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Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs (SCFA) 
April 12, 2016 
Minutes of the Meeting 
 
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. 
 
[In these minutes:  Information Technology Governance; Postdoc Association Overview and 
Plans for Next Year; Update on Collegiate Personnel Plans as it Relates to the 25% Rule] 
 
PRESENT:  Scott Lanyon (chair), Phil Buhlmann, Theodor Litman, Rebecca Ropers-Huilman, 
Christine Blue, Tabitha Grier-Reed, Joseph Konstan, Robert Kudrle, Monica Luciana, Peh Ng, 
Juanjuan Wu, Aks Zaheer, Geoff Rojas, Leah Reinert 
 
REGRETS:  Christina Bourland, Joe Price, Ken Horstman, Teresa Kimberley, Sophia Gladding, 
Lori Rhudy, Sam Stern 
 
ABSENT:  Kathy Brown, Ruth Okediji 
 
GUESTS:  Brittany Lloyd, association CIO, OIT Administration and KT Cragg, information 
technology liaison, OIT End User Support Services 
 
OTHERS ATTENDING:  Ben Intoy, physics postdoctoral associate 
 
1.  Information Technology (IT) governance:  Professor Lanyon welcomed Brittany Lloyd, 
associate chief information officer, Office of Information Technology (OIT) Administration, and 
KT Cragg, information technology liaison, who asked to come before the committee to get input 
from members about their information technology priorities.  Before beginning, Professor 
Lanyon called for a round of introductions.  Following introductions, but before soliciting input 
from members, Ms. Lloyd provided some context for the discussion, and said that each spring 
representatives from OIT meet with various groups on the Twin Cities campus as well as the 
system campuses to solicit input on technology needs and priorities.  Once this data is collected, 
it is synthesized, and project teams, called formal Communities of Practice (fCoPs) - 
https://it.umn.edu/governance/communities-practice, are formed to set IT priorities.  The 
priorities are selected through this IT governance process and are based on input that has been 
solicited from various groups across campus.  She then shared examples of things that have come 
out of this process in the recent past, e.g., priorities in academic technology in partnership with 
the Provost’s Office, priorities around reporting and analytics, and apps to go. 
  
Moving on, Ms. Lloyd solicited input from members on their IT needs and priorities as well as 
their thoughts on what OIT should stop doing because it is no longer of value.  Professor Kudrle 
began by asking whether it is written down anywhere what office handles what technology 
issues.  Ms. Lloyd said OIT has a service catalogue, which lays out what office handles what 
services.  Over the last year, however, OIT has been working on triaging this information by 
having good relationships with the people providing the services to get end-users the information 
they need without having individuals trying to figure it out on their own.  Additionally, OIT has 
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IT liaisons who work with a colleges/units.  To follow-up on this, said Professor Lanyon, a 
challenge for faculty is figuring out what central versus the collegiate IT representatives do 
because it is constantly changing.  Professor Konstan agreed and took it a step further by saying 
he did not always know certain things were possible and available.  Therefore, he suggested 
using the Brief to communicate OIT services, resources, etc., and cited an example.  He then 
asked if there is support for creating video materials for flip classes, and, if not, there should be, 
and, if there is support, it should be more broadly communicated.  Professor Blue commented 
she recently had a demonstration on 1:Button Studio (https://hsl.lib.umn.edu/biomed1button), 
which is a high-tech facility for making professional-looking videos.  Ms. Lloyd agreed that OIT 
can do more when it comes to proactive communication as well as improving its website content, 
which is currently geared more for IT people rather than faculty.  Along these same lines, 
Professor Konstan said there is limited documentation on how to use the conference and video 
calling equipment and services that currently exist.  He added that he has heard people complain 
about charges for conference calls, which, in his and others’ opinions, should be free. 
 
Professor Blue asked about WebEx support and who to contact if there are problems.  Ms. Lloyd 
said the service owner for WebEx is Mike Williams, OIT academic technology - 
mikew@umn.edu - and said she would get Professor Blue in contact with him.  Ms. Lloyd added 
that for the most part WebEx works, but it has its nuances.  OIT wants WebEx to be a reliable, 
scalable option so it will be important to take this to the next level of support. 
 
Professor Wu said she is a participant in the Canvas Pilot (https://it.umn.edu/canvas-pilot) and 
wondered about the timeline for deciding whether or not it will be adopted.  She said she also 
heard there were problems related to disbursement with Canvas and asked if this issue had been 
resolved.  Ms. Lloyd said she did not know the answer to the disbursement question, but she 
would have someone follow-up with Professor Wu about it.  Canvas, however, is still in pilot 
mode.  The University is part of a consortium called Unizin (http://unizin.org/about/), a digital 
learning consortium of leading research universities that engages in improving the digital 
learning experience.  Currently, said Ms. Lloyd, the pilot is in the process of being expanded, but 
beyond that no decisions have been made if the University will move to Canvas and away from 
Moodle.  This decision will be made very carefully and after thoughtful deliberation. 
 
Professor Ng said it is her understanding that OIT handles both hardware and software matters.  
With that said, she wondered whether it would be possible for OIT to have a timeline that better 
coincides with when faculty purchase new equipment, which is usually in the summer just before 
the fiscal year ends rather than having the specifications come out in the fall.  Ms. Lloyd said the 
specifications come out when the vendors release them and that is in the fall.  She said she does 
not have any leverage about when Dell, for example, does its updates.  However, noted Ms. 
Lloyd, OIT does have discretion in how this information gets deployed. 
 
In recent years, said Professor Lanyon, a challenge across the campus has been the use of 
multiple technologies, e.g., clickers.  Are there any efforts underway to try and standardize the 
technology that is being used because doing so would help the students financially?  Ms. Lloyd 
said, unfortunately, there is no active effort to standardize the technology that is used across 
campus.  She agreed that this has been a pain point for students.  The OIT Technology Review 
Board (TRB) - https://it.umn.edu/node/19831/technology-review-board - can issue 
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recommendations, however, but there is no way to make people comply.  Ms. Cragg added that 
the IT director in the College of Biological Sciences (CBS) met with the Academic Technologies 
Formal Community of Practice and they are in the process of developing a mobile clicker app 
with Moodle. 
 
Professor Lanyon also asked about whether the University is working in coordination with the 
Committee on Institutional Cooperation (CIC) as it relates to best practices.  Ms. Lloyd said the 
CIC has about 15 different technology subgroups, which the University of Minnesota IT is 
actively involved in. 
 
The progress with academic technologies, said Ms. Lloyd, is very important for OIT.  She also 
mentioned that a trend that is emerging is around data management and how faculty use their 
data in the most efficient ways.  Professor Lanyon noted that there is also growing concern 
around the archival of huge data sets.  Professor Zaheer asked Ms. Lloyd if she knows when 
some kind of supercomputer will be available for big data sets.  Over the last few years, OIT has 
offered free storage, said Ms. Lloyd, and it is looking at this strategy to figure out how it can be 
scaled given that the amount of data is insatiable.  While the cost will continue to go down some, 
the plateau of the shrinking cost is gone.  OIT is continuing to work with the Minnesota 
Supercomputing Institute (MSI) and the University of Minnesota Libraries to figure out how best 
to handle large data sets. 
 
Hearing no further questions or comments from members, Professor Lanyon thanked Ms. Lloyd 
and Ms. Cragg for meeting with the committee and soliciting members’ input. 
 
2.  Postdoc Association (PDA) - http://www.pda.umn.edu/p/home.html - overview and plans 
for next year:  Professor Lanyon called on committee member Geoffrey Rojas, research 
specialist, to lead this discussion.  Dr. Rojas began by sharing information about the University’s 
postdoc community and distributed handouts to supplement his remarks.  Dr. Rojas began by 
highlighting the following information:   

• There are approximately 700 postdoc associates and about 200 postdoctoral fellows 
spread across the University campuses. 

• Most postdocs (roughly 85%) are concentrated in the College of Science and Engineering 
(CSE), the Medical School, CBS, and the College of Food, Agricultural and Natural 
Sciences (CFANS). 

• In terms of gender, women make up about 45% of the postdocs and men 55%; however, 
in CSE, the ratio of men to women is about 5:1, but among the other colleges it is more 
equally distributed. 

• Regarding ethnicity, about 60% of postdocs are Caucasian, 24% are East Asian, 7% 
South Asian, 7% Hispanic, and 4% Black, African American, American Indian. 

• One half of postdocs are U.S. citizens.   
• The median postdoc salary is $42,000; however, there is no discernable change with 

appointment length and no significant variation between sexes or country of origin.  If the 
University were following National Institute on Health (NIH) standards, the median 
salary would be increased by about $10,000. 
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• Approximately 70% percent of postdocs at the University do not know of, or have used 
any of the career resources that are available to them.  This fact could be indicative of the 
poor outreach and communication the University has with its postdoc community. 

• In terms of satisfaction and career resources for postdocs, over 75% of postdocs have 
never been asked to fill out an Individual Development Plan (IDP), and about 75% of 
postdocs have reported that departments do not provide career development workshops or 
resources. 

• Eighty percent of postdocs feel the University should have a postdoctoral affairs office 
again like it had before.  The previous postdoctoral affairs office was responsible for 
helping postdocs organize career development events, create mentorship programs, bring 
together industry panels, etc. 

 
Professor Konstan commented that the services provided by the previous postdoctoral affairs 
office seem to be things that the University is providing already to faculty and/or graduate 
students.  Is the issue that these services need to be provided separately to postdoc students or is 
the issue that no one is communicating to postdocs about the services being offered and inviting 
them to participate.  Both, said Dr. Rojas.  The Postdoctoral Association has been told on 
numerous occasions when seeking out these type of resources that postdocs should be using the 
Graduate School’s resources, but many of the seminars offered through the Graduate School, for 
example, postdocs cannot register for.  While there is some overlap between the needs of 
graduate students and postdocs, in many other cases they do not overlap, e.g., there is a greater 
need for postdocs to find mentorship opportunities as fast as possible as compared to graduate 
students.  Related to this, when postdoc students raise these issues with the administration they 
are told to talk with their department chairs or others in their department, however, according to 
a majority of postdocs they are completely unaware of programs within their departments or 
colleges specifically designed for postdocs.  As a result, many postdocs feel they have to 
piggyback on the resources that are available to graduate students. 
 
In terms of benefits, said Dr. Rojas, most postdocs are unaware of what is available to them such 
as health care, vacation, parking, etc.  The PDA frequently has to educate postdocs about human 
resources related issues.  Additionally, it is not uncommon for the Office of Human Resources 
(OHR) to provide postdocs with misinformation, e.g., a postdoc student being told by OHR that 
she was eligible for four weeks paid maternity leave when in fact she was eligible for six weeks. 
 
Dr. Rojas went on to explain that the PDA is a volunteer organization representing the 
community of postdoctoral associates, postdoctoral fellows, and research associates on campus 
and is operated by a seven-member steering committee.  The PDA is given a budget from the 
Graduate School that is negotiated each year, and last year’s budget was $11,460.  All career 
services offered by the PDA are organized by PDA officers, and there has been no help 
whatsoever from the administration. 
 
What is the structure of similar organizations at other institutions, asked Professor Zaheer?  Do 
other institutions provide support to their postdoctoral associations?  Dr. Rojas turned members’ 
attention to a handout he distributed earlier comparing postdoctoral offices in the Big Ten.  
While all the Big Ten schools have postdoc associations, only the University of Minnesota and 
Purdue University do not have postdoctoral affairs offices.  The University’s PDA officers enjoy 
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volunteering their time to assist postdocs, but a lot of their volunteer time is spent doing 
administrative work.  The only support the PDA receives is from Belinda Cheung, assistant vice 
provost, Office of the Vice Provost and Dean of Graduate Education, who provides some limited 
budget support.  Dr. Rojas went on to say that if the PDA had local industry contacts that could 
help them find jobs, he would not be here asking for the committee’s help because it is the goal 
of postdocs to be at the University for as short of time as possible. 
 
Dr. Rojas noted that he and other PDA officers met with Provost Hanson this spring and 
requested a postdoctoral affairs office.  He then distributed a handout containing preliminary 
thoughts on a postdoc affairs office, including a mission statement and proposed services, and 
walked members through it. 
 
Professor Lanyon said one of the things that has changed over the years in terms of faculty new 
hires is appropriate onboarding including training on what it means to be a faculty member.  In 
many respects, this sounds a lot like what postdocs need.  A postdoctoral affairs office could be 
responsible for appropriate onboarding of postdocs. 
 
In Professor Konstan’s opinion, there are a number of compelling arguments for creating a 
postdoctoral affairs office, and a few objections that should be thought about.  For example, a 
compelling argument for establishing this office is the fact that faculty need help in preparing 
materials and documentation, e.g., a mentoring plan that would enable them to get financial help 
to support a postdoc.  Additionally, unlike other classes of employees or students, postdocs are 
literally falling between the cracks, which is due, at least in part, to the fact that they are spread 
across different classifications of employment.  A postdoc office would need to be staffed in a 
meaningful way so that it can respond not only to the NIH versus Department of Defense or 
National Science Foundation (NSF) issues, but disciplinary and career issues as well. 
 
Until the new dean of Graduate School is hired, it is unclear whether postdoctoral affairs will 
continue to be under the Graduate School or whether it will be under the jurisdiction of the 
Provost’s Office, or maybe even a different office, said Dr. Rojas.  During this time, PDA plans 
to talk with the deans of the Graduate School, CBS, CSE, CLA, CFANS, CEHD and the Medical 
School to strategize about how the different colleges can help coordinate postdoctoral efforts.  
Professor Konstan said that this would be an argument for having a postdoctoral affairs office in 
the Provost’s Office.   
 
Professor Wu asked whether a postdoctoral affairs office would play a role in postdoc 
recruitment.  Dr. Rojas said at other universities this is usually the case.  Currently, if faculty at 
the University notify the PDA about an opening, the PDA will help with recruitment. 
 
Professor Lanyon asked Dr. Rojas whether in speaking with other postdocs if their faculty 
advisors express concern over them spending time on professional development activities.  Dr. 
Rojas said he has heard from postdoc colleagues that some faculty advisors voice concern that 
postdocs do not have the time to spend on these kinds of activities, but getting answers from 
postdocs about their mentors is difficult.  In Dr. Rojas opinion, if departments and/or mentors 
encouraged their postdocs to spend time on professional development activities it would go a 
long way. 
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Professor Konstan asked if there is any evidence that University of Minnesota postdocs do worse 
in terms of not getting jobs, publishing, etc. than postdocs at similarly ranked peer institutions 
that have a postdoctoral affairs offices.  There is no data on this, said Dr. Rojas.  He added that in 
2009, the University of Minnesota was ranked the top public university for the postdoctoral 
community, and the only public institution in the top 20, but since then the University is no 
longer in the top 20. 
 
It does not seem unreasonable, said Professor Grier-Reed, to ask for a postdoctoral affairs office 
given the transient nature of postdocs.  There should be a central office that handles postdoctoral 
affairs and gets postdocs oriented into the University.  Professor Luciana said there seem to be 
some systemic issues as it relates to the complexity of the various postdoctoral categories; this 
appears to be an OHR problem that needs attention. 
 
Before moving on to the next agenda item, Dr. Rojas recalled reporting at the March SCFA 
meeting that the PDA had just been notified an hour or two before that meeting that there was a 
search underway for a new dean of the Graduate School, and that graduate students were on the 
search committee, but postdocs were not.  Then, just before today’s meeting, he received an 
email about a unionization forum, and on the forum panel there is an undergraduate student and a 
graduate student, but, again, no postdoc.  There seems to be a disturbing trend of leaving out 
postdocs from discussions that they should be a part of.  Professor Lanyon said the unionization 
forum panel is small and so he is not sure about the need for postdoc involvement; however, with 
regard to the dean search for the Graduate School, postdocs should have been informed earlier.  
It is clear that steps need to be taken to raise the visibility of postdocs.  Dr. Rojas said postdocs 
should be included in important University discussions.  Professor Konstan agreed to a degree, 
but noted that there is a point where the scale and size of the University’s postdoc population 
needs to be factored into decisions about when to include them in discussions, etc. 
 
3.  Update on the collegiate personnel plans as it relates to the 25% rule:  Professor Lanyon 
called on Professor Buhlmann to provide the committee with an update on the collegiate 
personnel plans as it relates to the 25% rule.  Professor Buhlmann began by reminding the 
committee about the Academic Appointments with Teaching Functions policy 
(http://policy.umn.edu/hr/teaching), and its requirement that colleges have a collegiate personnel 
plan.  As part of this plan, the colleges are also asked to include a supplemental plan to explain 
why any unit where the FTE contract faculty positions plus the FTE academic professionals 
whose primary responsibility is teaching exceeds 25% of the FTE tenured and tenure-track 
faculty. 
 
The Subcommittee on Academic Appointments with Teaching Functions that was constituted in 
fall 2015 and made up of members from the Academic Freedom and Tenure (AF&T) and 
Faculty Affairs committees, said Professor Buhlmann, discovered that there are huge 
discrepancies between collegiate plans.  As a result, the subcommittee developed a form for 
colleges to distribute to their individual units to track their numbers. Vice Provost for Faculty 
and Academic Affairs Ropers-Huilman informed the subcommittee that the administration has 
these data, and that they will be provided directly to the colleges. 
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According to Professor Buhlmann, the subcommittee also looked at whether units had some type 
of mentoring plan for individuals who were teaching, but who were not tenured or tenure-track 
faculty.  The subcommittee suggested that it would be important to know whether units had 
mentoring plans in place for non-tenured and non tenure-track faculty.  These employees should 
have the opportunity to develop professionally. 
 
Professor Konstan said he reviewed the policy because it had been awhile since he looked at it 
and said he was surprised by some of the details in the policy.  For example, the 25% number 
only refers to the relationship between two categories of the many non-tenured, non tenure-track 
people who are permitted to teach, and those are contract faculty and academic professionals 
whose primary responsibility is teaching.  This policy is about getting at whether the majority of 
the full-time faculty are either tenured or tenure-track faculty.  Professor Lanyon agreed and said 
at issue is the collegiate plan versus the actual 25% rule because it is a broader umbrella.  Vice 
Provost Ropers-Huilman noted that the spirit of the policy is also to do right by the students and 
to ensure tenured and tenure-track faculty are teaching, but, unfortunately, that is not how the 
policy is worded.  She added that maybe it is time to revise the policy.   
 
Professor Lanyon asked about the timeline for the Office of Faculty and Academic Affairs to 
send out the memo to the colleges asking them to review and interpret their non-tenured/non 
tenure-track and tenured/tenure-track faculty ratios, and provide justification for their numbers.  
Professor Ropers-Huilman said the memo can be drafted and sent out reasonably soon, but the 
responses from the colleges probably will not be back until fall. 
 
Professor Konstan recalled that the intent of this policy was to protect the tenured and tenure-
track faculty at a time when the national trend was to replace retiring tenured and tenure-track 
faculty with contract faculty.  This was, to a degree, a faculty-line protection policy that was 
justified in terms of protection for students, and tenured and tenure-track faculty.  This policy is 
not intended to restrict units, but to make them be thoughtful and accountable.  Professor 
Buhlmann said the 25% figure is an arbitrary demarcation line, and is intended to identify 
colleges that vastly deviate from that number in order to see whether the logic behind these 
deviations makes sense or not.  This is an opportunity for colleges and units to demonstrate if 
they have resource problems, for example, as well as an opportunity for colleges to think about 
their ratios.  Professor Ng said she would like the collegiate units to have the freedom to 
determine the range that works for them. 
 
As a point of information, Professor Zaheer noted that in assessing sufficiency and qualifications 
of faculty resources for accreditation purposes, the Association to Advance Collegiate Schools of 
Business (AACSB) - http://www.aacsb.edu/ - places limitations on the number of courses and 
student credit hours that can be taught by academically qualified (AQ) and professionally 
qualified (PQ) teaching individuals.  There already exists a well-established set of norms in the 
business school world that specifically looks at this issue.  It may be worthwhile to look into this 
and see how the University’s policy compares.  Vice Provost Ropers-Huilman said this is useful 
information, but she does not see it as the role of the Provost’s Office to tell people in the various 
disciplines what the appropriate ratio is for them.  She added that it matters who is in the 
classroom in terms of the quality of the student experience as well as for faculty governance.  
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Hearing no further questions or comments, Professor Lanyon thanked the committee for a good 
discussion. 
 
4.  Adjournment:  Hearing no other business, Professor Lanyon adjourned the meeting. 
 
Renee Dempsey 
University Senate Office 
 
 
 
 
 


