
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs 
Tuesday, October 29, 2009 

3:15 – 4:15 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Kathryn Hanna (chair), Ben Bornsztein, Arlene Carney, Carol Carrier, Dann Chapman, 

Vladimir Cherkassky, Randy Croce, Jayne Fulkerson, Morris Kleiner, Theodor Litman, 
Rebecca Ropers-Huilman, David Spence, Roderick Squires, James Wojtaszek 

 
Absent:  Barbara Elliott, Holly Littlefield, Karen Miksch, Marilyn Bruin, Jason Shaw, George 

Sheets, 
 
Guests: Assistant Vice President Barbara Brandt, Fred Owusu (Academic Health Center); Nan 

Wilhelmson (Human Resources) 
 
[In these minutes:  without-salary appointments (adjuncts and others)] 
 
 
Without-Salary (WOS) Appointments (Adjuncts and Others) 
 
 Professor Hanna convened the meeting at 3:15 and introduced the topic of without-salary 
appointments by noting that it is one the Committee has touched on several times in the past.  In the last 
year or so the Academic Health Center (AHC) convened a task force that has been working on WOS 
appointments; its members included Ms. Wilhelmson from Human Resources.  Committee members were 
provided two handouts, one explaining the process that had been used in the AHC and one with a 
summary of history, issues, data, and recommendations from Human Resources. 
 
 Ms. Wilhelmson provided background information for new Committee members.  Human 
Resources has been looking at WOS appointments for the last couple of years.  Last year she provided 
data to this Committee about WOS appointments in the colleges (not including visiting or regular 
faculty).  She did not include the Academic Health Center colleges because its task force was soon to 
begin work looking at non-paid appointments.  Assistant Vice President Brandt and Mr. Owusu have 
joined the Committee today to present the result of the work of the task force.  Ms. Wilhelmson indicated 
she would, later in the discussion, present a set of recommendations for handling WOS appointments 
developed in light of the outcomes of the AHC task force and previous work done.  She then drew the 
attention of Committee members to the data on WOS appointments.  She said that she had asked colleges 
to look at their WOS appointments, identify those no longer current, and, clean up those that are not.   It 
was learned that they included a number of people no longer affiliated with the University (and some who 
were deceased) 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
* 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. 
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COLLEGE MARCH 2007 OCT 2008 OCT 2009 

SR VP for Academic Affairs 35 - 1 

Academic Health Center- Shared 9 5 16 

Biological Sciences, College of 33 17 42 

Dentistry, School of 101 96 115 

Design, College of 5 3 3 

Duluth School of Medicine 282 268 307 

Education & Human Devel, Coll of 73 129 164 

Food, Agri, and Nat Rsrc Sci, Coll of 190 133 176 

Law School 3 1 1 

Liberal Arts, College of 104 56 92 

Medical School 3552 2473 2444 
Management, Curtis L Carlson 
School of

22 23 10 

Nursing, School of 217 225 25 

Pharmacy, College of 290 292 292 

Public Health, School of 90 80 120 

Research - - 1 

Technology, Institute of 35 28 36 
Undergraduate Education- 
Military/ROTC

- 51 54 

UM - Rochester - - 13 

Veterinary Medicine, College of 25 24 20 

TOTAL WOS  
not including regular or visiting 
faculty 

5,066 3,904 
 

3,932 
 

 
TOTAL                                               
Non-AHC Colleges 500 441 593 

TOTAL                                           
AHC Colleges 4,566 3,463 3,339 
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 There were a number of reasons that the WOS appointments issue was raised, Ms. Wilhelmson 
related; they included concern about the widespread use professorial-rank titles beyond their use for 
regular faculty and contract, temporary, or visiting faculty and what the use of those titles communicated, 
a desire to differentiate WOS professorial rank appointments from regular, contract, temporary, or visiting 
faculty appointments, a lack of policy/guidelines addressing permissible reasons for use of WOS 
appointments (which has led to some degree of inappropriate use of these appointments), and a lack of 
specific information on requirements around use of the title to which the individual is appointed.  As the 
work started, she looked to identify permissible reasons for WOS appointments and reviewed the existing 
appointments to be sure they are current. 
 
 Her office surveyed the colleges on why they use WOS titles, Ms. Wilhelmson reported, while 
the AHC appointed the task force to examine how they are handled and how recognition is given to those 
with WOS appointments.  The task force had some guiding questions: 
 
--  How much service is expected if someone is given a WOS appointment? 
--  Individuals must use the professorial title 
 
 Dr. Brandt and Mr. Owusu next explained the work of the task force.  When they went into the 
work, Dr. Brandt explained, they had a fixed idea from the world of the AHC:  those who hold WOS 
appointments are preceptors for students.  Mr. Owusu reported that Senior Vice President Cerra and Vice 
President Carrier had charged the task force; he and Dr. Brandt co-chaired it.  It included both faculty and 
human-resources representatives from all AHC schools.  What they learned about WOS appointments in 
the AHC, he said, is that there is nothing predictable or consistent about their use—and that the schools 
were using 20 different PeopleSoft appointment codes.   
 
 Professor Kleiner recalled a story about a faculty member at Northwestern University who had a 
100%-time appointment with no salary.  Are there such appointments here?  They did not find any, Dr. 
Brandt said.  Most are assistant professors, but they do have non-paid faculty members with NIH grants at 
affiliated hospitals.  Are there any outside the AHC, Professor Kleiner asked?  There could be, Ms. 
Wilhelmson said, because there are assistant, associate, and full professors on WOS appointments.  The 
concern, she repeated, is that if they used their professorial titles, it could look to the outside like they are 
regular faculty. 
 
 Mr. Owusu noted, in the data that Ms. Wilhelmson provided, that the AHC has decreased the 
number of WOS appointments by about 1200.  One significant driver of the work of the task force was 
the cost of these appointments:  it costs about $2,000 per appointment in PeopleSoft to cover the use of 
the libraries and the cost of information technology, so the schools and centers in the AHC were paying 
about $9 million in cost-pool charges for approximately 4500 WOS appointments. 
 
 Mr. Owusu reviewed the findings of the task force, which found, inter alia, that colleges had their 
own processes that ranged from formal to informal, some have committees, there is variability in 
appointment types, and that it is important to recognize the significant and voluntary contributions of 
these people to the University teaching, research and service missions. 
 
 The task force made recommendations about the taxonomy of types of appointments.  While 
"significant and continuous service earns the title 'faculty,'" the definition is actually determined by the 
tenure code.  [See http://www1.umn.edu/regents/policies/humanresources/FacultyTenure.html, Section 3.]  
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In order to distinguish the WOS faculty from regular faculty (tenured or tenure-track), they recommend 
use of the term "community-based faculty" for the classification, rather than "non-paid" or WOS.  Senior 
Vice President Cerra and Vice President Carrier charged the task force to develop consistent appointment 
criteria across the AHC.  In the end, they determined that specific criteria would be very difficult and 
would not serve each school well.  The task force therefore developed categories that needed to be 
addressed in a school plan for community-based faculty appointment, Mr. Owusu said, and they are 
beginning to do so after being charged by Senior Vice President Cerra. 
 
 The task force also recommended that the responsibility for these appointments rests with the 
dean.  In the schools, there should be formal faculty review and recommendation for appointment (to the 
dean).  Appointments should be no longer than three years, and there should be a review before any 
reappointment is made, with not more than three years between reviews. The individuals appointed must 
be entered in the PeopleSoft system.  The task force recommends the requirement they be appointed even 
in light of the cost per WOS appointment; the colleges need to be serious about the appointments and 
have to pay continuous attention to them.  
 
 The task force also noted that the University uses the term adjunct, which can cause confusion 
with individuals who hold internal joint appointments.  The issue of promotion is with the purview of the 
college or school.  They recommend reducing the PeopleSoft coding options from 20 to 3:  "Type A. 
Primary responsibilities pertain to service to students through instruction in credit courses on campus or 
through distance learning.  Type U. Primary responsibilities to teach students in experiential learning in 
the faculty member's clinical practice or community site, e.g., preceptors.  Type Z. Non-credit 
teaching/other professional work.  Sometimes schools engage distinguished and influential people on 
advisory boards or to provide one or two presentations.  The task force recognized the value these 
individuals bring to the school, but determined these individuals should not be considered faculty.  The 
schools do on occasion need to recognize community members, Mr. Owusu said, because they have 
played significant roles, but they should not receive faculty titles or WOS appointments.  Rather the 
schools should use a title like, "Distinguished (insert school/college) Fellow" honorary title that carries no 
benefits and is not an official appointment, only a title given in recognition of a relationship. 
 
 Senior Vice President Cerra has now charged each of the AHC schools to develop plans for 
community-based faculty that must include the credentials required, the mission, and criteria for ranks, if 
used.  The appointment process must identify the types to be used (A, U, Z) to achieve the school's 
mission, regular faculty review and recommendation criteria, a database and tracking systems, periodic 
appointment and performance-review strategies, and a faculty development and recognition plan. 
 
 Professor Fulkerson asked what would distinguish community-based faculty from regular faculty.  
Dr. Brandt said they are referred to as community-based faculty, but their official title would be adjunct 
assistant professor, adjunct associate professor, or adjunct professor. 
 
 There must be expectations for service, including dealing with University compliance issues (e.g., 
HIPPA), and a communication plan.  These people are giving service to the University for free, so they 
want to be sure there is an annual letter of thanks and a certificate recognizing community-based faculty 
so they know they are part of the University.  There also needs to be other rewards and recognitions 
(dinners, awards, etc.), and making them aware the University offers other benefits, such as a bookstore 
discount.  The $2000 charge does pay for things, such as access to the libraries and an email account, 
something the schools may neglect to inform the community-based faculty that they have.   
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 Professor Bornsztein asked what promotion tracks are available to community-based faculty.  
Each school develops its own, Dr. Brandt said, and some do not use one.   
 
 Professor Kleiner asked what vetting process is used to individuals awarded these appointments.  
If someone is unscrupulous, or incompetent, they could damage the University's reputation.  That process 
will also rest with the schools, Dr. Brandt said.  And if they receive no salary, Professor Kleiner 
continued, what incentive do they have not to engage in unacceptable behavior?  The colleges must 
decide, Dr. Brandt said.  There have been incidents and the University has had little recourse; this will 
clean up the system.   
 
 Professor Hanna asked if there will be a template for a letter of appointment.  Vice President 
Carrier said that suggestions for the letter include stressing the importance of using the full title and not 
compressing it to "professor."  At least the University can set out that expectation.  There is a template 
letter on the Human Resources website for appointing term faculty, which includes adjunct faculty, Ms. 
Wilhelmson reported, and the first item deals with use of the title.  There has been a culture change in 
getting people to follow the template, Mr. Owusu said; now all appointment letters go through the dean, 
whereas before the departments did as they saw fit. 
 
 Professor Bornsztein reminded the Committee that one cannot forget that community-based 
faculty play a very important role in the Medical School.  Reducing the categories of appointment to three 
and adding structure will help.  Dr. Brandt agreed and pointed out the Medical School could not deliver 
its educational program without community-based faculty.  In the third and fourth year of the Medical 
School curriculum, students work with these faculty—and the University does not pay them, so how it 
recognizes, honors, and appoints them is important.  This plan goes a long way to centralizing the process 
and making it more consistent. 
 
 Is the goal to establish a framework for all of the University's colleges and campuses, Professor 
Hanna asked It is, Ms. Wilhelmson said; to set expectations for the appointment and what is to be done to 
formalize it.  She noted the recommendations that had been included in the handout.   
 
The reasons for those appointed for instructional purposes: 
 
1. To provide for a courtesy faculty appointment to individuals who provide teaching effort and who work 
for an agency or firm with whom a contract for teaching/other professional service is held (e.g., an 
architectural firm). 
2. To indicate a teaching appointment where an external entity is paying for the work.  Example: Naval 
Science and other military organizations—the government pays the salary of the people doing the 
teaching.   
3. To appoint an individual (e.g., retiree from a corporation) who is volunteering to teach a course. 
4. To assist at times with instruction; does not teach entire course. 
5. To appoint individuals who are providing "on the job" instruction and oversight for professionals-in-
training (e.g., Medical School preceptors). 
 
It is proposed that the faculty appointed for these purposes would have professorial rank titles with the 
adjunct or adjunct teaching prefix – e.g., Adjunct Assistant Professor (9403A) or Adjunct Teaching 
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Assistant Professor (9402AT).  P&A staff would hold the title Teaching Specialist (9754), Senior 
Teaching Specialist (9771), Lecturer (9753), or Senior Lecturer (9770); Clinical Preceptor (9756). 
 
The reason for those appointed for research purposes: 
 
1. To provide University privileges to research collaborators who are not employees of the University. 
2. To provide University privileges to foreign visitors, often named "visiting scholars". 
3.  To provide a faculty title to a P&A employee who is submitting a grant proposal.  There is a 
perception that some granting agencies require individuals to have a faculty title (some agencies require a 
faculty appointment). 
 
Faculty appointed for these purposes would carry professorial rank with the adjunct or adjunct research 
prefix – e.g., Adjunct Assistant Professor (9403A) or Adjunct Research Associate Professor (9402AR); 
P&A staff would hold the title Visiting Scholar (97XX), a proposed new classification. 
 
For those appointed for other purposes, to serve on the U of M Graduate Faculty (committee member 
and/or advisor), the individual would carry the title Grad School Committee Member (9996). 
 
 Professor Kleiner noted that the Humphrey Institute appoints a number of people to teach, and 
some are given the title Fellow.  That is still a possibility, Ms. Wilhelmson said, but this proposal 
provides consistency in appointments. 
 
 Ms. Wilhelmson asked if the Committee was comfortable with these recommendations.  It 
mirrors what the AHC intends to do.  Professor Fulkerson asked about the title proposed for P&A 
research associates applying for grants.  Dr. Brandt said that is a problem in the AHC.  Ms. Wilhelmson 
said the title to be used for this WOS appointment would be Adjunct Research Assistant Professor. 
  

Professor Kleiner asked what the objection might be to using the Fellow title, since it is not 
professorial.  In the AHC, some accreditation standards require the faculty title and an oversight plan, Dr. 
Brandt said.  Ms. Wilhelmson said that colleges would be allowed to use dual titles and can so indicate in 
their personnel plans (e.g., Lecturer and Assistant Professor).  Her only hesitancy about Fellow, she said, 
is not an operational issue, but if there were a report from the Humphrey Institute, they would want 
consistency only because they would not know if the appointments were without salary or not fit the 
college plan. 

 
Dr. Carrier recalled that the University made the decision in 2001 that instructional roles filled by 

people who are not faculty would be given the titles Lecturer and Teaching Specialist, and the vast 
majority of instructional non-faculty are in those two ranks.  The Humphrey Institute had the Fellow title 
well-established, however, and it was not changed. 

 
Ms. Wilhelmson next outlined the concept for a plan to be adopted as colleges and departments 

use WOS appointments. 
 

Expectations for Service: 
a) Defined acceptable level of service to warrant a "without" salary appointment. 
b) Compliance with established University and collegiate/departmental parameters and policy. 
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Appointment Criteria --- minimum appointment threshold: 
a) Credentials/licensure 
b) Competencies 
c) Rank-specific criteria, if used 

 
Appointment Parameters: 

a) Use of permissible job codes/titles and appointment types consistent with the reason for the 
appointment. 

b) Duration of appointment typically one year, but no longer than three. 
 
Communication with Appointee, Letter Outlining: 

1) Specific appointment detail (official University classification, working title (optional), term 
(length) of appointment) 

2) Compliance (appropriate use of title, etc.) 
3) Responsibilities 
4) Performance expectations 
5) Benefits that accompany a WOS appointment (e.g., e-mail/internet account, U Card, various 

discounts) 
 
Performance Review Strategy: 

a) For adjunct appointments, follow process outlined in the Administrative Policy: Academic 
Appointments with Teaching Functions. 

b) For other appointments, establish an abbreviated process to ensure the quality of those holding 
these appointments. 

 
Promotion Criteria: 

a) If promotions are permitted, criteria for moving from one professorial rank to another are needed. 
 
Recognition: 

 Certificate 
 Other --- non-monetary 

 
Professor Litman said the parameters should include whether an appointment is renewable.  They 

are, Ms. Wilhelmson said.   
 
 Mr. Croce asked if the PeopleSoft charge is annual or one-time; it is annual, Dr. Brandt said.  The 

colleges are charged.  That is part of the cost-pool budget model, Professor Hanna observed.  They have 
argued that these people do not use the email system as much but have not gotten much traction on the 
point, Dr. Brandt said.  The numbers have gone down, and it has been painful telling people they are no 
longer affiliated with a department, but cost has been the reason. 

 
 Professor Hanna said that Ms. Wilhelmson could take suggestions from Committee members and 

then draft a University-wide policy.  Ms. Wilhelmson said they might be guidelines, but she would bring 
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them to the Human Resources leaders in each of the colleges.  Professor Hanna said it makes sense to 
have consistent guidelines.   

 
 In light of Senator Grassley's interest in corporate payment to doctors, Professor Hanna 

commented, what if someone has a WOS appointment at the University?  Professor Kleiner said that the 
University is giving a lot of its reputational capital to these individuals, so this question needs to be taken 
into account before the appointments are given out. 

 
 Professor Hanna thanked Dr. Brandt and Mr. Owusu for joining the meeting and adjourned it at 

4:20. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


