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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.
 

Minutes
 

Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs
Tuesday, February 27, 2007

2:30 – 4:15
238A Morrill Hall

 
Present:
 
Geoffrey Sirc (chair), Carol Carrier, Vladimir Cherkassky, Tom Clayton, A. Saari Csallany, Janet Ericksen, Erin
George, Kathryn Hanna, Morris Kleiner, Theodor Litman, Steven McLoon, John Novak, Kelly Risbey, Roderick
Squires, Oriol Valls, Larry Wallace, Timothy Wiedmann, Virginia Zuiker
 
Absent:
 
Arlene Carney, Dann Chapman, Luis Ramos-Garcia
 
Guests:
 
President Robert Bruininks
 
Others:
 
Jackie Singer (Director of Retirement Benefits); Gavin Watt (Chair, Benefits Advisory Committee); Cathy Marquardt
(Vice Chair, Civil Service Committee); Lizzie Dickinson (Office of Human Resources); Kathryn Stuckert (Office of the
Chief of Staff)
 
[In these minutes: 
(1) tuition benefits for dependents of University employees; (2) professional development bill of rights; (3) resolution
on compensation; (4) issues pending before the committee]
 
 
1.         Tuition Benefits for University Employee Dependents
 
            Professor Sirc convened the meeting at 2:35 and welcomed the President.  He recalled that the Committee had
voted on a resolution favoring tuition benefits for dependents of University employees, and that the Faculty Senate had
approved the resolution. 
This issue has been around for a long time and the Committee felt it was time to revisit it, given the institution's
aspirational goals, because such a benefit is felt to be key to recruiting and retaining faculty.
 
           
The President began by noting he has a long history with the tuition benefits proposal; he talked with faculty about it
when he was serving as provost. 
There are a lot of sound reasons to offer the benefit, he said, but he has never thought it was a good idea for the
University.  He believes there are sound reasons on both sides of the issue.
 
           
The framework for his position is that his general priority is to support benefits that affect the greatest number, such as
health care and retirement. 
The most important thing the University can do is support talented people with core salaries and benefits as strong as
they can be.  He said he is more drawn to those kinds of benefits than to ones that benefit a smaller number of people. 
(The University has talked for years about a cafeteria benefits plan, but that has never worked.)
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The primary reason he is uncomfortable with the proposal, however, the President said, is because he does not believe it
would put the University in the right relationship with the citizens of the state.   If one talks to legislators—which he
does a lot—their chief concern is rising tuition. 
The President related that he reminds legislators that the state cut $185 million from the University a few years
ago—the largest cut imposed on any public university in the country—and the University raised tuition under the
Governor's guidelines. 
It would not put the University in a good position to protect its own employees in terms of access and tuition and not
have the same benefit available to Minnesota sons and daughters generally.  He also has a hard time making the
argument for a tuition benefit when he is urging the legislature to dig deeper into its pockets to support the University.
 
           
Professor McLoon observed that he was the only person on the Committee who opposed the tuition benefit, for the
same reasons as the President enunciated: 
it affects only a small number of employees and he would rather see a salary increase if faced with a choice between the
two.  He said he disagreed with the President's rationale about the public reaction, however:  the public already believes
faculty and staff have a tuition benefit and they do not begrudge it.   But he said he is still opposed to it. 
 
            Professor Sirc reported that one of his legislators supported the benefit enthusiastically.
 
           
Professor Valls said that all but one of the Committee members supported the proposal because (1) it is fairly
inexpensive, (2) the University is hurt when it tries to recruit faculty with young children, so it must either let them go
or given them a greater salary to compensation for the lack of tuition benefit, (3) people believe the benefit is already in
place, so adding it should not hurt the University, and (4) if the University is serious about being in the top three, it
must be competitive—and the cost of being competitive will be a lot more than has been predicted.  It is important to
tell the legislature that if the University is to reach the top three, it will need a lot more money—and this benefit is
small change in comparison.
 
           
The President related that there are other ways to finance higher education, such as tuition scholarships (told it would
be difficult to raise money, he started a matching program that has increased annual contributions by 700% since it
began). 
He said he would rather approach seeking the goal through the tools the University already has rather than offer an
extraordinary benefit to a selected number of employees, such as tuition benefits for dependents.  He said Committee 
members may underestimate the political valence of the issue if the University were to adopt the benefit and had to
explain why it was available to employees and not the remainder of Minnesotans.  They would have to try to manage
the reaction, but that is not where he wants to put the University's emphasis right now in terms of investments that are
in the public eye. 
This is not a bad idea, he emphasized, but there are other things that can more productively receive time, attention, and
investment.
 
            The President said he did like the idea of a CIC-wide tuition benefit, if it would catch on.  Even at present, he 
pointed out, students in one state can attend most of the other CIC institutions for 150% of resident tuition.
 
           
Professor Kleiner, noting that he will not be helped by a tuition benefit because his three children have already attended
the University, said the way the tuition benefit would work would be to help the University keep individuals who are at
the peak of their performance. 
The University should view this as a net benefit, not a cost, and it helps position the institution to get into the top three
by keeping the best and the brightest here. 
Even if there is only a small effect on turnover (reducing it, for example, from 2% to 1.8%), it pays for itself.  He said 
he does not see this proposal as giving people more money but rather keeping people at the University.  It is, he said, an
efficiency argument, a way to make the University better for a small amount of money.  The President agreed that was 
a good point.
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Mr. Novak pointed out that even Wal-Mart employees get a discount; the President observed with amusement that
Wal-Mart is not in the University's peer group. 
The cost of the benefit is a "drop in the bucket," Mr. Novak said, but would help keep good people.  There are young
professors at the Crookston campus, he pointed out, who do not make anywhere near the salary that the President
mentioned.  Nor do the staff make that kind of money, Professor Sirc added.  The President responded that the average
University employee makes more than the average employee in Minnesota.  That may not be a compelling reason for 
not offering the tuition benefit, but it is something to think about.
 
           
One way to make the benefit more saleable would be to make it conditional on academic performance, Professor
Cherkassky said. 
That goes without saying, the President responded [and is part of the proposal made by the Committee].  It would not 
affect admissions standards. 
Professor Cherkassky suggested making the benefit available only to the best students, in order to reduce the cost.  The 
President said that in effect is already accomplished in the admissions process now; every year standards go up and the
University enrolls the most-prepared class in history.  The number of applications is up again this year. 
 
           
Professor Wallace said he agreed with Professor Kleiner and made the additional point that it is likely the tuition
savings to faculty and staff would outweigh the salary increases they receive. 
 
           
Professor Kleiner said that 50% of all faculty would be eligible, and faculty and staff will view this as a lifetime
benefit.  It would not just be a small group who qualified. 
 
           
President Bruininks said he would not dismiss different points of view on this issue and he will talk with the senior
officers and deans and will get back to the Committee. 
This item, Professor Sirc said, could be folded into competitive compensation.
           
           
Professor McLoon said there are a lot of items on his mind, the first six of which are faculty salaries, and faculty
salaries should increase in proportion to the increase in the President's salary.  The President said he fights for faculty
salaries every day at the legislature, and they are strongly emphasized in the University's budget request.  If the next
budget forecast is level or declining, it will be a major struggle to substantially increase the Governor's
recommendation.  If the forecast predicts an increase in revenues, there will be more optimism.  . 
 
           
Those in the trenches see this as a serious problem, Professor McLoon said, because the University is starting to lose
average faculty who are very competent and nationally-recognized. 
 
           
The Committee and the President had a brief discussion of intercollegiate athletics and the presence of the University in
China and India.  Professor Sirc thanked the President for joining the meeting.  He said he would re-read the materials
from the Committee on tuition benefits. 
 
           
Following the President's departure, Mr. Watt explained that he attended as chair of the Benefits Advisory Committee
(which advises the University on health care plans) and as chair of the CAPA benefits advisory committee.  He said he 
will recommend that the Benefits Advisory Committee be involved in any discussions of the tuition benefit because the
benefit will accrue to all employees, and the BAC is the one place where all employees are represented.
 
            Ms. George reported that CAPA has developed a slightly different proposal:  make the tuition benefit that is
available to employees transferable to family members, if the employee does not use it.  It would have the same
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standards for admission and eligibility and would include a cap and a years-of-service requirement.  Since it would be a
fixed amount, as a percentage of salary it would be a larger benefit for those with lower salaries; it would not be based
on income.   (Presumably one could apportion the benefits among children or family members.)  The proposal has not
been forwarded to the President, Vice President Carrier said, but it will be and he may wish to talk with CAPA about
it. 
Ms. Marquardt reported that the Civil Service Committee has also discussed the benefit and inquired if it had to be a
100% tuition benefit.
 
           
The last time the Committee discussed this there was mention of a consortium among the CIC schools, Professor
McLoon recalled.  Who is following up on that? 
The idea sprang from his comments, Professor Kleiner told him, and there is no reason the public universities in the
CIC could not establish such a consortium. 
That would be needed before serious conversations could begin about a tuition benefit here.
 
           
Professor Csallany said she favors providing the benefit but said she could understand the negative political picture. 
One cannot second-guess the President, Professor Sirc said, which is the reason he asked his legislator about the issue. 
Everyone thinks it is in place; even Best Buy employees get a discount, Professor Valls said. 
 
           
Vice President Carrier asked if the proposal from CAPA was something in which the Committee was interested; it
would help to have that room to maneuver. 
Professor Kleiner said the CAPA proposal was a creative idea; other Committee members appeared to favor its
consideration.  Professor Sirc said the Committee would return to the CAPA proposal at its next meeting.
 
           
Dr. Carrier commented, in general apropos the preceding discussion, that it has been difficult to capture the reasons for
faculty attrition.  The rate has remained level and low for a long time, so it is difficult to get at retention arguments. 
Professor Kleiner said that is why the Committee pressed for the administration to conduct exit interviews; what is also
important to know about is the QUALITY of the people who are leaving, not just the baseline numbers.
 
            Later in the meeting, Professor Wallace expressed surprise that the average faculty member makes $100,000. 
Dr. Carrier confirmed that the figure is correct.  What is the average in CLA, Professor Valls inquired?  The Committee
concluded it wished to see salary data, including distribution by college.  Professor Wallace said he did not doubt the
President, but if the University is not doing as well as it should on salaries, then they should be fought for even harder
at the legislature. 
It is a subject that is emphasized a great deal, Professor Sirc said, both by the President and by the faculty's legislative
liaison, Professor Sampson.
 
2.         Professional Development Bill of Rights Article
 
           
Professor Sirc next asked the Committee if it wished to pursue the suggestion in an article recently distributed which
discussed a professional development bill of rights.
 
            Professor Valls said the substance of the proposal was very good and something the Committee should pursue. 
In many departments there is no fixed policy; one goes to the chair with an invitation and asks for money.  Usually the 
answer is "yes" but it is all ad hoc, case by case. 
Professor Sirc asked Dr. Carrier if there were any standards on what faculty should receive for travel, etc.  There are no 
central standards, she said, except for the policies governing sabbaticals.  The idea, Professor Valls said, is that the
position of professor at the University of Minnesota should come with funding to pay for what grants do not cover. 
 
           
Ms. George reported that there is a travel policy in the libraries that covers all staff and provides funding at different
levels, depending on the level of participation in the event.  This is for the Twin Cities campus only.
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            Professor McLoon said there would be no way to write a policy that covered all the circumstances.  He said the 
policy would be irrelevant to him.  And one must ask:  every department/unit has a budget and it must decide how to
use the money to get the most from it.  If the faculty feel shortchanged, they will overthrow the administration.  It 
would not be useful for this Committee to try to write the Ten Commandments.  It would be like the policies that come 
from the Board of Regents, Professor Wiedmann said:  aspirational.  If he wants money, he's told to go write a grant.
 
            Professor Hanna disagreed. 
She contended that some philosophical statement from the Committee in support of professional development would be
a good idea.  Some units do not have a good track record in supporting professional development.  While it might be 
difficult to write something that would apply to all units, it should not include specific dollar amounts. 
 
            Professor Kleiner agreed. 
The idea is that a faculty group should have a statement about how important it is to invest in human capital.  It would 
be interesting to see what the University spends for development and learning for faculty vis-à-vis what other groups
spend on employees. 
It could be a document faculty point to, for example, if they need funding to travel to receive an award.  Such a 
statement would not hurt people who can use grant funding, but it could help people in a number of other units.
 
           
Professor Sirc noted that the Committee has approved creation of a subcommittee to develop guidelines for technical
support for faculty; this is a different aspect of the same thing.
 
            Is it better to go on a trip or buy books for the library, Professor Wiedmann asked?  The Committee can say
money should be spent on development, but it is money distributed to others.  What it could do, Professor Sirc said, is
help improve department decisions. 
Professor Valls agreed; there is no pot of money, but when there is money to be spent, there should be guidelines on
how it is used.  Professor Cherkassky concurred. 
 
           
Professor Sirc summarized by saying there would be a draft committee statement on professional development, on how
departments should use funds that are available. 
 
            Professor McLoon said he was afraid of negative repercussions if the Committee adopted such a statement.  His 
department has no written policy but he believes that flexibility is very important.  There could be trouble if there are
hard and fast rules.  If faculty do not like the administration in a department, they should change it.
 
            Professor Sirc said there would be a draft statement that the Committee could vote on.
 
3.         Resolution on Compensation
 
            Professor Sirc reported that the resolution generated by the Committee went to the Faculty Senate.  It was 
changed to a broader statement (that included compensation) that will be sent to the Governor and legislative leaders
with the endorsement of the Faculty Senate.
 
           
The resolution finally approved by the Faculty Consultative Committee on behalf of the Faculty Senate read as follows:
 

The Faculty Senate expresses its deep concern about the Governor’s recent decision not to request
funding for general faculty and staff compensation or for enhancing undergraduate and graduate education in
the FY 2008 and FY2009  budgets. 
At stake is the quality of Minnesota’s only research university, which educates tomorrow’s leaders, attracts
hundreds of millions of dollars of research funding, engages in research that spawns important innovations both
for the state’s economy and the improvement of human lives, and provides a vast array of service within the
state.
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The Governor’s budget choices are short-sighted. They fail to recognize the critical connection
between investment and excellence in higher education.  Competitive salaries for faculty and staff are the
foundation for achieving excellence, and for advancing the University’s goal to be among the best public
research universities in the world.   University of Minnesota faculty salaries are already low.  Out of the top 30 
research universities in the United States, we rank 27th in salaries and 22nd in total compensation.  Public 
research universities compete with private research universities for the same faculty and for the same research
funds but cannot do so if the public does not invest the necessary resources.   The state and its people are
best-served by having public institutions lead in both education and research, and in the service to the state that
follows.   Salaries must be competitive with private universities in order to maintain that leadership.  The
Governor’s budget request ignores that necessity.

 
The Governor has called for merit-based pay in the schools to foster institutional improvement, but

fails to include the core funding for University of Minnesota faculty salaries, which are already made on a
merit basis.  
We are unlikely to maintain much less improve our ranking without sufficient resources to attract and keep
productive and innovative faculty and staff, and to reward those who perform well.

 
Residing at the cellar in salaries cannot square with the state’s continuing need for a first-rate research

university – the research money it attracts, the innovation it contributes to the economy, the education it
provides to students, and its service to the state.  State investment must increase, not stagnate or drop in real
terms, as it has in recent years.  Having a strong and vital public research university in Minnesota is vital to the
state’s ability to compete in a global, knowledge-based economy, and market-level salaries are key. 

 
The Governor has also chosen to request zero dollars for the items in the university’s $24.9 million

request to sustain the quality and competitiveness of the university.  The funds are sought to improve the 
undergraduate writing program, to support library funding, to enhance undergraduate research opportunities, to
expand academic advising, and to increase graduate student support.  Like salaries, these items are the 
foundation for excellence in education at the University.  We cannot compete for the best graduate students 
without competitive funding for them, and attracting highly qualified graduate students is vital for achieving
high rankings, for retaining our most productive faculty, and for supporting an ambitious research agenda.  
Great universities must have great library resources to support both research and teaching.  And dedication to
quality undergraduate education demands better funding for undergraduate research, expanding writing
opportunities and guidance, and providing more extensive academic advising.  Under-funding these initiatives 
is as short-sighted as under-funding salaries for the faculty and staff.  We cannot aspire to greater heights
without adequate funding for the core of the University’s functions.  

 
Many in the state have applauded the University’s strategic positioning initiative aiming to improve the

standing of the University. 
We have worked hard to identify the critical steps to be taken to achieve even greater excellence and to provide
the state with the leadership it needs in research, education, and service.  We cannot achieve those goals
without adequate funding. 
While we appreciate the money the Governor has recommended for "Competitive Compensation" and new
research initiatives, what is the point of funding new initiatives while neglecting to fund our core needs?  How 
can we undertake new research initiatives successfully if we do not have the salaries to attract and retain top
research faculty? 
Why would the Governor approve no money for salary increases in one of the only public institutions in the
state that grants salary increases only on the basis of merit, the system the Governor has long advocated?  Why 
would the Governor reject enhancements to the education of graduate and undergraduate students in Minnesota
whose tuition has gone up so much in recent years due to budget cuts the State has made to the University?  We
call upon the Governor to reconsider his penny-wise logic and give the University the full support the
University has requested to help us achieve great things for the citizens of Minnesota.  This must not be the 
generation that fails to invest in its research university and leaves the next generation without a first-rate
University of Minnesota.

 
4.         Issues Pending
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            The Committee next reviewed a list of issues pending before it.  The Committee agreed that the following items
should be retained and pursued in the future. 
Items that are already scheduled this spring include the Langley Committee report on new questions for the student
evaluation of teaching, issues from the University of Minnesota Retirees Association, a respectful workplace policy, the
anonymity of external reviewer letters, and exit interviews with faculty leaving the University.
 
--          Faculty database
 
--          Child care
 
--          New faculty orientation outcomes (next year)
 
--          Report on faculty development (with faculty development bill of rights)
 
--          Respectful workplace policy
 
--          Investigate the status of health care savings accounts
 
--          SCFA is requested to consider the CAPA vacation proposal, when ready
 
--          Mentoring faculty (Professor Bland and Associate Dean Taylor)
 
--          "Who teaches what" at the University of Minnesota, data on faculty/P&A appointments from Vice President
Carrier (to what extent is the University becoming part-time, non-tenured?), and the question of whether workloads
have either explicitly or implicitly increased through more emphasis on larger class sizes, more emphasis on obtaining
external funding, or higher performance expectations.  In some cases, there have been improvements in ancillary
support to support teaching, but in others there has been a reduction or no increase in teaching assistance.
 
--          Endowed chairs: 
guidelines for appointment procedures, an institutional policy on requiring appointment documents and terms
 
--          Press the administration on not using outside review of grievance process decisions.  (From the SCFA 4/29/03
minutes: 
"It would be useful if the Committee would press the administration to be VERY hesitant to seek outside review of
decisions made in grievance processes, Professor Morrison said.  By seeking outside review the University repudiates
the process and undermines confidence in it. 
Judicial challenges are very negative, declaring an unwillingness to settle disputes except in court.") AND (from the
FCC meeting 5/2/02) 
the need for inside independent reviews of claims against/in the University and possible inappropriate use of
jurisdictional defenses on the part of the administration.
 
--         
Inconsistency across departments in allowing/providing maternity/paternity leave and "makeup" work when faculty
parents return, and a policy on modified duty. 
A larger question is the uniform application and interpretation of University rules; it was suggested that there be an ad
hoc committee from FCC, SCFA, and the Women' Faculty Cabinet to deal with family-friendly issues, including
especially child care, and to develop a means to ensure uniform policy application (a template might be the retiree’s bill
of rights).
 
Recurring Issues:  Schedule as appropriate
 
--          Annual salary instructions
 
--          Report on the retirement plans from J Singer.
 
--          Tuition benefit for dependents of employees
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--         
Annual report from Ms. Chalmers, Director of the Office for Conflict Resolution, including monitoring the ombuds
function
 
--          Post-tenure review (from the Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee, when it is ready)
 
            The salary instructions generated discussion. 
Professor Wiedmann said what lies behind the instructions should be discussed (that is, if there should be any
component of salary increases that is across-the-board).  Professor McLoon said the Provost would not approve; 
Professor Valls said the policy will not change. 
Professor McLoon said that the Committee does have the option of working through faculty governance, if it has an
opinion on how faculty salaries should be distributed; if it wants to do something, it should adopt a statement to be sent
to the Faculty Senate.  If the Committee simply listens to the Provost, the instructions will be a done deal.
 
            Professor Sirc thanked Committee members for sorting through the list, and adjourned the meeting at 4:05.
 
                                                                        -- Gary Engstrand
 
University of Minnesota


