
Faculty Consultative Committee (FCC) 
December 5, 2019 
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 reflect the views of, nor 
are they binding on, the senate, the administration, or the Board of Regents. 
 
[In these minutes: Role of FCC Chair and Vice Chair; Retirement Plan Changes; Twenty-Seven 
Pay Periods in Fiscal Year 2021] 
 
PRESENT: Amy Pittenger (chair), Phil Buhlmann (vice chair), Mark Bee, Sheri Breen, Tabitha 
Grier-Reed, Michael Kyba, Lynn Lukkas, Ned Patterson, Rob Blair, John Deen, Les Drewes, 
Frank Gigler, Jennifer Goodnough, Julie Olson, Donna Spannaus-Martin, Clifford Steer, Carol 
Chomsky 
 
REGRETS: Colleen Flaherty Manchester, Peggy Nelson 
 
ABSENT: Rhonda Franklin, Jessica Larson 
 
GUESTS: Kathy Brown, vice president, Office of Human Resources; Murray Frank, chair, 
Retirement Subcommittee; Patricia Franklin, chief of staff, Office of Human Resources; Joan 
Gabel, president; Paul Goren, professor, Political Science - College of Liberal Arts; Nora Hayes, 
communications director, Office of Human Resources; Ken Horstman, senior director, Total 
Compensation, Office of Human Resources; Amy Kucera, senior director, OHR Operations; 
Nancy Luxon, professor, Political Science - College of Liberal Arts; Stuart Mason, associate vice 
president & chief investment officer, Office of Investments and Banking; Andrew Parks, senior 
director of investment strategy and research, Office of Investments and Banking 
 
OTHERS ATTENDING: Molly Dingel, UMR  
 
1. Role of FCC chair and vice chair: Professor Pittenger called the meeting to order and noted 
that the first agenda item is to provide members with information about the role of the FCC chair 
and vice chair so members can make an informed decision as to whether they would be 
interested in standing for election. Starting with the role of FCC chair, Professor Pittenger said 
while the position is a lot of work, it is extremely interesting and rewarding. She added that 
people often ask her how much time chairing FCC and SCC takes, but this is really a difficult 
question to answer because it varies. That said, she noted that even when she is not acting in her 
official capacity as FCC/SCC chair, she is constantly thinking about the issues at hand. Professor 
Pittenger reminded members about the recent change to the FCC’s bylaws whereby the 
expectation is that whoever is elected as vice chair will be elected as chair the following year, 
barring any unforeseen circumstances. She noted that serving as vice chair helps prepare the 
person to assume the chair role, e.g., the person will have already established a relationship with 
the administration.  
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Professor Buhlmann said for him having been involved in and having held a leadership position 
in governance (AF&T chair) prior to being elected FCC vice chair made the transition fairly easy 
for him. He agreed with Professor Pittenger that the vice chair role and particularly the chair role 
require a big time commitment, but added that he is thoroughly enjoying his time as vice chair. 
He noted that the FCC leadership roles are rewarding on many different levels, e.g., having an 
influence on what is happening at the University and being able to give people a voice on issues.  
 
Professor Steer asked Professors Pittenger and Buhlmann how taking on the role of FCC/SCC 
chair and vice chair has impacted their day jobs. In Professor Pittenger’s opinion, whoever takes 
on these roles should limit their teaching and other outside commitments, if at all possible. She 
said when she unexpectedly became FCC/SCC chair in January 2019, she was teaching a lot and 
it was really a challenge to keep up with everything. That said, she reiterated her earlier comment 
that holding a leadership position on the FCC is a rewarding experience and she has learned so 
much in this role. She used the analogy that chairing the FCC is like being a department head for 
4,500 faculty … she hears about virtually everyone’s issues and concerns. She added that, as a 
result, she has gotten to know people that she probably never would have gotten to know and 
hears about issues that she likely never would have heard about.  
 
Does the chair of FCC still receive a stipend, asked Professor Chomsky? Yes, said Professor 
Pittenger, the FCC chair receives a stipend, which can be used to buy down teaching time, etc. 
Having been a FCC chair in the past, said Professor Chomsky, she found her experience to be 
very rewarding as well and valuable in terms of giving faculty a voice and being a part of the 
University in a role that is unlike any other, e.g., regular meetings with the president and provost. 
Being the FCC chair gives the person a unique window on the University, and a new perspective 
on how the University operates.  
 
In response to a comment from Professor Drewes about the FCC chair being the faculty voice 
and having to respond to media inquiries, Professor Pittenger strongly encouraged newly elected 
FCC leadership to go through the media training that University Relations offers. She said when 
she gets a media request, she uses the strategies that she learned from this training. 
 
Professor Chomsky also noted that the Senate staff provides a lot of support to the FCC chair and 
vice chair; this is a cooperative adventure. Professor Pittenger said she relies on the Senate staff 
to provide her with advice, historical information, etc. 
 
Professor Drewes asked about next steps for electing the 2020 - 2021 FCC/SCC chair and vice 
chair. Professor Pittenger said this is an item on the January 23 FCC agendas when the chair and 
vice chair candidates will be asked to give their campaign speeches. An electronic vote for the 
chair and vice chair positions will be conducted following the January 23 meeting. She 
encouraged members to start thinking about either nominating a current member for the vice 
chair position or self nominating. In closing, Professor Pittenger said if anyone has additional 
questions about these leadership roles to contact her and/or Professor Buhlmann. 
 
Before moving on to the next agenda item, a discussion about the upcoming retirement plan 
changes, the committee spent a few minutes talking about this afternoon’s liberal education 
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discussion at the Senate meeting. Professor Buhlmann began by saying that whatever the 
outcome of today’s meeting, he hopes there will not be too many unhappy people. In his opinion, 
the democratic aspect of today’s Senate meeting in terms of people being heard, is the most 
important part of the process.  
 
Professor Pittenger noted that in preparing for today’s liberal education discussion at the Senate 
meeting, a lot of different scenarios have been planned for, e.g., postponement of the vote, 
separation of the appendix from the liberal education requirements. She said she plans to suggest 
in her opening remarks that the Senate move forward with the liberal education discussion before 
entertaining the various motions that could be made. 
 
In thinking not only about the liberal education issue but other issues that come before the FCC, 
Professor Chomsky suggested communicating with the faculty about the degree of consultation 
that has actually occurred on these issues. There are a number of faculty who think that there has 
been no governance consultation on issues when, in fact, there has been more than ample 
consultation. Professor Buhlmann echoed Professor Chomsky’s suggestion and said he has been 
thinking about what the FCC could do better and his impression is that the FCC should not only 
suggest the administration consult more broadly on certain issues, but to actually follow-up and 
make sure it happens. Professor Pittenger agreed and added that as discussed at the November 7, 
2019 FCC meeting, the committee should seriously consider sending out periodic messages to 
the entire faculty body from the FCC about the issues/sensitive topics that have been/are being 
discussed. 
 
2. Retirement plan changes: Professor Pittenger welcomed President Gabel and today’s other 
guests from the Office of Human Resources, the Office of Investments and Banking, and 
Professors Luxon and Goren, and called for a round of introductions. 
 
Following introductions, Professor Pittenger said this item was put on the FCC agenda because a 
number of concerns have been raised concerning the upcoming changes to the retirement plans, 
particularly the Faculty Retirement Plan (FRP). She went on to say that the purpose of this 
meeting is to explore ways to make this situation better. That said, Professor Pittenger called on 
Professor Luxon to share her and other faculty members’ concerns about the changes being made 
to the retirement plans. Professor Luxon thanked Professor Pittenger for inviting her to be a part 
of this conversation. She said the letter that she wrote to the FCC was prompted by the October 
28 email that was sent by Senior Vice President for Finance and Operations Brian Burnett 
alerting employees to upcoming changes in the retirement plans. Like many faculty, Professor 
Luxon said she was surprised to have received this message and it took her some time to 
comprehend the scope of the changes that were being proposed. After reviewing the FCC and 
Retirement Subcommittee minutes, she said she was further alarmed to learn that over the course 
of a year or so there had been a number of conversations about changing the scope of the 
retirement plan. Professor Luxon said that from the minutes she reviewed, the conversation 
shifted from one about faculty consultation to a conversation about post hoc messaging where 
the consultative element of the process was being dispensed with. In talking with other faculty, 
she said she was dismayed to learn that many faculty were entirely unaware of the scope of the 
proposed changes, and that there had been no consultation with faculty in the way that had been 
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modeled in changes to the University’s medical benefits back in 2012. In Professor Luxon’s 
opinion, faculty are predominantly concerned about what appears to be a lack of consultation. 
The proposed changes to the retirement plans seem to be part of a larger pattern around other 
administrative decisions, e.g., elimination of the HealthPartner dental plan option, Child 
Development Center changes, and changes to medical plan benefits for graduate students, all of 
which moved forward with little to no prior consultation with faculty. Faculty, said Professor 
Luxon, would like to revisit the proposed retirement plan changes and ask the administration to 
push back the implementation date. She also requested the administration hold fora to get input 
from faculty about the proposed changes, and to educate faculty about what is motivating these 
changes.  
 
In response, Professor Frank, chair, Retirement Subcommittee, said consultation can be done in a 
number of different ways. He noted that the University’s governance of its retirement plans is 
somewhat unusual in that there are two committees involved, the Retirement Subcommittee, 
which is an advisory committee to the administration, and the Retirement Plan Governance 
Committee (RPGC), the University’s fiduciary body. To the best of Professor Frank’s 
recollection, the idea to change the structure of the retirement plan was first reflected in the 
Retirement Subcommittee’s February 2017 minutes. The minutes since that time included 
information about the ongoing development of the request for proposal to identify vendors to 
serve as the University’s single recordkeeper. Once the recordkeeping finalist had been selected, 
Retirement Subcommittee members were invited to meet with the finalist and share their input 
with the administration. As the process unfolded, the structural changes were repeatedly 
discussed with the Retirement Subcommittee and members’ advice was sought. 
 
Ken Horstman, senior director, Total Compensation, Office of Human Resources, said this 
project has been on the radar of the Office of Human Resources (OHR) and the Office of 
Investments and Banking (OIB) since 2016. He said he has been at the University now for five 
years, and he knows that the Retirement Subcommittee had been having periodic discussions 
over the past 10 years or so about moving to a single recordkeeper for the retirement plans. 
Given the RPGC role as fiduciary, the group is required to think about all plan participants when 
making decisions. The RPGC did its due diligence researching and putting together fund line-up 
recommendations, which was done in the spirit of offering meaningful choice versus simply 
choice. The other factor that was taken into consideration is that the University’s FRP is a highly 
valuable benefit, but having multiple vendors with different strategies for education and 
outreach, has made it difficult for the University to send a coherent message about retirement 
planning. Mr. Horstman also noted that higher education retirement plans, specifically in the 
private sector, have seen a lot of litigation over the past few years around breadth of choice, fees 
and plan governance. The structural changes to the FRP are intended to shore up these areas and 
make sure the plan is always in compliance with the law as well as to improve the participant 
experience by incorporating different methods of communication, different tools, etc. Moving to 
a single recordkeeper platform will give the University the opportunity to meet these goals. 
Unlike Fidelity, Securian is not known as an administrator of retirement plans. At the same time, 
however, the University wanted to keep the General Account (GA) and General Account Limited 
(GAL) funds that Securian had offered, which entailed a challenging technology project in order 
for Fidelity to replicate what Securian did and include this in the plan. Moving forward, the 
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intent is to have a platform that results in an overall reduction in fees and expenses for 
participants. 
 
Mr. Horstman said OHR has put together a communication plan to rollout this change, and, after 
listening to Professor Luxon, he now understands how the message was received. OHR is open 
to remedying its messaging going forward. He added that there is quite a bit of time between 
now and April 1, 2020 when the changes will go into effect for OHR to engage and inform 
people about the upcoming changes. Fidelity will visit all the campuses starting the third week in 
January through the end of March, which will give people an opportunity to talk one-on-one with 
Fidelity. 
 
Vice President Brown added that she has talked with her colleagues in the Big Ten and many 
institutions are moving to a single plan administrator. By making this change, said VP Brown, 
the University is increasing the value of its retirement plan so employees can maximize their 
retirement savings. Additionally, like Mr. Horstman said, OHR is committed to holding group 
meetings, meeting individuals one-on-one, etc. to help people through this process to a 
successful conclusion.  
 
After reviewing the various letters of concern that have been sent to Professor Pittenger, 
Professor Grier-Reed said she is unclear about the genesis of the proposed changes and whether 
they originated with the Retirement Subcommittee or the RPGC, and thinks providing this 
information to plan participants would be helpful. Other questions that could help with clarity 
and help people feel better about this change include: 

● Will this change improve or worsen the current retirement benefits? 
● Will the move to fewer fund options result in higher expenses? 
● How will the move to Fidelity impact participants’ returns? 

 
In full disclosure, Professor Buhlmann said he looks forward to the new plan structure, and, in 
his opinion, he thinks the RPFC has done a fantastic job. That said, he is very worried about how 
the changes are being communicated. Under the current communication plan, the next 
communication will not occur until January 2020, which is a long time from now. There are a lot 
of positive reasons for why the University should change its retirement plan structure, but these 
reasons are not being clearly articulated. 
 
Professor Frank explained that after the financial crisis of 2008 - 2009 and things started to calm 
down, the question came up at Retirement Subcommittee meetings about best practices for 
retirement plans. The Retirement Subcommittee went as far as asking the administration to verify 
that the FRP had the lowest share class fees. It became apparent during this process that the FRP 
had not been looked at broadly in quite some time. As a result, the decision was made to issue a 
request for proposal and to review the bids that were submitted in order to know if the University 
was using best practices. He noted that Securian was a finalist, but it soon became clear that 
recordkeeping was not their primary business. Fidelity, however, is a dominant player in this 
market not only in higher education but beyond, and, as a result, they were selected, in part, 
because they would be able to lower administrative costs.  
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Chief Investment Officer Mason, OIB, noted that for many years the University had a sole 
trustee for its retirement plans and that was Vice President Richard Pfutzenreuter. After VP 
Pfutzenreuter retired, the Office of the General Counsel (OGC) did not like the idea of the 
University having a single fiduciary trustee, but rather suggested the University have a fiduciary 
committee. As a result, the RPGC was formed approximately three years ago. The RPGC is 
comprised of five members (Brian Burnett, Stuart Mason, Kathy Brown, Murray Frank and 
Colleen Flaherty Manchester) who have the fiduciary responsibility for oversight of the 
University’s retirement plans. At the same time the RPGC was formed, discussions were taking 
place with the Retirement Subcommittee and the Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs about 
changes that would improve the plan. Coming out of these discussions, the University decided to 
hire a consulting firm that specialized in retirement plan structuring to develop a plan that 
represented best practices, which included low fees and a single recordkeeper. Several single 
recordkeeper finalists were interviewed and Fidelity was eventually selected, in part, due to their 
experience with institutions of higher education. CIO Mason said both Mr. Horstman and Mr. 
Andrew Parks, senior director of investment strategy and research, Office of Investments and 
Banking, have presented this change to a number of different governance and other University 
committees over the past three or so years. While not every faculty member heard about the 
structural changes to the retirement plans, there was a concerted effort to make sure various 
groups knew about the upcoming changes. 
 
Professor Pittenger said as she recalls at the end of the discussion the FCC had with Mr. 
Horstman earlier this fall about the upcoming changes to the retirement plans, the concern was 
not about whether making this change was the right decision, but that so many people did not 
know about the upcoming changes. In her opinion, the real issue has to do with poor 
communication, not only on the part of the administratration but on the part of the FCC and the 
other committees that were consulted that did not spread the word. In response, Mr. Horstman 
said the initial email about the retirement plan changes were sent out to 26,000 employees, and 
over 16, 000 people opened the message at least once and a number of people opened the 
message multiple times. Compared to Brief, which has an open rate of about 42%, this message 
had an open rate of 64%. He added that OHR also sent out 15,000 letters to the homes of former 
employees, beneficiaries and retirees in mid November, and from the email message and letters 
that were sent out, OHR has only received about 150 calls. With that said, Mr. Horstman said 
OHR is open to other ideas to inform more people about the upcoming changes and he would 
like to have further conversations about next steps to accomplish this. 
 
In light of time, President Gabel excused herself as she had to go to another meeting. She said 
she realizes this discussion is ongoing and requested that she be kept in the loop. 
 
Professor Kyba commented that while consultation is overall pretty good at the University, often 
consultation happens after the administration has already made a decision. With a change of this 
magnitude, the communication should have started much earlier to allow for employees who 
were interested to get involved and provide input and feedback on the proposed changes. He 
added that he has heard from a number of people who are concerned about higher fees under the 
new structure, and suggested the administration communicate which fees will be higher and 
which fees will be lower. Professor Goren added that he was under the impression that under the 
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new structure that fees would go down pretty much across the board, but during today’s 
discussion he heard that the new structure will allow fees to go down in the future, which is very 
different; this needs to be clarified because the message is vague. 
 
Mr. Parks explained that the responsibility of the RPGC is to look at every decision it makes 
solely through the lens of what is best for participants; this is a fiduciary obligation that has 
personal liability associated with it. It is important to understand that the University is and will 
continue to be agnostic to the issue of fees because with the exception of the University’s 
contribution, all fees are born by participants, e.g., recordkeeping fees, investment management 
fees. To understand why this change makes sense, participants should think about it in terms of 
what was so optimal about what the University offered before, and why will the new structure be 
better on a go forward basis. Currently, the University has five plans and six recordkeepers, and 
participants often have multiple accounts with different recordkeepers so participants are often 
paying multiple recordkeeping fees. The way the industry evolved over the years in terms of how 
administrative fees were paid was through a revenue sharing, which was a fee people were 
bearing but they couldn’t see. The idea around fiduciary best practices is ensuring that 
participants understand what they are paying for and that there is not an opaque subsidization of 
fees by different types of participants. In the current structure, there is a subsidization of the 
Securian recordkeeping fees, but going forward this will be separated. With Fidelity, the per 
head recordkeeping fee will be $38 per year per participant and it will be billed quarterly. In 
terms of the investment management fees, Mr. Parks compared the current structure with the new 
structure, which will have a significant amount of cost savings that will come from 1) utilizing 
passive funds, and 2) utilizing the institution’s capital basis to reduce fees.  
 
In Professor Chomsky’s opinion, the October 28 email announcement about the structural 
changes to the retirement plans should have conveyed the fact that the changes were being made 
out of a fiduciary responsibility to improve members’ experiences in terms of lower fees, more 
efficiency, etc.; this message seems to have gotten lost and needs to be stressed. The critical 
point that needs to be made is that the plan changes are being made to protect plan participants. 
In response to Professor Chomsky’s observations, Professor Luxon said the analogy for her is 
looking at how the Benefits Advisory Committee (BAC) handled the significant changes to the 
University’s medical benefits in 2012. In this situation, employees were notified roughly 18 
months in advance of the changes being implemented and employee input was solicited about the 
changes. Professor Luxon said the medical benefit changes that were made in 2012 should have 
been a model for rolling out the retirement plan changes. By virtue of the fact that the RPFC 
never talked to plan participants about how they are making use of the Securian platform, the 
RPFC was unable to understand how employees are considering their retirement plan options in 
the context of the multiple portfolios they may have. 
 
Professor Goren asked whether an application of some sort could be built that would allow plan 
participants to compare their current fund line-up with the alternative fund line-up in order to see 
what kind of savings they would earn over time by making this switch. Doing this would help to 
demystify this process for participants. 
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Professor Buhlmann suggested the administration send out a message in December 
acknowledging there have been challenges and misunderstandings about the changes that will be 
taking place. He said it will be important to emphasize to employees why the changes that are 
being made to the plan are good for them. Mr. Horstman said once the administration has drafts 
of future communications it will run these drafts past FCC to get members’ feedback. Speaking 
for himself, Professor Buhlmann said he would like to give feedback on future correspondence 
before it is sent out. He added that another important reason for sending out a message about this 
change in December is that a lot of people think about their finances before the end of the 
calendar year. 
 
Professor Pittenger said while she is convinced that changing the retirement plan structure was 
the right thing to do, the problem she is seeing in the messages she is getting from faculty is that 
the decision was already made before they were notified. Engaging employees well in advance 
of final administrative decisions and asking for their input would have gone a long way in terms 
of buy-in. She also said that she thinks the governance consultative committees can and should 
do a better job in the future about getting the word out about upcoming changes. Professor 
Grier-Reed agreed said she believes a lot of the problems associated with this rollout stem from 
lack of consultation by the administration before a final decision was made, which has left 
employees wondering whether they will be worse off as a result of this decision. 
 
Professor Breen suggested developing and posting Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) on the 
OHR website to help alleviate peoples’ fears about this impending change. Mr. Horstman 
thanked Professor Breen for this suggestion and noted that OHR has a micro-site posted on its 
OHR website for this project, but he suspects not many people are aware of it. He said he and his 
team will look at this site and make sure her suggestions are more prominent and secondly to 
make sure people are aware that the site exists. 
 
Professor Goodnough, with some hesitancy, suggested that when information about the 
upcoming changes are being communicated to participants that OHR approach their 
communications as if they were talking to a child. For a lot of people who are not particularly 
investment savvy and/or who do not deal with investment-related industry speak on a day in/day 
out basis, these communications can be overwhelming and make people suspicious of 
administrative decisions that were made without sufficient consultation. 
 
Professor Goren said future communications need to emphasize the point that fiduciary means 
that the plan changes are intended to benefit participants and not the University of Minnesota. 
Professor Goodnough suggested including a definition of fiduciary in the FAQs because not all 
people know what it means. 
 
Professor Grier-Reed said there should be something in the FAQs addressing how this change 
will impact participants’ investment returns because this is a huge source of anxiety for many 
people. Mr. Parks said because that question is impossible to answer he suggests comparing the 
current/old plan with the new plan. CIO Mason emphasized that the plan changes were not 
designed to change investment returns. A positive outcome of the change is that if people make 
the same investment choices as they have today, under the new plan, almost across the board, it 
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will cost participants less in management fees to hold these funds. As a result, these savings will 
increase employees’ retirement benefits over time. 
 
Is there a way to involve the FCC in future communications about this change, asked Professor 
Drewes? Professor Pittenger said it is her impression that the FCC has gotten a commitment 
from OHR today to add a December message to their communication plan and to let the FCC 
review future communications and provide input. She said she also hopes the FCC and the 
administration have reached an understanding that going forward, when substantive benefit, 
employment, etc. changes are being made, that it is imperative that employees are looped in early 
in the process so they are not caught off-guard. Professor Pittenger also suggested the FCC 
consider sending out companion messages to administrative messages highlighting the faculty 
involvement in decisions that were made. 
 
Professor Pittenger noted that the American Association of University Professors (AAUP) letter 
that she received requested that the implementation of this change be postponed, but it is her 
understanding from today’s discussion that this is not possible. Is this correct? If so, she said the 
FCC would like a commitment from the administration that they have learned from this situation, 
and that future communication processes will be different/better. 
 
Professor Luxon said she appreciates that her point about the importance of consultation and 
communication was heard by the administration and the FCC during today’s discussion. In her 
opinion, however, communicating this same message to the broader University community will 
be complicated, in part, because of the perception by many that the changes to the retirement 
plan are part of a broader pattern by the administration to make decisions without consultation, 
which she thinks will be difficult to walk back. Another concern she has is about the timing of 
the December communication given a lot of people make substantial financial decisions before 
the end of the year. 
 
Professor Frank commented that he would argue strongly against delaying the implementation of 
the retirement plan changes for two reasons: 1) the new structure will offer a Roth 403(b), which 
many employees have been lobbying for for more than a decade and 2) the new structure offers a 
material improvement in the socially responsible investment funds. 
 
Professor Pittenger agreed that the December communication piece needs to address employees’ 
concerns that recent administrative decisions are part of a pattern by the senior leadership to not 
consult on important decisions. Professor Chomsky said she believes the message should be 
nuanced in such a way as to communicate that the change is moving forward because the 
administration did its due diligence. 
 
In response to this discussion, said CIO Mason, while everyone will have to take some sort of 
action if they are invested in the FRP or one of the optional retirement plans as a part of 
retirement changes, doing so will not be complicated. For employees who are making year-end 
focused investment choices, e.g., capital gains, required minimum distributions, their attitude 
about what to do should not change because the investment choices people have will either be 
the same or very similar. Nothing about the changes being made to the retirement plans suggests 
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people should do anything different from a tax planning or market-hedging point of view during 
the month of December. He went on to say that from a communication standpoint, the RPGC 
made a conscious decision when visiting with various governance groups throughout this process 
to not give them specific information about what to expect because they did not know yet what 
the end result would be. Another conscious RPGC decision was to not ask peoples’ thoughts 
about the detail of the retirement plan changes from a financial point of view. Without a basis of 
financial expertise, it would have been difficult for the vast majority of people to provide 
constructive opinions. The RPGC did a study of how many participants make changes to their 
retirement plans and uncovered that it is only 3% - 5% of University participants who make 
changes; a vast majority of participants never make changes after they sign up. CIO Mason said 
as one of the five plan fiduciaries he feels confident that the University’s new retirement plan 
structure is best practice. While maybe more could have been done to communicate the 
upcoming changes, broad solicitation on what the changes should be would have only affected 
the final administrative decision by the slimmest of margins. 
 
Professor Grier-Reed said in thinking about psychology and organizational psychology, while it 
is never a good idea to create hysteria, e.g., not having answers for peoples’ questions involving 
substantive changes to something that is important to them, at the same time there is the 
important element of managing expectations, which was lost in this rollout.  
 
Professor Bee asked whether plan participants will be able to keep their exact portfolio the same 
as it is now. Yes, said CIO Mason, but there may be a slightly higher fee because some of the 
funds may need to be accessed through the brokerage window. In the interest of full disclosure, 
said Mr. Parks, there is one fund that is closed, and it is currently unclear if it will be possible to 
map this fund or not. 
 
Will the fees for some of the funds increase relative to what they are now, or relative to the lower 
fees for the new funds, asked Professor Bee? Mr. Parks noted that the majority of the fees in the 
core lineup will be lower or the same as they are now, but that participants who access funds via 
the brokerage window may see an increase in fees. Professor Bee said he asked the question 
because he was thinking about the retirement plan changes in terms of changes to the medical 
plans where the three questions people want to know are: 

● Can I keep my doctor? 
● Is my co-pay going up or down? 
● What will be my deductible? 

It would be great, said Professor Bee, if the communication plan for the retirement changes could 
include simple yes/no questions such as those just mentioned. 
 
Future communication, said CIO Mason, will include information explaining to participants that 
if they want the same return they are currently getting on a particular fund that they should 
consider going with the fund that maps to their current fund, which may have a lower fee. 
 
Are there any particular groups of plan participants that will be more affected by the retirement 
plan changes than others, e.g., participants retiring in six months, asked Professor Drewes? Had 
the University not been able to retain the General Account and General Account Limited funds 

10 



on the Fidelity platform, said Mr. Parks, people invested in these funds would have been 
impacted by the change, but because these funds will be on the Fidelity Platform no particular 
groups of people will be disproportionately impacted by the changes to the retirement plans.  
 
In light of time, Professor Pittenger thanked those present for a good discussion. 
 
3. Twenty-seven pay periods in fiscal year 2021: Professor Pittenger introduced the next 
agenda item and called on Patty Franklin, chief of staff, OHR, to provide the committee with 
information about the 27 pay periods that will occur in fiscal year 2021. Ms. Franklin confirmed 
that in fiscal year (FY) 2021, University employees will be paid 27 times versus the usual 26 
times. The plan for managing the 27 pay dates in FY21, said Ms. Franklin, is to do exactly what 
OHR always does for salaried employees who are paid over 12 months, which is to divide an 
employee’s annual salary by 27 pay dates. As a result, employees’ bi-weekly checks will be 
adjusted accordingly and employees will receive their full annual salary. In the case of hourly 
employees, the promise is to pay an employee’s hourly rate for every hour they work 
(multiplication of an employee’s hourly rate by the number of hours they work in a pay-period), 
which is unchanged from other fiscal years.  
 
Regarding payroll deductions, said Ms. Franklin, these occur on a calendar-year basis. 
Deductions will be taken on each of the 27 pay dates in 2020 except for the following four 
deductions, which will be taken 26 times: 

● Life insurance  
● Short-term disability  
● Long-term disability  
● Community Fund Drive contributions for those who make them on the Twin Cities, 

Duluth and Crookston campuses 
 
Ms. Franklin said while she is not an expert on how these deductions are calculated, it is her 
understanding that the deductions for calendar-year 2020 have already been calculated to 
accomodate for the 27 pay periods. She added the OHR plans to send out a communication about 
the FY 2021 27 pay periods, particularly as it relates to what employees can expect in terms of 
payroll deductions prior to the January 2, 2020 pay date. VP Brown then distributed the draft 27 
pay periods letters that will be sent out to hourly employees, salaried employees paid over 12 
months, and employees whose salaries are paid out over nine or ten months, and asked for 
members’ feedback and suggested edits. 
 
To clarify, Professor Lukkas noted that employees who are nine month employees but who are 
paid over a 12 month period will be impacted by the 27 pay period changes, but nine month 
employees who are paid over nine months will not be impacted, correct? Yes, this is correct, said 
Ms. Franklin. 
 
Professor Buhlmann commented that he has worked on three different continents, and 
everywhere he has worked, except in the U.S., he has gotten a monthly paycheck, which 
simplifies the 27 pay period issue because there will never be 13 months in a year. That said, 
how do other U.S. higher education institutions handle the 27 pay period issue? Ms. Franklin 
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said institutions across the U.S. use different kinds of pay schedules, e.g., monthly, bi-monthly, 
bi-weekly. Any organization that uses the bi-weekly pay schedule, like the University of 
Minnesota, will experience this 27th pay date, which happens approximately every 11 years. To 
clarify, Professor Buhlmann asked whether this means that the University of Minnesota is not an 
exception in how it handles the 27th pay date issue and that other universities on a bi-weekly 
schedule handle it the same way. Ms. Franklin said she cannot say that the University of 
Minnesota is handling this situation the same as other institutions, but that this is the way the 
University of Minnesota has decided to manage it. 
 
In response to a question from Professor Patterson, VP Brown said all of the University’s 
benefits are deducted on the calendar year, but salaries are paid on the fiscal year. The 
communication that OHR plans to send out needs to make clear the difference between the 
calendar year (January 1 - December 31) and the fiscal year (July 1 - June 30), said Professor 
Patterson, because many people do not understand the difference. 
 
Professor Chomsky commented that the University’s approach would work fine if an employee’s 
salary was the same for the entire year, but academic year salaries are known to change during 
the course of a fiscal year and asked for further clarification. VP Brown said starting on January 
2, 2020 only employee deductions will be impacted, and not an employee’s salary. Then starting 
in FY21, employees’ salaries will be divided by 27 pay periods. What about retirement 
contributions, asked Professor Chomsky? Those will be unchanged, said VP Brown, because 
retirement contributions are based on an employee’s salary; then, when employees get their 
raises for FY21, this salary will be divided by 27 pay periods. Ms. Franklin added that the 
change in the amount of benefit deductions only applies to calendar year 2020. 
 
In light of time, Professor Pittenger said the committee is at the end of its meeting time. Before 
adjourning, however, Professor Pittenger asked committee members to look over the draft letters 
and provide comments/suggestions for improving the letters to OHR. 
 
VP Brown thanked members for good discussions on upcoming retirement plan changes and the 
27 pay period matter. 
 
4. Adjournment: Hearing no further business, Professor Pittenger adjourned the meeting. 
 
Renee Dempsey 
University Senate Office 
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