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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, May 8, 2007
2:30 – 4:15

238A Morrill Hall
 
Present:
 
Geoffrey Sirc (chair), Arlene Carney, Vladimir Cherkassky, Janet Ericksen, Erin George, Kathryn Hanna, Morris
Kleiner, Theodor Litman, Steven McLoon, John Novak, Kelly Risbey, Roderick Squires, Oriol Valls, Timothy
Wiedmann, Virginia Zuiker
 
Absent:
 
Carol Carrier, Dann Chapman, Tom Clayton, A. Saari Csallany, Luis Ramos-Garcia, Larry Wallace
 
Guests:
 
Professor Carole Bland, Associate Dean Ann Taylor (Medical School); four graduate students; Provost E. Thomas
Sullivan; Professor Dan Feeney (Retirement Subcommittee)
 
Other:
 
Jackie Singer (Director of Retirement Benefits)
 
[In these minutes: 
(1) committee business; (2) faculty mentoring; (3) graduate students and the profession; (4) salary instructions; (5)
report from the Retirement Subcommittee]
 
 
1.         Committee Business
 
           
Professor Sirc convened the meeting at 2:35 and, as it was the last meeting of the year, thanked Professors Csallany,
McLoon, Wiedmann, and Valls for their years of service on the Committee and thanked them for making it easy for
him to serve as chair.
 
            The statement on child care was approved unanimously by the University Senate.  In response, Professor Sirc
reported, the President has suggested—given the interest in a tuition benefit and other possible benefits—appointing an
ad hoc committee to look at benefits and the possibility of a cafeteria model so that people can choose. 
 
2.         Faculty Mentoring
 
            Professor Sirc next welcomed Associate Dean Taylor and Professor Bland to discuss faculty mentoring.  He 
recalled that it was the fourth item in the recommendations of the faculty culture task force and that the results of the
COACHE survey of probationary faculty indicated that mentoring is important but ineffective at Minnesota.
 
            Dean Taylor reported that they started this work in the Medical School about two and one-half years ago in
response to climate survey results in which faculty identified mentoring as a need.  She said she and Professor Bland
would report on why mentoring is needed and what has been done (and will be done) in the Medical School.  She and 
Professor Bland walked the Committee through a set of PowerPoint slides.
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Professor Bland began with the questions "Why establish a formal mentoring program?"

"Why the emphasis on mentoring now"? and "What are critical features of effective mentoring"? and then turned to
steps in establishing a mentoring program.  She explained that (quoting) "mentors are guides. They lead us along the
journey of our lives. We trust them because they have been there before. They embody our hopes, cast light on the way
ahead, interpret arcane signs, warn us of lurking dangers and point out unexpected delights along the way."
 
            As for the "why now?" question, Professor Bland said there are several reasons:  the desire to increase faculty
success (satisfaction, productivity, and retention), the need to attract and retain the most talented faculty, including
women and faculty of color, generational turnover, and to help achieve the University's strategic positioning goals.  In a 
study of medical school faculty, she had found more women faculty than men leave after they have been promoted to
associate professor.  Dean Taylor said that mentoring also makes faculty more productive across their careers; Professor
Bland added that they are especially interested in the effects of mentoring on mid-career and senior faculty.  She also 
cited studies finding that effective mentoring increased research productivity, teaching effectiveness, evidenced by
declines in teaching anxiety and improved student ratings of teaching effectiveness, professional socialization and
interactions with colleagues, increased salary levels, and satisfaction with salary and promotion.
 
            Professor Sirc commented that there is expertise on campus to help develop mentoring programs.  Professor 
Hanna said the University has an interest in seeing faculty succeed; Professor McLoon agreed and noted that the
University invests a lot of money to get faculty here and it should want them to succeed.
 
            There are also benefits for mentors, Professor Bland reported.  They include cross-fertilization of ideas,
increased productivity, and a personal sense of satisfaction from sharing wisdom and experience with younger
colleagues. 
They may also influence another generation of faculty, often fulfilling a desire to leave part of themselves to the next
generation of faculty. 
Other benefits include professional rejuvenation, new skills, and the addition of a highly productive colleague to one’s
department and/or professional network. 
 
            To obtain these benefits, however, the mentoring program must be effective.  To be successful, Professor Bland
said (citing a study), mentoring programs must be "carefully developed and supported if protégés, mentors and their
organizations are to fully realize these benefits. 
Factors such as mentor-protégé matching, mentor characteristics, the roles of mentors, organizational support, and the
mentoring process must be considered if a successful mentoring program is to be implemented."
 
            There is local evidence on the impact of formal mentoring systems, Professor Bland said.  A survey found
specific items that predict a highly research-productive faculty member:  Being driven to do research, having a
formally-assigned mentor, having a vital network of colleagues outside the department with whom to discuss research
and education, being in a department with enough faculty to accomplish the department’s research goals, the number of
hours spent on administration, and the number of hours spent on research.  The formally-assigned mentor had a big
effect on research productivity. 
 
            Professor Bland said the summary message "that emerges from this body of literature is that mentoring, when 
structured and done within a supportive relationship, can have a wide-reaching, positive impact on faculty success,
especially in research."  What about mentoring affects productivity, satisfaction, and retention?  Conceptually there are
several factors that affect productivity and several that affect satisfaction; the two that predict both are mentoring and
department size.  It is productivity and satisfaction, in turn, that predict success and retention. 
 
            Dean Taylor said there are two critical processes involved in mentoring:  (1) the relationship is developed and
routinely attended to and (2) career-development activities are implemented and tailored to fit the mentee's individual
competency needs.  The outcomes are maintenance of career competencies and constructive relationships.  Productivity 
and satisfaction are enhanced, and the probably of retention and success are increased.  She said that the contents and
relationships are often not fully understood or developed in informal mentoring—informal mentoring may not have all
the essential pieces. 
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Formal mentoring, Dean Taylor said, is defined as "a professional relationship with three essential characteristics:  (1) a 
defined purpose, to help mentees successfully acquire the key competencies and constructive work relationships they
need to lead a successful and satisfying career [and] the specific competencies to be gained are based on the mentee’s
existing abilities and career goals; (2) a collaborative learning approach that draws upon the knowledge of suitably-
experienced faculty as mentors and upon the commitment of mentees to develop their professional abilities; [and] (3)
develops over time
and passes through specific phases—there is more than just a casual arrangement between the mentor and the mentee." 
This is not a one-way street, she said; the mentee has clear responsibilities.  One phase of the process is closure:  how to
transition to being a colleague or, when necessary, how to end the relationship when it is not working. 
 
           
There are several models for mentoring (traditional, peer, and group) that each have certain characteristics and
challenges.  Dean Taylor reviewed the advantages and disadvantages of each.
 
            There are a number of steps a unit should take in establishing a mentoring program.
 
"1.  Determine if A Mentoring Program Will Meet Pressing Needs
2. 
Align Program With Institutional Goals And Culture - Assess The Culture, Its Readiness For A Mentoring Program,
Create A Mentoring Culture
3.  Assure Program Has Support Of Faculty And Administrators – Bring The Right People To The Table
4.  Clearly State Purpose and Goals For The Program as well as the Best Models 
5.  Appropriately Position Program Within Strategic Plan of The Larger Organization
6.  Clearly State Program Administrative Structure
7.  Assure Elements of Effective Mentoring are Present in Actual Mentoring
8.  Evaluate Program 
9.  Assure Program Is Linked And Coordinated With Other Similar Programs"
 
Dean Taylor explained how each of those steps was carried out in the Medical School.  In terms of the first item, they 
conducted a faculty-needs survey and a faculty-climate survey.  They also interviewed faculty who left the Medical
School to help identify why more tenured women than men left.  In terms of the second item, they:
-- Reviewed evidence that mentoring would facilitate institutional goals
-- Talked with administrators and faculty about what keeps them awake at night, to see if mentoring will address these
-- Met with Dean of Medical School – she requested proposal for improving climate
-- Presented study results to Department Heads
-- Met with Department Heads
-- Presented to multiple groups, e.g., workshops for schools, presentations to schools’ FCC meetings, Interviews with
senior faculty
-- Developed tools that would assist mentoring, e.g., mentoring manual."
 
The Academic Health Center deans approved policy requiring formal mentoring.
 
           
Professor Bland commented that having a formal program is important and it must be embedded in the unit so it is
sustainable. 
 
            Professor McLoon asked if the Provost's office has discussed mentoring.  Vice Provost Carney said that Dean
Taylor and Professor Bland were at the new faculty orientation to discuss mentoring and she and they have been
meeting to discuss which Medical School activities would work in other colleges.  The colleges also have to have the
discussions. 
The President's Emerging Leaders have done a survey across units about mentoring and what department heads think is
going on; there does need to be an inventory of current activities.  But the clear message from junior faculty is that
mentoring is needed. 
 
           
Professor Sirc asked if the departmental statements required by Section 7.12 of the tenure code include mentoring.  Dr. 
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Carney said she did not know, at this point; the Faculty Consultative Committee recommended against requiring that
mentoring be included in the 7.12 statements but said it should be encouraged.  She said she would report the number
that do in the fall. 
Dean Taylor reported that all new Medical School 7:12 Statements require description of mentoring programs for junior
faculty and evidence of mentoring work for promotion from Associate to Full Professor level. 
 
           
To the extent that senior faculty do not see direct benefits from serving as mentors, what incentives are there for them
to serve in that role, Professor Kleiner asked.  Is mentoring in lieu of something else or is it an addition?  Faculty need 
to talk about this, Dr. Carney said; some do it for the good of the order.  As Professor McLoon pointed out, she said, 
the University (the unit) has invested a huge amount to bring faculty here and it is important to keep them.  Professor 
McLoon said his department has a formal mentoring program (junior faculty have a mentor for teaching and one for
research) and he's not heard that they have had any difficulty getting people to serve as mentors.  It appears that the 
senior faculty recognize the value of the program and are willing to participate.  Dean Taylor commented that
mentoring is part of the culture in some departments, but that's not uniform; the question is how to change the culture
so the department sees it as beneficial.
 
            Professor Hanna urged that the Medical School's effort to interview faculty who left not duplicate the activities
by Human Resources to conduct faculty exit interviews.  She went on to say that the University is hiring a lot of 
contract faculty to teach; they could just be thrown into their jobs and may need mentoring more than anyone.  Dr. 
Carney noted that these faculty are included in the orientation program. 
 
            Professor Wiedmann said that his college's consultative committee is looking at mentoring.  He expressed
disappointment with the AHC deans' proposal because it will require as much documentation as mentoring.  The
requirement of extensive documentation will be a big disincentive to participate.  Professor McLoon said he would
prefer to see a University-wide policy. 
Dr. Carney agreed mentoring is a key activity and that the Provost's office will continue to work with Dean Taylor and
Professor Bland; this subject is part of her work plan for next year.  It will also be on the Committee's agenda next year,
Professor Sirc promised.  He thanked Dean Taylor and Professor Bland for joining the meeting.
 
3.         Graduate Students and the Profession
 
           
Professor Sirc now welcomed four graduate students to the meeting and explained that this agenda item arose because
of a letter from Professor Scott Lanyon, vice chair of the Faculty Consultative Committee, about his and his colleagues'
perception that graduate students are no longer interested in being faculty members at research universities because the
stress in the position leads to an incompatibility between work and family life.  Professor Sirc asked the four what their
perceptions were about that supposition. 
[The Committee concluded, after the discussion, that the names of the students and their departments would not be
included in the minutes because what they had to say could have a negative but perhaps not justified effect on their
departments and the faculty in them.  For the purposes of these minutes, they will be students A, B, C, and D.]
 
           
The four graduate students introduced themselves and noted that their undergraduate work had been at small liberal-arts
colleges (Macalester, St. Olaf, and two from Carleton); as one observed, the sample was biased. 
 
           
Student A said that she does compare her undergraduate and graduate experiences and felt more invested in her
relationship with her undergraduate advisor. 
She is in a department that makes her interested in the student experience and she likes to know the names of all the
students in her classes—something very difficult in an environment with increasingly larger classes.  Professor McLoon
asked her if she was opposed to an academic career. 
She is not, she said, but many in her field are pulled into jobs outside universities because the salaries are much higher. 
 
           
Professor Kleiner recalled that Vice Provost Carney had presented data to the Committee that revealed the average age
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of assistant professors is 39—they have not gotten tenure yet at that age.  When he and others started out their academic
careers, they were in their mid-to-late 20s. 
It seems that the age of the academy has shifted and people may be starting their families later.  He asked how the 
students saw the tradeoff between work and family and getting started in their primary careers later in life. 
 
           
Student B said his department does not fit that mold; there are younger faculty who have families and he does not
perceive a conflict between family and work for them.  Student A said she had the completely opposite view; she had
decided to put off having a family until over the hurdle of her Ph.D., but has realized if she intends to become a tenured
faculty member, she will have to work toward tenure at the same time she is raising a family.  She has no role models to
balance family and tenure-track work.  Was that different at her undergraduate college, Professor Sirc asked?  It
was—the younger faculty appeared to be able to balance work and family, and research took a back seat to teaching
and family.
 
           
Student C said that the culture of the University almost discourages young faculty from having a life outside the
University.  The focus is on getting tenure, doing a lot of research, and making oneself look good for the department.  If 
one is a young faculty member and has a family, and advisees fall by the way, that is seen as OK.  She never had that 
sense as an undergraduate; the focus was on getting advisees the best advice possible. 
 
           
Vice Provost Carney noted that faulty members at the University advise graduate students; do they feel the faculty are
not attending to that role?  Some of them did. 
Student D said the amount of time any faculty member has is bounded; getting an appointment with a faculty member
on his committee takes a lot longer because the pressures on faculty have increased a lot in the last several years.  He 
does not feel he has a personal relationship with his advisor, Professor McLoon asked?  Student C said that many 
graduate students would say they do not. 
She has a more personal relationship with her informal advisor, she said; she had to put off her Plan B exam because
her advisor was too busy to read her paper. 
 
            Are they in programs that require a lot of time in a lab, Professor Hanna asked?  One student was in a lab about 
10 hours per week the previous year; one is in a lab this year about the same amount of time.  That is probably less than
is the case for the biological sciences, Professor Hanna commented. 
 
            Student A reported that she had to FedEx forms to her advisor, who travels the world and spends less time in
Minnesota than he does abroad.  She said she knows she will not get a lot of help with drafts of her dissertation. 
 
           
Professor McLoon asked the students what they think of research right now (apart from it being attached to a career): 
are they interested enough in it that they might want to do it for a long time?  Student D said he found it interesting but
did not know it was all-consuming enough to make it a career, even if there were also teaching responsibilities.  He said
he would not give up research to devote his time exclusively to teaching, but he finds teaching very rewarding.  Is that
sense that teaching is rewarding shared by his professors, Professor Sirc asked?  "Absolutely not," Student D said. 
There are handful of faculty who feel that way, but most teach undergraduate courses because it is required of them. 
The teaching faculty in the department do not have offices in the department but are located elsewhere; the department
is saying in essence that faculty who teach service courses are of low enough importance that they can be put in a
different building. 
 
            Professor Sirc said these comments are depressing.  What advice would they offer?  Student C said the 
University needs to make classes smaller (both graduate and undergraduate).  In an ideal world, faculty would not have 
to be focused on research and publishing papers to get their position so that they could focus on students.  Student A 
said she would never give up research and knows she wanted to be a scientist.  She said she was attracted to the idea 
that one can work on a project that spans 2-3 years, but to meet the demand for publications, faculty do "salami
science":  they take a small piece of a project and publish an article about it.  She said she would like to see a variety of
ways of distributing research, including get the results to educators, not just scholarly journals.  She said she wants to 
work at a place that values science, service, and teaching.
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Student B said, in response to the question about research, that originally he saw it as something he had to do in order
to teach at higher-level institutions, but has found it interesting and fun—but not something he wants to spend a lot of
time on. 
He would not say graduate work is horrible and it would be fine to teach here, but the focus is more on research, which
he does not want.  In terms of the balance of work and life, most of the faculty he works with are males.
 
           
Vice Provost Carney asked if the students were aware that probationary faculty can stop the tenure clock when they
have a child or have caregiving responsibilities. 
They do not talk with graduate students about that possibility, which is intended to make life easier. 
 
            Professor Wiedmann said none of the comments the students made surprised him at all.  He said he has no 
power to change how he spends his time. 
Professor Squires disagreed and said that all faculty members choose what to do. 
 
            Vice Provost Carney asked about the size of their graduate courses and whether they receive personal attention. 
Student C said she did not and most of her courses are combined graduate/undergraduate courses with about 30 people. 
Student B said that happens in his department also; some of the required courses have 50 students, but many of them
are smaller, especially the 8XXX courses. 
 
           
Student A pointed out that all four of them had chosen to come to the Committee and comment—but all four of them
are continuing at the University next year. 
Student C also noted that many graduate students do not care about these issues—and are not at this meeting.
 
            Professor Sirc thanked the students for joining the meeting and providing their insights.
 
4.         Salary Instructions
 
            Professor Sirc next welcomed the Provost to the meeting to discuss salary instructions.
 
            Provost Sullivan said that his office sent out the salary instructions some time ago.  The pool is 3.25% (3.75% 
total when fringe benefits are included) plus a competitive salary pool being requested from the legislature.  The 
principles are these:
 
--  increases must be based on market, competitiveness, and quality
--  the dean/department head can add funds
--  there is no minimum or maximum set by the administration; that is up to colleges and departments
--  the administration expects to see in writing the consultative process used to determine increases
--  units must deliver to faculty the required amounts for tenure and promotion.
 
All salary plans are to be provided to the administration.
 
           
This is the third year the University has sought to create a competitive salary pool for faculty and for P&A staff
involved in teaching and research. 
Historically, the Governor and legislature have not supported general compensation increases, but the additional
funding for competitive salaries has received support. 
They are targeting $6 million for the competitive salary pool and will also try to set aside $250,000 for special retention
cases, and also hope to add $250,000 to the pool for target-of-opportunity hires for faculty of color and spousal hires. 
The criteria for awarding salary increases from this pool of funds are:
 
--  it must reward distinguished performance or reputation
--  it must meet strategic positioning goals of increasing the quality of the faculty
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--  there must be significant market or competitive pressures
--  it will strengthen the University's position or reputation.
 
Departments are encouraged to leverage the funds, the Provost concluded.
 
           
Professor McLoon asked how much of the 3.25% would come from the University and how much would have to come
from the colleges. 
Provost Sullivan said he would not know until after the legislature acts, but the intention is to fund the increase
centrally, especially in units without substantial tuition revenues.  In cases where a unit has substantial tuition revenues
and significant balances, the administration may ask the unit to fund the increases.
 
           
Professor Squires reported that his department received their salary increases the previous week and the Committee just
heard from graduate students about access to faculty. 
The University has a competitive model that is turned on its head, based on star power.  The University does not 
recognize the 60% of the faculty who are not "stars" and who are not seduced by offers from other universities, so that
group always gets the short end of the stick. 
There is a lot of unrewarded merit that gets lost in the mix that is due to faculty who do their work   Provost Sullivan 
said the plan is to address sharp competitive pressures and also salary compression:  where there are good faculty, the 
department head or dean will be allowed to equalize salaries separately from the question of national or international
standing. 
He agreed there are a lot of good citizens at the University who are working hard but who are not seeking outside
offers; there is discretion on the part of deans and department heads to recognize those individuals.
 
           
The average faculty member at the University "is darn good," Professor McLoon said, but the salary plans are aimed at
the top 20%.  Often those faculty who go unrewarded are those with the most student contact, Professor Hanna said. 
Professor McLoon agreed and said the people who teach the most are the most overlooked because they have no star
power; the salary plan overlooks the breadth of contributions that faculty make.  Provost Sullivan noted that there are
two salary plans and that the 3.25% portion can get at the questions being raised here; the competitive plan funds can
also be used if they will prevent an erosion of quality.  The Provost said the administration will not micro-manage 
salaries; the decisions will be left up to the deans and department heads.  He said he cannot respond to the issues raised
but he hoped there are mechanisms in the colleges to do so.
 
           
Professor Sirc said the University is hurting when the Governor and legislature are willing to fund a competitive salary
pool but not the general increases for everyone. 
Provost Sullivan said the Governor does not support salary increases for any state office but he does understand that
there are competitive pressures. 
 
            The University is getting into a hole, Professor McLoon said.  Most faculty members belong to professional
societies that collect salary data—there are not many secrets.  When they search for faculty and compare notes with
colleagues elsewhere, his sense is that the top applicants no longer apply to Minnesota.  The median salary level is a 
problem that must be dealt with if the University is going to stay competitive.  Provost Sullivan said he did not know 
about Professor McLoon's department but he asks the deans each year to report on recruitment and retention and he
cannot generalize from what they say to support Professor McLoon's statement.  Peer losses are usually to Harvard or
Yale or Stanford and it is rare the University cannot compete on salary.  It sometimes cannot compete on set-up
packages.  He does not, however, see a lot of cases where faculty are lost to peers or where they make lateral moves. 
Professor McLoon emphasized that it is his sense the University is not SEEING the best applicants; it does not even
know it cannot get them. 
Provost Sullivan said that was not his sense and the issue could be department- or discipline-specific.  He hears great 
excitement from deans and department heads about the quality of the faculty in the pool. 
 
            The Provost agreed, however, that there is no question salaries are not where they should be.  That is why he 
has said that faculty salaries are the top priority.  Professor McLoon said he would like to see an audacious plan.  The 
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University should seek the usual 3.25% in the biennium and also say that it wants 10% for faculty, 5% each year; that
would build enthusiasm. 
Look at what the lack of competitiveness is doing to the state, he said; if one believes one must send the best students
out of state, look what the state is losing. 
Parents pay $40,000 to send their kids out of state when they would rather they went to the University.  Provost 
Sullivan said the Governor, legislature, and Board of Regents will not support across-the-board salary increases.  The 
University would be told that plan is dead on arrival.
 
           
Professor Hanna said there are faculty who are told there is no money for salaries, but do departments have the
discretion to siphon off central administrative funds so they do not reach the faculty?  Provost Sullivan said he did not
understand; the administration has a compact investment process that has allocated a lot of money to colleges and
departments over the last three years and all of them have received money for programs, infrastructure, and salaries. 
The deans distribute the funds to departments. 
The faculty in some departments are told that if they want a raise, it must come from grants, Professor Hanna said. 
 
           
Professor Wiedmann pointed out that if a faculty member's salary is 20% on O&M funds and 80% on grants, the
University provides 3.25% on the 20% and the Medical School has to come up with the 3.25% on the other 80%. 
Provost Sullivan said the percentage is set by the administration; they then look at unit plans and identify what funds
the unit has and decide the amount provided to each college. 
Then the colleges decide what each department receives. The calculation of what units receive should be based on
100% of the salaries.
 
           
The reality is that the legislature believes every faculty member receives 3.25%, Professor Litman observed; there is a
communication problem.  Mr. Novak said the University needs a public affairs program, a campaign.  If the faculty 
want increased salaries, they need to find a slow news day and issue a statement on what they need and why.  It is more 
complicated than that, Professor McLoon said; faculty do not stand up in front of the legislature.  But they are hitting a 
wall, Mr. Novak said, and need to take the initiative themselves, not just sit in meetings.  The faculty have to organize 
around a message.  That is not the way the budget process works, Professor McLoon said.
 
            Professor Sirc thanked the Provost for joining the meeting.
 
5.         Report from the Retirement Subcommittee
 
            Professor Sirc welcomed Professor Feeney to report for the Retirement Subcommittee.
 
            Professor Feeney said he had a number of items to report on.
 
-- 
The faculty receive an annual letter from the Retirement Subcommittee reminding them to review their retirement plan
asset allocations, wills, etc.
 
-- 
They have developed retirement planners that are available on the Employee Benefits website that has information on
allocations, the amount needed to retire, the rate of return one must have to retire, the amount one wants to leave
behind.  He said he visits the site every three or four months to review his retirement funds.  The site does not give
investment advice but it does have information about asset allocation, which will mean less risk and a greater likelihood
of reaching one's goals.
 
--  Rollovers have been a hard battle. 
The old plan did not allow other funds to be rolled in, but now one can roll them over into the Faculty Retirement Plan
at Securian (but not TIAA-CREF).    
 
-- 
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Because of the complexity of the issues it must deal with, the Retirement Subcommittee now has its own counsel from
the Office of the General Counsel.
 
-- 
A couple of years ago the Senate integrated civil service, P&A staff, and faculty into one body; the subcommittee has
now also done so and has official civil service and P&A representatives.  The subcommittee now needs to overhaul its
charge. 
The Retirement Plan Trustee is Vice President Pfutzenreuter while the Retirement Subcommittee works with Human
Resources; the Fiduciary Committee is the link between the Trustee and the Subcommittee.  They will look at the 
charges to the various groups.
 
--  They have discovered how widely-read their minutes are; the financial companies read them (on the web).  As a 
consequence, they screen them very carefully for accuracy.
 
-- 
With TIAA removed, there is only one annuity company right now, but that is only temporary; the intent is to decide by
fall on a second general account option for early 2008.
 
--  If someone does not make a choice in the Faculty Retirement Plan about retirement funds, there is a default fund. 
Up to now it has been the Vanguard money market fund. 
The University tries to follow ERISA where appropriate, and the suggestion from that quarter is that the default fund
should be more blended.
 
-- 
Ms. Singer, the Director of Retirement Benefits, has asked for full disclosure of fees from all companies and has also
asked about their profitability.  Professor McLoon asked what the typical percentage is.  Professor Feeney said there are
two situations: 
when it is the record-keeper's responsibility (it is consolidated now and costs 6 basis points); and when it is crediting
rates to general accounts.  In both cases, Professor Feeney said, they companies are not making a huge profit.
 
            There are two issues related to TIAA-CREF, Professor Feeney reported.  One is the transition to mapping funds;
the Subcommittee will review the status in June. 
The process is going reasonably well but the faculty are lagging in getting it done. 
 
           
Professor Hanna, noting that she is a member of the Retirement Subcommittee, said she hoped that people understand
the options in the Faculty Retirement Plan have expanded a great deal in recent years, mostly because of the work of
the subcommittee.  There will be six new options as of July 1.  They subcommittee continually reviews the investments 
options and the plan.  She said that Professor Feeney has done a wonderful job as chair.  She also commended the use
of the retirement planner that Professor Feeney mentioned; it works very well, is simple, and provides meaningful
scenarios.  [The planners can be found at Employee Benefits and at Securion; she provided the guidance:  the Securion 
UM Retirement homepage is: http://web2.minnesotamutual.com/uofmhome.htm; clicking on the box in the lower left
gets you to the calculators at: http://web2.minnesotamutual.com/EDUCATION/EDU_CALCULATORS.HTM.  To get 
to the planner via HR the website is: http://www1.umn.edu/ohr/ benefits/retiresave/index.html and click on the lower
right side of the screen.]
 
            Professor McLoon suggested there be an all-faculty email transmitting this information.  Professor Feeney said
he would prepare one.
 
           
Professor Feeney also reported that they have used a Morningstar stylebox analysis of options in the basic retirement
plan to be sure that there are options in all nine boxes.  They are discussing whether to go with a Roth 403(b) option, 
but if the decision is made to implement it, doing so will take awhile because of the Enterprise Financial System
change. 
They have discussed this option 2-3 times per year for the last several years and are checking with the industry on the
particulars. 
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They are expensive to program so the subcommittee does not want to recommend creating the option if only a few
people will use it. 
 
           
One financial services company is aggressive with the faculty, Professor McLoon said; is there anything the faculty
should know?  Ms. Singer said they have sent a response to the company, based on its last message.  The company 
targets certain faculty and administrators (it obtains information from public sources); her office has tried to get them to
issue disclaimers to make it clear the company has no contact with the University.  She said it is not clear in their
solicitations, and some companies capitalize "University" and "Retirement" so it appears they are connected to the
University. 
One company sent a message right after the TIAA announcement but it had never spoken with the University.  The 
faculty, of course, can choose to work with anyone they wish.  Does her office monitor so that if a company crosses the
line of ethics or legality, she can call them up short, Professor McLoon asked?  If they know about what the companies
are doing, they will, Ms. Singer said. 
Professor Hanna said she went to one of their seminars about five years ago and thought they did a reasonable
presentation.  She never felt any pressure to use their services.  One company sent a message about changes in the
retirement accounts that was misleading, Ms. Singer said; it was a little like tabloid journalism.
 
           
Professor Sirc thanked Ms. Risbey and Mr. Novak for their service on the Committee and adjourned the meeting at
4:30.
 
                                                                        -- Gary Engstrand
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