Minutes”

Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs
Thursday, April 2, 1992
3:15-5:15 p.m.

Regents Room, 238 Morrill Hall

Present: Avner Ben-Ner (chair), Carl Adams, Ann Bailly, Mary Dempsey, Ann Fallon, Daniel
Feeney, Roger Feldman, Richard Goldstein, Audrey Grosch, Morris Kleiner, Steve
Laursen, Diane Mulvihill, Donald Rasmusson, Bernard Selzler, W. Donald Spring,
Michael Wade

Guests: Robert Fahnhorst, E. F. Infante

CHAIR'S REPORT

Professor Ben-Ner convened the meeting at 3:15 p.m. He reported that the Board of Regents
voted not to separate from the State of Minnesota health plan and that a meeting has been scheduled to
discuss where the University should go from here. Included will be Senior Vice President Bob Erickson
and representatives from various University groups. Anyone with suggestions was encouraged to forward
them to Professor Ben-Ner.

REPORT OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON BENEFITS OTHER THAN RETIREMENT AND
HEALTH PLANS

Professor Rasmusson, chair of the Subcommittee, presented two items for discussion and action:

1. Disability Insurance Benefit for Faculty

Professor Rasmusson reminded committee members that SCFA studied the disability policy
during 1990-91 and at that time recommended some changes, two of which were adopted by central
administration. They included raising the monthly disability maximum benefit from $3,250 to $4,000 and
changing the offset for partial disability for those who return to work from 60% to 50%. A third
recommendation regarding a cost-of-living adjustment was considered too expensive. Professor
Rasmusson said the Subcommittee reviewed whether additional modifications were necessary at this time,
and concluded they were not. It seemed unwise, he said, to ask for additional changes in the program at a
time when the University is experiencing financial constraints. He said the Subcommittee was concerned,
however, whether the 60% monthly salary disability benefit is fair for faculty with small salaries. The
monthly benefit for faculty is 60% of salary with a maximum cap of $4,000. He also said the
Subcommittee did not address the philosophical issue of whether the disability benefit should be the same
for all faculty versus the current policy which provides larger benefits through longer-term faculty.

One person asked if the Subcommittee had considered whether individuals who are beyond the
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cap could receive a larger disability benefit if they were willing to pay for it. Professor Rasmusson said
that kind of benefit would be very expensive and he was not sure whether the University as an
organization would be able to negotiate such an option. The Subcommittee agreed to look into that
possibility and report back to SCFA.

With no further discussion, a motion was approved to accept the recommendation of the
Subcommittee that the current disability policy remain in effect.

2. Accrual of VVacation Days

Professor Rasmusson said his Subcommittee had been asked to review the number of vacation
days 12-month faculty can accumulate and came to the conclusion that no change was justified, even
though civil service employees have a larger accrual maximum than faculty. He then asked Professor
Grosch, who initiated the question, if she would like to comment. She said it had come to her attention
that many 12-month faculty are losing vacation days because they are unable to use them due to
understaffing, and that the problem is becoming worse with the increasing terminations and retrenchment
of positions. Current policy, she said, allows for a maximum of 22 days to be accumulated with no
accrual beyond one year. She cited the following policy from the 1980 faculty handbook which was in
force until recently:

A regents policy provides that faculty on full time A-based twelve month appointments
earn 2 days of vacation for a full month of service for a total of 22 days per year. Vacation
leave may not be taken until 11 full months of service are completed. It is normally taken at
the end of the year in which itis earned. Vacations are to be taken at the convenience of
the department. Unused vacation does not entitle the faculty member to extra pay.
Vacation days in excess of one-year are not cumulative. If the use of vacation days must be
postponed for more than the equivalent of one quarter into the subsequent year the matter
must be agreed upon in writing between the academic employee and the department head
and a copy of the agreement must be sent to the Academic Affairs office. . ."

Professor Rasmusson said he was not familiar with the 1980 policy and questioned whether
reinstating the former language would solve the problem Professor Grosch raised. Moreover, if there is a
continual shortage of faculty to take up the workload while others are on vacation, extending the accrual
period will not solve that problem.

Discussion of the issue will continue at a later SCFA meeting.

DISCUSSION WITH PROVOST INFANTE ON SABBATICAL PROGRAMS AND OTHER
FACULTY ISSUES

Professor Ben-Ner welcomed Provost Infante to the discussion. With regard to the sabbatical
program, Professor Ben-Ner reminded committee members that SCFA and the Faculty Consultative
Committee had approved, and forwarded to central administration, a recommendation that faculty be
allowed to take a leave for one year with two-thirds of full salary or two quarters with three-fourths of full
salary.
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Provost Infante said the University wants to encourage faculty usage of the sabbatical programs,
but history shows that many faculty have not taken advantage of them. Obviously, financial constraints
play an important role in faculty decisions and costs play an important role for the University. In the past
the financial burden for sabbaticals has usually fallen on the departments and the colleges have done little
to supplement the program. This, obviously, puts greater limitations on the smaller and younger
departments. Provost Infante said he has begun discussions with the deans about absorbing some of the
costs of sabbaticals, and hopes to get their assurance and, in some cases, academic affairs assurance, to
provide "banking" of dollars to assure implementation of the policy. He said the University is going to
have to "carve" out the programs it feels are important, not only in the area of sabbaticals, but other areas
as well.

When asked if the Provost intended to move forward, in concert with the deans, to implement the
sabbatical program, he said his intention was to examine both the sabbatical and the single-quarter leave
programs. His preference would be to have a more flexible program and one that was disassociated from
a fixed number of years. There are many faculty, he said, who are not able to be away for a long period
of time and would prefer a shorter leave. As an indication of the administration's commitment to the
sabbatical program, he cited the policy that was negotiated with the unionized UMD faculty.

One committee member encouraged resolution of this issue and asked when the Provost might
have a proposal for SCFA's review. The Provost assured the committee that by summer's end, he will
bring a proposal to it.

Provost Infante next shared with the committee the news that the University's budget will most
likely be cut by $16-$17 million instead of the projected $25 million. Even $16-$17 million, he said, is
going to be very difficult to absorb, especially in view of certain expenses that have already been
identified for next year, such as the steam plant and eliminating the notch step in the Faculty Retirement
Plan. He expressed additional concern about the potential for a "third" cut by the State next year.

PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL AND SALARY INCREASES WORKING GROUP

Discussion moved on to the compensation issue, which was continued from the March 12
meeting. Professor Ben-Ner summarized SCFA's general feeling (from the March 12 discussion) that the
Working Group's proposal did not reflect the views of the members of the Working Group who did not
participate in its drafting and that it did not address some important faculty issues. He reported that since
the March 12 meeting, he had participated in two meetings to discuss the compensation proposal. The
first discussion included Professor Morris Kleiner, Professor Thomas Scott, Associate Vice President
Carol Carrier, Associate Vice President Robert Kvavik, and Professor Ben-Ner and focused on
clarification of the issues.

The second meeting was with the Faculty Consultative Committee (FCC), at which Professor
Ben-Ner conveyed SCFA's discussion of March 12. Because of the importance of the compensation
issue, FCC hoped SCFA could come to a timely resolution of it. Highlighting some of FCC's discussion,
Professor Ben-Ner said FCC members expressed concern about adopting a structured system like the
step-system. All FCC members commended the idea of making the process more participatory and open.
Some FCC members said their departments practice of mixing the annual reviews with the five-year
reviews works well because the cycle of research does not always coincide with annual reviews and,
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therefore, faculty members who are working on long-term projects may be under-compensated at the
annual evaluation rate. In addition, annual reviews alone may give negative incentives to faculty for
quick publications. Five-year evaluations allow for broader evaluation and an opportunity to make
adjustments for mishaps that may have taken place. FCC also discussed the idea of minimum salary
floors, for which there was little support because of their tendency to compensate for poor performance.
One suggestion was to enhance equity by comparing salaries of U of M departments with those in
comparable departments at other universities.

Professor Kleiner, Chair of the Working Group, said his committee had two major objectives: 1)
to make sure that faculty members have a voice in the salary determination process, and 2) to consider
salary levels. Moreover, he said, the document was intended to establish general principles and, if
approved, a committee would be established to implement them. The implementing committee would
then be responsible for looking at such things as compression, salary floors, etc.

It was then moved and seconded that SCFA accept the document presented at the March 12
meeting. Professor Ben-Ner opened the floor for discussion.

Discussion focused primarily on the language relating to the standards and process to be used for
determining salary increases. One person said he did not feel a system should be adopted that requires
elaborate justification for giving either a very low or very high salary adjustment because he did not feel
many administrators will take the time to do a proper evaluation.

Another questioned the use of the word "standards™ in relation to performance, and the
implication that units will need to define what those standards are. He felt defining standards of
performance are often times understood and implicit and that it would be difficult to define them.
Suggestions for alternative language included:

1. faculty members in each unit must be provided with information on the process used to
determine individual salary increases

2. the criteria for determining salary increases shall be those used for promotion and tenure

3. each unit will be expected to develop a procedure and a statement of criteria within the
department that is developed by the faculty in the department, and a statement will be
provided to individual faculty

The third option appeared most favored. It was also suggested that the document include a
provision that requires periodic review of the criteria by the faculty.

Another member brought up the issue of "standardization of methods"--what is rewarded and
what is not, and how it is rewarded. He reiterated his frustration that the issue of "compression™ was not
addressed in the document.

One person said he could not endorse a document that did not explicitly say that faculty will
determine the standards and process used for salary increases.
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Professor Kleiner said the Working Group's expectation was that the criteria would be jointly
negotiated between the administrators and the faculty. The document does not, however, say that.

When asked about the 3-5 year review, Professor Kleiner said the Working Group found that the
one year review can identify non-performers as well as the 3-5 year review and they can be conducted in
a shorter period of time. The one-year reviews would not include outside letters or the kind of detail the
3-4 year reviews require. If this is the case, then some SCFA members felt it was even more important
that faculty establish the criteria.

It should be noted that not all SCFA members opposed the document. Some spoke in favor of it
and the ability of department heads to establish appropriate criteria.

Due to the lateness of the hour, the committee agreed to ask the Working Group, in consultation
with other SCFA members, to revise the document and bring it back for discussion and, hopefully,
resolution at the April 23 meeting.

The meeting was adjourned at 5:15 p.m.

--Martha Kvanbeck

University of Minnesota



