phased retirement program/policy; statement on risk aversion; sponsored project 
effort on summer/part-time appointments; resolution on progressivity of compensation reductions] 
 
[Addition to the minutes, from the April 22, 2010, meeting:   The Committee voted unanimously to re-
nominate Professors Chomsky, Goldstein, and Hickman for the positions of Senate Vice Chair, Clerk of 
the Senate, and Senate Parliamentarian, respectively.  Their names will appear on the May 6 Faculty 
Senate docket.] 
 
4. Senate Docket Review 
 
 Professor Gonzales next asked Committee members to review several items on the Faculty and 
University Senate dockets, the substance of which they had not previously reviewed. 
 
-- "Modifying Appointments of Academic Professional and Administrative Employees for Financial 
Stringency":  Professor Chomsky said she understood that this policy sought to put into policy a power 
with respect to P&A contracts that the University says it already has over other employee groups (i.e., 
civil service and bargaining unit).  Is that so, and what is the source of the power over the other employee 
groups?  She also understands that the administration could put a clause in every P&A contract to allow 
reductions in pay or other changes during the contract year, but it is trying to do that across the board via 
the proposed policy.  The Committee could say that it wants discussion and a vote on the policy, but the 
Senate doesn't have authority to control P&A contracts.  Its only authority is under the tenure code, over 
faculty contracts. 
 
 Professor Hanna said that Vice President Carrier told the Committee on Faculty Affairs that the 
administration cannot adopt any salary reductions for P&A staff without this policy unless they terminate 
all P&A appointments and re-write the contracts. 
                                                           

* These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University of Minnesota 
Senate; none of the comments, conclusions, or actions reported in these minutes represents the views of, nor are they 
binding on, the Senate, the Administration, or the Board of Regents. 
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 It was noted that the Vice President for Human Resources office has notified everyone that the 
most controversial provision of the draft policy, "4) take other actions as determined by the University in 
its sole discretion," will be removed from the proposed policy.   
 
 Professor Chomsky asked if the cuts would be across-the-board.  Is this a University-wide 
judgment?  It should say that it applies to everyone and is financial-stringency driven—and that language 
should be in the policy, not in definitions or elsewhere.   
 
 Professor Sampson asked what is meant by "postpone compensation."  Professor Hanna reported 
that Faculty Affairs suggested the language be changed to "postpone compensation increases" because, as 
Vice President Carrier agreed, the intent was not to withhold paychecks but to delay salary increases.   
 
 Professor Gonzales asked if the Committee had a view of the policy.  Professor Chomsky 
suggested the Committee should stress the importance of responsible decision-making, fairness, and 
advance notice.  Committee members concurred.  Professor Wambach commented that this policy was 
better than the non-renewal of all P&A staff and re-writing their contracts.  Committee members also 
concurred in that sentiment. 
 
-- "Transitions Phased Retirement Program":  Professor Gonzales commented that in her more 
skeptical moments she wonders why this policy is proposed now; is this a program to make retirement 
more appealing during lean financial times?  Professor Hanna said the philosophy is to take a program 
that the College of Continuing Education is offering to a local health-care provider and offer it to the 
faculty and P&A staff with continuous appointments to help them figure out what to do with the rest of 
their lives.  There are differences between this program and the phased retirement program (which is not 
affected by this proposal).  This program will have a series of seminars (providing that at least 10 people 
sign up), a small research-and-teaching account, it will last for only two years (for the participants, who 
must be at least 63 years old to be eligible), and it will provide a sum equal to two years of health-care 
benefits at the level the individual was receiving at the time of retirement, (which lump sum will be put 
into a health-care savings account, to be used at the discretion of the individual for eligible medical 
expenses). 
 
 Professor Hoover inquired why this needs to be another University policy; cannot Human 
Resources just offer the program?  Professor Hanna said she would want to see this as a policy.  Professor 
Gonzales said that she thinks of policy as more "permanent," independent of the immediate financial 
situation, or in this case, independent of whether there are enough participating faculty members to 
continue the program.  Professor Hanna said the administration sees this as a pilot; depending on the 
response, it may be offered again. 
 
 Here again a major life-change option is proposed a month before people must declare their 
participation, Professor Yust observed.  People need information sessions before they decide.  What 
happened in 1995 with the enhanced retirement program that gave individuals a sum equal to their annual 
income if they promised to retire?   
 
 Why not make the policy on phased retirement more general and include this option, Professor 
VandenBosch asked?  Professor Gonzales said that until there is a general need and interest, it's 
questionable whether such a policy—as opposed to a Human Resource retirement program—is needed.  
What if only 7 people show up?  Will the administration then return to propose elimination or 
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modification of the policy?  Professor Hanna said it needs to be a policy because faculty members will be 
required to give up their tenure at the end of the two years. 
 
 Professor Wambach said the policy could create pressure on units to support individuals who 
participate; that could be the reason for the need for policy language.  Units will save money, Professor 
Hanna pointed out, because individuals who participate will be required to drop to no more than 75% time 
(and no less than 25% time).  Professor VandenBosch reported that Human Resources staff have been in 
touch with department heads; she noted that participation in the program is not at the discretion of the 
faculty member but must be mutually agreed upon.  Professor Gonzales said that people should know 
that, and that it is not a policy if there is no local agreement.  If people do not know the unit must agree to 
participation, what happens if they show up and do not have consent of the unit?  Without a policy, no 
one will show up, Professor Hanna said.   
 
 Professor Gonzales concluded that the Committee did not think well of the current proposal, 
although it is a good idea in theory.  Ordinarily people just retire, Professor Yust said, but with phased 
retirement there also must be negotiation with the dean.   
 
 Professor Wambach observed that the University will be creating health-care savings accounts for 
the participants in the program.  That is another reason to have it as a policy, Professor Hanna added.   
 
 Professor McCulloch asked if it would be possible to invite Vice President Carrier to join the 
Committee to talk about the program.   
 
 Professor Chomsky said that while the Committee may not think the proposal is a great idea, or 
may think that the form (putting it into policy) is not great, the program doesn't really implicate faculty 
rights.  The Committee can be the conduit to the Senate without taking a position on it.  She said she was 
agnostic about whether or not it should be a policy, but the administration needs to flesh out the plan if it 
believes the proposal is worthwhile.  When something is proposed by the administration, the Committee 
may need a statement in the docket that it is simply passing the item to the Senate for information or 
discussion. 
 
-- "Statement on Risk Aversion" from the Senate Committee on Finance and Planning (SCFP):  
Professor Luepker reported that SCFP had talked about the University's aversion to risk several times and 
has been concerned about the tightness with which the administration holds to regulatory details in order 
to avoid any possible risk.  SCFP adopted the resolution (below), which is on the University Senate 
docket for action, pending approval of the Senate Consultative Committee. 
 

The Senate Committee on Finance and Planning has consulted numerous times in recent 
years both with administrators responsible for risk management and with those responsible for 
financial management.  We have also heard from numerous faculty and staff on issues related to 
administrative mandates and the workload involved in the University's internal business 
processes.  A common theme in most of the conversations is that the University has been in a 
risk-averse mode.  We are now concerned that this risk-averse stance has been too severe for too 
long, and as a result is creating unwarranted administrative burdens on colleges, departments, 
faculty, and staff--a particularly serious problem during this time of reduced funding. 

 
The Committee has discussed the University's appetite for risk and endorses a movement 

to increase the institution's tolerance for risk in appropriate areas, including, for example, human 



Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, April 29, 2010 
 
 

4

resources, research, student, financial, and other enterprise systems, and capital planning.  The 
Committee (1) wishes to hear periodically from University officers about discussions with the 
Regents and administrators about reducing the level of risk aversion in various areas of 
University endeavor, and (2) asks that the administration present to the Committee a plan that 
identifies the rules/regulations that might be modified if the University pursues a stance of less 
risk aversion. 

 
 Professor Kahn reported that he is serving on an Institutional Appetite for Risk committee and 
that there is a plan to go to the Board of Regents in September with a fairly aggressive report on this 
subject, so discussion of risk is occurring in other venues as well.  He suggested that SCFP ask Vice 
President Mulcahy to join it to discuss the work of the Risk committee and what it plans to do.  A report 
could come from SCFP to the Senate Consultative Committee. 
 
 Professor VandenBosch asked if this issue is related to the cost-drivers that the Provost spoke 
about.  It is part of a larger package, Professor Luepker said.  The SCFP statement is more philosophical 
than specifically focused on the financial side of the house, Professor VandenBosch observed.   
 
 Professor Wambach said that putting the statement on the docket provides a heads-up that the 
conversation is going on, so when it comes up again in September, it will not be a surprise. 
 
-- "Sponsored Project Effort on Summer and Part-Time Appointments":  Professor Chomsky noted 
two minor points that need to be corrected in the draft policy and then raised a more substantive point:  
Why is the language in the final numbered paragraph of the policy ["3.  Proposals written on unpaid time 
are subject to the same standards (for completeness, accuracy, adherence to University and agency policy) 
as proposals written on paid University time, once they have been formally submitted through University 
review and submission channels"] even in the policy?  And that is an odd place to put it, under a section 
entitled "Part-Time Appointees, or B-Term Appointees without a Summer Appointment").   ").   There 
was general agreement that the provision should be removed. 
 
 Professor Wambach noted that the policy should refer to terms, not quarters. 
 

The idea is that vacation time is unpaid, Professor Chomsky said.  Professor Cramer wondered if 
the intent of the policy is to irritate the faculty.  He said it is ill-intentioned and penalizes faculty for 
writing proposals.  Professor Curley observed that it is intended to comply with federal rules.  Professor 
Cramer said he would be happy to certify that he only prepared the proposals during the academic year.  
But he could not submit them during the summer, Professor Curley pointed out.  This applies to every 
faculty member, Professor Cramer said; it is procrustean.  Why two weeks?  Professor Hoover agreed 
with Professor Cramer that the policy seems arbitrary.  Professor Yust recalled reading that the policy 
applies to non-university individuals as well and the federal government did not wish to change it because 
of its effect on university faculty.  If the University were to change all faculty to 11-month appointments 
and spread their salary throughout the year, they would be allowed to write proposals.  But they are not 
100%-time on federal funds all year, Professor Hoover observed. 

 
Professor Cramer amplified his objections (these are direct quotes, developed more fully in part 

following the meeting):  
 
1)  The specification of 2.5 months that can be covered by sponsored funds is problematic for 
several reasons.  First, it is ill-defined given that B-term faculty do not have a constant number of 
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pay periods in every summer—if the intent is really to permit a maximum of 5 pay periods to be 
covered per summer, that will more drastically limit potential earnings in some summers than 
others.  A more sensible strategy would be to specify a maximum percentage time— say, 83.3%.  
However, even that is at best a remarkably blunt and, frankly, hypocritical approach to addressing 
the issue.  Why do we certify effort at all if the administration can determine arbitrarily what 
percentage of time we spend on non-sponsored activities?  It would certainly save time for me if 
from now on central administration would do all of my certification for me.  
 
2)  Continuing in this vein, the implication of the policy would appear to be that it is believed that 
B-term faculty spend 1/6 or their time (the remaining 16.7%)—that is, one hour out of every six, 
for the entire summer, writing proposals?  This seems ludicrous.  Indeed, NSF grants nearly all 
REQUIRE as part of the funding that the PI engage in "synergistic activities having broader 
impact," usually defined as engagement, teaching, etc.  While presumably writing a proposal for 
new funding could not be construed to be a synergistic activity, almost everything else can, 
making the 16.7% time devotion to ONLY proposal writing particularly ludicrous.  Since the 
practical effect of this policy is to penalize B-term faculty for proposal writing (or at least it 
would be if the time were measured, as opposed to arbitrarily taken as a given for all involved), 
no doubt many faculty would push that activity into the academic year if they had a choice.  
 
3)  There is a remarkable heads-I-win/tails-you-lose aspect to this policy.  B-term faculty work 
hard on sponsored research throughout the academic year and do not receive any compensation 
from sponsoring organizations, and the organizations do not seem unhappy about that situation.  
Similarly, B-term faculty members educate their graduate students (and possibly undergraduate 
co-workers) all through the summer, and do not receive any compensation from the University 
for this practical teaching activity. So, it is OK to work for free, but heaven forbid that during the 
hours on the clock one neglect to focus each passing thought on the project at hand.  From a 
morale-building standpoint, it is difficult to imagine a more poorly conceived policy than the one 
being proposed. 
 
4)  Given the situation, and the desire of the University to avoid risk exposure, why not drop the 
B-term fiction entirely?  Instead, current B-term faculty would all have their salaries increased by 
33%, the University would agree to pay 75% of this total (equivalent to their current contracts) 
and grant proposals could be used to raise the remaining 25% spread over the entire year (which 
well reflects the actual work distribution—few if any work on their sponsored projects only in the 
summer, after all).  Funding agencies approve annual budgets, not summer budgets, and 
presumably could care less how the funds are spent within a fiscal year once approved.  This is 
obviously similar to the existing situation for A term faculty, and different units might have 
different ratios of compensation depending on their histories and the market.  
 
5) While some faculty will have the wherewithal to make up the lost sponsored funding with non-
sponsored funds, typically these will not allow for contributions to the faculty retirement plan, so 
even that option leads to some penalty.  
 
6)  Absent the solution proposed in point 4 above, the net effect for many B term faculty is that in 
2010 they did NOT receive a 27th paycheck, unlike almost everyone else at the University, they 
will NOT receive 1.15% of their annual salary, they are NOT one of the employee groups 
guaranteed a 2% raise, and now they will also NOT receive 2 weeks of pay they might otherwise 
have been able to accrue unless they have a non-sponsored source of funds, and even then they 
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will likely NOT be able to make a retirement contribution based on that pay.  This is hardly a 
recipe for building institutional loyalty. 

 
It was agreed that the Committee would ask Associate Vice President Webb, from Sponsored 

Projects Administration, to join the Faculty Senate meeting for the discussion of the policy. 
 
-- Resolution on Progressivity of Compensation Reductions:  Professor Hanna reported that the 
Committee on Faculty Affairs met with three of the faculty members who sponsored the alternative 
salary-reduction proposal at the March 25 Faculty Senate meeting, one that called for greater reductions 
for those with higher incomes and protection of those who are paid less.  Faculty Affairs decided to write 
a resolution that was more general that called for more consultation on salary reductions and for more 
progressive reductions, should they be needed in the future (the resolution is between the * * *): 
 
* * * 
 

BACKGROUND: 
 

On March 25, 2010, the Faculty Senate voted to accept the President's proposal of temporary 
reductions in faculty compensation in FY 2011.  The same proposal forms part of a more general 
plan of temporary reductions in compensation for all employee groups of the University, the 
purpose of which is to assist in covering a projected deficit in the University's FY 2011 budget.  
Following the March 25 meeting, the University Faculty Consultative Committee (FCC) asked 
the Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs (SCFA), to consider alternative salary-reduction 
proposals that had been tabled at the Senate meeting on March 25.  While the alternative 
proposals are no longer applicable to the plan for salary reductions in FY 2011, it was felt that 
they should be discussed by faculty governance bodies in case further temporary reductions 
should be deemed necessary in future fiscal years.    

 
At its regular meeting on April 13, 2010, SCFA heard from three representatives of the faculty 
group that had earlier made the alternative proposals.  In essence the alternative proposals call for 
more progressivity in any future plan of temporary salary reductions that may be considered.  
After discussion, a small sub-committee of SCFA was appointed to draft a resolution for 
consideration and possible adoption by the whole committee at its meeting on April 27.   What 
follows is the resolution drafted by the subcommittee. 

 
RESOLUTION: 

 
If temporary reductions in employee compensation, whether by means of furloughs or otherwise, 
should in the future be deemed necessary in order to balance the University's budget,  SCFA 
recommends that such reductions be calculated on a substantially more progressive scale than that 
which was adopted for the reductions in FY 2011.  The committee feels that lower paid 
employees should be assessed the least or none at all.   Conversely, higher and the highest paid 
employees should be assessed according to a sliding scale that is more equitably proportional to 
their level of compensation.  Additionally, if temporary reductions in compensation should be 
considered for adoption in future years, the committee urges that alternative models incorporating 
greater and lesser degrees of progressivity be discussed with appropriate Senate, Faculty, CAPA, 
Civil Service, and bargaining unit committees sufficiently early to enable substantive 
participation in the planning and decisional processes.   
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DISCUSSION  

 
Members of SCFA recognize and applaud that some degree of progressivity was indeed 
incorporated in the plan of temporary pay reductions that has been adopted for FY 2011: 
specifically, (1) that the salaries of the highest level administrators are due to be assessed at twice 
the percentage of the level for all other employees; (2) that the assessments of bargaining unit and 
Civil Service employees will be more than offset by a concurrent raise of 2 percent; and (3) that 
the assessments of faculty and P&A employees may be partially offset by merit raises from a pool 
of 1 percent of the salary pool (i.e., 2 % deferred until January 2011).  We also recognize and 
appreciate that the administration consulted with all employee groups (including Senate 
committees) in developing its reduction plan for FY 2011.  It is in the spirit of these same 
principles of equity and consultation that we have passed this resolution.   

 
* * * 
 

Professor Gonzales asked if those who advocated the alternative proposal supported this 
resolution.  Professor Hanna said she did not know, but they were present at the meeting when Faculty 
Affairs agreed to appoint an ad hoc subcommittee to draft a resolution.  
 
 Will this come up for a vote later, Professor Chomsky inquired?  (It is on the Faculty Senate 
docket for discussion.)  Professor Hanna said that her committee did not talk about that question.  If this 
Committee or the Senate wishes to endorse it, that is a decision they could make.  If a Senator moves to 
act on the resolution, what must happen?  That is a parliamentary question, Professor Chomsky said, and 
it may require a two-thirds vote to change the status of the item on the docket. 
 
 Professor VandenBosch asked if this is an issue that should be on the University Senate docket 
rather than the Faculty Senate.  The proposal arises out of the discussion of section 4.5 of the tenure code, 
so it was proposed for the Faculty Senate docket, it was noted.  Professor Yust said she thought it was 
fine as is and that someone could bring it to the University Senate for action in the fall, if he or she 
wished to do so. 
 
 Professor Gonzales adjourned the meeting at 4:05. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


