
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs 
Tuesday, March 30, 2010 

2:30 – 4:15 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Kathryn Hanna (chair), Ben Bornsztein, Marilyn Bruin, Arlene Carney, Vladimir 

Cherkassky, Jayne Fulkerson, Morris Kleiner, Frank Kulacki, Holly Littlefield, Theodor 
Litman, Karen Miksch, Jason Shaw, Geoffrey Sirc, Roderick Squires, James Wojtaszek 

 
Absent:  Carol Carrier, Dann Chapman, Randy Croce, Barbara Elliott, Valerie Khominich, 

Rebecca Ropers-Huilman, George Sheets, Jessica Reinitz 
 
Guests: Thomas Dohm (Director, Office of Measurement Services); Leonard Goldfine, Linda 

Lorenz (Office of Institutional Research); Professor Theresa Glomb (Carlson School), 
Susan Rafferty (Human Resources) 

 
Other:  Jackie Singer (Director, Retirement Benefits) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) uses of student-rating-of-teaching data; (2) data on salary inversion; (3) Pulse 
survey] 
 
 
1. Uses of Student-Rating-of-Teaching (SRT) Data 
 
 Professor Hanna convened the meeting at 2:35 and welcomed Dr. Dohm, who joined with Vice 
Provost Carney to discuss use of SRT data. 
 
 Dr. Carney introduced Dr. Dohm and noted that the Office of Measurement Services (OMS) is 
now part of the new Office of Planning, which reports to Senior Vice President Jones.  OMS provides the 
measurements for the SRT results (and a great deal of other work as well). 
 
 The new SRT forms were used starting in the spring of 2008 and the data have been collected 
semester by semester.  It is a rich data set, with about 150,000 responses each semester, and because it is 
so rich, they have had requests from faculty to use the SRT data for research.  They have done their own 
analyses of the data (which will be presented to the Committee at a later date), Dr. Carney said; these 
requests are for faculty research.  They have tried to identify the conditions under which they legally 
could allow use of the data (e.g., given regulations about the use of human subjects).  As a consequence, 
they are bringing the idea to this Committee.  Their analysis is that such use of the data would be safe if 
they provided only redacted data.  They would never provide data that would allow identification of 
results for an individual faculty member.  (Dr. Carney noted that in their analyses, they do not look at 
individual faculty data, either, but they are looking at such things as ratings from small and large classes, 
men and women, and so on.) 
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 Dr. Dohm said the data are protected by the Minnesota Data Practices Act (for faculty) and 
FERPA (for students), but there are potential uses outside administrative analyses.  They are looking for 
guidance on when individuals should be able to use the data or what appropriate uses are.  They have had 
two requests thus far:  One from a faculty member who works with rating scales and large populations 
(not on student ratings of teaching) and one who wants to look at the characteristics of courses and faculty 
(without knowing names).  In the latter case, it is not clear what the questions are. 
 
 Dr. Dohm related that OMS is part of the Office of Planning, which has created a group to deal 
with requests for surveys and that reviews requests for uses of institutional data.  The process requires 
IRB approval, indication of purpose, and how the proposal is aligned with University or unit goals, so that 
the group can make a decision.  If the rules are clear about use of the SRT data, they could rely on that 
group to make decisions.  That way a committee would handle the requests, rather than his office alone 
trying to make a decision. 
 

Dr. Carney said it is an interesting data set that is useful for institutional decision-making; the 
results of the aggregate data analysis could be posted on a website so that faculty could compare their 
results with the data (such use would require an X.500 ID).  Her office has done an analysis of groups of 
classes (e.g., science-designator classes to see if instructors in those classes receive lower scores than 
instructors in arts/humanities/design or social sciences/education classes).  They are also breaking the 
results down by rank and gender.   
 
 They also had a subcommittee composed of members from this Committee, Educational Policy, 
and the Faculty Consultative Committee to consider how to present data in promotion-and-tenure files, 
Dr. Carney recalled.  The data presentation is very different across units; the subcommittee recommended 
that units get away from looking at whether someone is above or below the department mean.  She said 
that is a crude way to look at the data, it looks only at the numbers and not the category, and takes no 
account of standard deviation or other good statistical measures.  Treating a 5.4 rating as negative, when 
the department average is 5.5, is problematic, Dr. Carney said—a 5.4 on a scale of 0-6 is an extremely 
good rating.  The subcommittee suggested use of a benchmark.   
 

They will also look at gender, Dr. Carney emphasized.  Women faculty members receive harsher 
written comments; does that harshness also show up in the rating numbers?   

 
In general this is an upbeat story, Dr. Carney concluded, because the results of the ratings are 

extremely high. 
 
They expect to receive more and more requests from faculty to use the SRT data; how will they 

decide which requests are appropriate, Dr. Carney inquired?  The decision will be case-by-case, but there 
should be principles to guide the decision.  There is a committee in place and a faculty subcommittee to 
provide advice.  Professor Fulkerson reported she is working with the group and commended it for this 
purpose, as long as the turnaround can be quick and faculty can help set up the guidelines.  Dr. Carney 
said it is her thought that faculty would develop guidelines, the survey people would apply them, and if 
there are questions, she would assemble a group to review them.  She affirmed that they would not allow 
release of data that could permit identification of individual faculty members.  The same protection 
applies to students, Dr. Dohm added. 
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There are two ways to approach this, Dr. Dohm said.  His office could do the analyses, for a fee, 
or they could turn over a "cleaned" dataset to the researcher, assuming the project is legitimate.  If there 
are additional questions, they could rely on the faculty subcommittee. 

 
Professor Bornsztein asked what other institutions are doing with similar datasets.  He also 

expressed the view that it would be better for OMS to create the reports and sell them; that would create 
income and help protect privacy interests.  He also wondered if it would be possible to find out about, for 
example, differences in the results for foreign-born versus U.S.-born faculty, which could be part of an 
accreditation process.  Would someone be prevented from using the data for that purpose?  In the last 
case, that is the kind of question they seek guidance on, Dr. Dohm said.  What he would provide would 
never permit identification of individual faculty members.  One can imagine a legitimate use for the 
results of answers to almost any question, but with 130,000 to 150,000 results per semester, the data set is 
large enough to preserve faculty anonymity.  Some institutions do not allow use of the data for research, 
Dr. Dohm reported, but the practice varies.   

 
Dr. Carney said that many institutions do not use the data for decision-making.  Minnesota 

faculty do very well, and one dip in the results is in providing feedback.  It is possible to look at current 
data as a baseline and do work with faculty on providing feedback to students.  Some faculty members 
receive very high scores on feedback; it would be helpful to tap them to learn what they do.  Some of the 
feedback results are related to the way faculty structure classes; if it is a paper, a mid-term, and a final, 
with much of the grade coming at the end of the semester, students go into the final only knowing perhaps 
one-third of their grade.  The University of Illinois uses the data to identify a list of excellent teachers (the 
top 30% are identified, the top 10% receive an asterisk, and faculty are identified by course).  That 
process could be used in place of the student-release questions on the SRT form. 

 
Dr. Dohm explained that the SRT results can also be linked to the Student Learning Outcomes.  

People ask why there is a question about course environment; the results of the responses to that question 
are shared with the Office of Classroom Management, by classroom, and correlated with improvements.  
When there are improvements, the ratings improve, so the dollars are worth the investment.   

 
They can also use the data for mentoring, Dr. Carney explained—use them in a diagnostic way.  

They can be used for a variety of internal reasons, and it may be that people interested in higher education 
can use them as well.  But they want to be careful about such use, which is why they want a small faculty 
subcommittee and want to bring the principles governing use of SRT data to this Committee for review. 

 
Professor Sirc said this was a good idea.  Would it apply only to the numerical data?  They do not 

have the written comments, Dr. Carney said, although they are seen in the promotion-and-tenure files.  
They would like to see the learner comments (the modal response, to the query about how the student 
could have been a better learner, is "come to class"; the third-most-frequent response was "stay awake in 
class").   

 
Professor Hanna asked how finely the data could be sliced and diced.  Could one find out the 

ratings from juniors, or students with a 4.0 GPA?  Only indirectly, Dr. Dohm said.  There is a question on 
the SRT that asks students their GPA; to the extent that is accurate, one can gather data.  They would need 
a link to PeopleSoft to validate the GPA data, but that is not possible once the student's X.500 ID is 
removed from the form.  But if a piece of information is on the SRT form, the results can be sliced and 
diced any way one wishes.  It is possible to look at the data for faculty, P&A staff, and graduate 
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assistants, Dr. Carney pointed out.  As far as written comments are concerned, Dr. Dohm said, those on 
the paper version go the faculty member while those on the electronic form are retained centrally. 

 
They have not talked about uses of the data other than for research, Dr. Dohm said.  This 

Committee and the Educational Policy Committee are interested in comments addressed to faculty, which 
is different from individual faculty requests.  Professor Hanna suggested a small committee, with 
representatives from this Committee and SCEP; Professor Fulkerson volunteered to serve.   

 
The Committee accepted the proposal to use the current process to review requests for data 

established by the Office of Planning, relying on principles to be written and reviewed by this Committee. 
 
 Professor Hanna thanked Drs. Carney and Dohm for their report. 
 
2. Data on Salary Inversion 
 
 Professor Hanna next welcomed Dr. Goldfine and Ms. Lorenz from the Office of Institutional 
Research to present data on inverted salaries.  She recalled that the Committee had brought the question 
up earlier, and salary inversion is always a problem when there is a salary freeze, when new faculty are 
brought in at higher salaries than those currently at the University. 
 
 Dr. Goldfine and Ms. Lorenz reviewed with Committee members approximately 20 pages of 
information and data that had earlier been distributed to the Committee; they explained how the data were 
developed.  The definition of salary inversion, Dr. Goldfine explained, is "when starting salaries for new 
hires outpace salaries and/or salary increases for existing employees."  He noted a number of discussion 
points: 
 
-- Who owns this issue? – To what extent is this an institutional issue versus a departmental issue? 
-- What is the threshold of tolerance? – To what extent can we truly identify that new hire salaries 

are out of line with demand and individual hire skill sets? 
-- Are there any actionable outcomes? – Assuming the issue can be owned by some unit and it 

exceeds acceptable tolerance, what is the remedy?  (Salary reduction of overpaid individual? 
Salary increases for remainder of department? Salary capping for future hires?) 

 
 Committee members considered the data tables.  Dr. Goldfine commented that there is a paucity 
of data, so it is difficult to identify conclusively any trends.  In many cases, a unit may have only hired 
one new faculty member in several years.   
 
 After some desultory exchanges, Professor Kulacki asked if there is a problem to be solved.  Dr. 
Goldfine said none jumped out from the data.   
 
 The larger problem is between groups, Professor Sirc observed, not salary inversion.  Did he 
observe that problem?  Dr. Goldfine said he did not, and while the market differs across colleges, these 
data are lumped by college so do not mean anything in that regard.  So many factors influence salary that 
it is difficult to say what the problem is in any one case.  Professor Fulkerson said she's learned while 
serving on this Committee that salaries and practices are wildly different across the institution.  
Departments need to do what works, but one can ask if there should be some things in common.  
Professor Kleiner said it would be interesting to correlate salary data with national or international 
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academic standing; it was not clear what academic data one would use, changes in salaries and ranking or 
levels.  Another possibility would be to blend these data with student-rating data to see if higher-paid 
units receive better ratings, Professor Sirc suggested; Dr. Carney said the rating are so homogeneous that 
differences would probably not show up. 
 
 Professor Bornsztein said that in his view this is a department issue.  Different conditions obtain 
in different units and he would be concerned about a salary policy from Morrill Hall.  Such a policy has 
never been on anyone's radar screen, Dr. Carney commented. 
 
 Professor Hanna concluded that no action was necessary and thanked Dr. Goldfine and Ms. 
Lorenz for gathering the data and providing it to the Committee. 
 
3. Pulse Survey 
 
 Professor Hanna now welcomed Professor Glomb and Ms. Rafferty to the meeting to discuss the 
Pulse Survey and noted that issues of interest to the Committee had come up as a result of previous 
surveys.  Dr. Goldfine stayed for the discussion. 
 
 Ms. Rafferty provided a brief overview of the survey.  This year's version will be the fourth 
iteration; it started in 2004 and is conducted biennially.  Administrative actions have been informed by 
the responses; there have been a number of institutional improvements prompted by the survey, such as 
new faculty orientation, new employee orientation, total compensation statements, personal and 
professional development opportunities for staff, and helping people advance in their careers.  Colleges 
and campuses were the focus of the 2008 survey and they have tried to improve the information provided 
to them in order to help improve the workplace.   
 
 Professor Glomb reported that the Carlson School delved more deeply into the data and 
conducted additional analyses; they also conducted an additional staff survey in order to target concerns.  
They are anxious to see the data from the next survey.   The results are also of interest to the Women's 
Faculty Cabinet, she said, and has done analyses of the results. 
 
 Ms. Rafferty distributed a handout summarizing the questions that will be on this year's survey 
and noted that it will be conducted April 19-May 14.  Last year there was 35% participation by the 
faculty; she said they would welcome ideas on how to increase that number.  A shorter survey does 
engender more participation; Dr. Goldfine said it has been reduced by 30%.  It will take about 15-20 
minutes to complete, Ms. Rafferty said. 
 
 Professor Sirc recalled that he had been serving as chair of this Committee when the last Pulse 
Survey was sent out, and he was asked by Vice Provost Carney to send an email message to the faculty 
encouraging them to complete the survey.  He said he was surprised at the number of "crank" responses 
he received.   
 
 Professor Glomb said that a 35% response rate, for this kind of online survey, is not bad; the staff 
response rate was closer to 50%.  She said they would like to increase both numbers; both Dr. Goldfine 
and Ms. Rafferty are going to departments to tell them the results are valuable.  They recognize that the 
"softer" items on the survey very important.  The response rate is acceptable for campus-wide analysis, 
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Dr. Goldfine commented, but they cannot drill down to colleges and departments because the numbers are 
too small; they would like to increase the response rate so they can provide better reports to departments.   
 
 Professor Hanna said this is an important survey at the present time and the data are important to 
have.  She thanked Professor Glomb, Dr. Goldfine, and Ms. Rafferty for the report and adjourned the 
meeting at 4:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


