
Minutes∗ 
 

SENATE FACULTY AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 
Thursday, January 6, 1994 

3:15 - 5:15 
238 Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present:  Carl Adams (chair), Carole Bland, Carol Carrier, Mary Dempsey, Ann Erickson, Daniel 

Feeney, Audrey Grosch, Richard McGehee, Dianne Mulvihill, Michael Sadowsky, 
Bernard Selzler, James Stone 

 
Regrets: Daniel Canafax, Morris Kleiner, George Seltzer, W. Donald Spring, Yang Wang 
 
Absent:  Rose Brewer, Roger Feldman, Judith Gaston, Roger Paschke, Phuong Phan 
 
Guest:  Mark Brenner 
 
 
1.   Chair's Report 
 
 Professor Adams said that the Mandatory Retirement controversy has been resolved to the mutual 
satisfaction of all parties involved.  The letter sent out by SCFA on this matter was received by the 
appropriate parties.  The chair then opened up discussion on the broader issue (tabled at the last meeting) 
on the handling of sensitive faculty issues by the administration.  The problems tend to center around 
compensation concerns.  A committee member said that lifting the Mandatory Retirement Policy as 
passed by the full Senate in 1991 should stand, and the committee should support that all faculty required 
to retire since then should be allowed to retain their jobs.  Another member said that such problems are 
harmful to faculty morale.  A member mentioned that the Senate is an advisory point, and that not all 
resolutions are accepted by the Board of Regents.  On the other hand, the faculty should be able to expect 
a collegial relationship between themselves and the administration by reaching mutual understanding on 
Senate resolutions which are not implemented.  It was mentioned that the administration is now required 
to respond to any Senate action forwarded to them within 90 days.  The chair asked for suggestions of an 
appropriate action for the committee to make.   
 
 Another member mentioned that both sides of the issue should be presented before SCFA takes 
any particular stand.  Only the faculty side of the case has been presented to the committee to date.  
Several recommendations were made on how to address this issue.  These included: 
 
- flushing out the facts through investigation of this case and similar cases 
- looking at why the administration chose not to adhere to the resolution 
- developing a task force dealing with the faculty-administration relationship as it relates to 

compensation 
- setting aside a meeting with central administrators and SCFA to "clear the air" 
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 Associate Vice President Carol Carrier was asked her opinion on the matter.  She said that the 
administration is aware of morale problems among all employee groups, and that airing these concerns 
may be a good idea.  The Chair agreed with a committee member that SCFA would need to discuss this in 
more detail before meeting with the key administrators.  The committee should also send the 
administrators a detailed agenda if such a meeting is set. 
 
2.   U2000 and Faculty Involvement   
 
 A committee member said that the current document includes a set of statements that declare 
faculty will be involved in strategic planning.  The missing factor here is that there is not any sense of 
structure about how this will be conducted.  There is a concern that some of these urging will not produce 
results, not only at the unit level, but also at the cluster level.  Another member said that any questions 
raised about faculty affairs during the planning process should be brought before SCFA (i.e., issues of 
tenure).  The chair asked for another letter to be sent to the FCC.   
 
 A member mentioned that there are three aspects of the planning: 
 

1.   The governance structure 
2.   The unit planning 
3.   The cluster planning 
 

 It was asked how the cluster planning was progressing.  These groups of common interest are 
currently being encouraged to interact without any guidelines, and are unsure of how to do so.  One 
member would like to encourage discussion by which this interaction could developed.  It was mentioned 
that the planners in the collegiate units and faculty senators could interact for the purpose of facilitating 
the development of structures.  A member thought this was a good idea as long as the senators were used 
as consultants only.  The chair reminded that SCFA is not meant to devise planning processes, but simply 
is interested in helping to make sure that faculty are involved in the strategic planning process. 
 
 The letter to the FCC was to contain the following: 
 
- Faculty Senate support for the document was conditional on including strong faculty involvement 
- SCFA believes that the U2000 planning directions to the units and clusters should identify the 

minimum structure, mechanisms, and time lines all units are expected to follow to involve faculty 
- The structure, mechanisms, and time line to involve faculty in planning decisions about cluster 

and unit levels should be identified 
- If University-wide issues such as tenure are addressed in unit or cluster plans, the planning 

directions should provide instructions on how to involve the appropriate existing faculty 
governance structures, for example the Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs 

 
3.   Report of the Ad Hoc Committee on Facilitating Transition for Maturing Faculty   
 
 The chair explained that the intent of this document is to look over items associated with 
retirement issues, and then present suggestions to the administration.  The administration could then take 
initiative to work on this issues knowing what SCFA's opinions were.   
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 The following information summarizes the contents of this document.  There are three main 
categories in this issue: 
 

1.   Income 
2.   Health care 
3.   Connection to the University 
 

 Within these three items are two different groups of faculty: 
 

a.   Those who are near retirement 
   b.   Those who are some distance from retirement 
 
 The combination of maintaining connection for those who are not near retirement is not relevant.  
Therefore, there are five combinations which this document presents for the administration to considered: 
 

For those who are near retirement -  
1.   The University should take actions that increase the flexibility of the faculty in 

maintaining an adequate income in retirement and to provide concrete 
encouragement to the faculty to take the risks associated with retirement 

2.   The University should take actions that manage the major risks in health care 
cost 

3. The University should take actions that ensure significant connection 
opportunities 

 
For those with significant time to prepare - 

4.   The University should take actions that assist the faculty in managing their health 
care risks 

5. The University should expand its efforts to aid faculty in providing for sufficient 
retirement income - for example, providing financial advice from outside vendors 

 
 This document will be forwarded to Vice President Infante after some final corrections are made.  
It will also be presented to SCFA again for suggestions which could be sent directly to the Vice President. 
 
4.   Continued Discussion of the Conflict of Interest Policy   
 
 The chair described that the December 15 draft of the policy will appear as a general publication 
to all faculty for input.  Discussion can continue by SCFA until the FCC takes action on the policy at their 
February 3 meeting.  The chair introduced Mark Brenner who asked for input from SCFA on some 
controversial items. 
 
 Definition of "FAMILY" on lines 304-305 presents some problems, said Dr. Brenner.  This 
definition is quite inclusive at this time.  Some faculty will have a difficult time determining the financial 
holdings of their parents or children living in other areas of the country as required by the current 
definition.  On the other hand, faculty could work toward passing on benefits to their heirs if disclosure is 
not required.  In between these two points is the federal definition of family which includes "you, your 
spouse, and other dependents you claim on your IRS form."  Dr. Brenner asked the committee for 
suggestions on how to create the most appropriate definition.  One member recommended using the IRS 
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definition, but also including that faculty members disclose the financial interest of all "FAMILY" 
members who may present a relational interest.  If one does not know the financial interest of a 
"FAMILY" member, and discovers later that a relational interest exists, the faculty member simply must 
disclose the information within 30 days and then make any necessary corrections.  In such a case, action 
would not be taken against them.  Dr. Brenner said that this needs to be put in writing in the document to 
protect future faculty in these situations. 
 
 The next issue Dr. Brenner covered was the review process, and the personnel involved in such 
reviews.  Category I activities are acceptable and need no review.  Category II are those activities which 
potentially may involve a conflict of interest.  Category III are those activities which are prohibited 
because a conflict of interest does exist.  Therefore, review exists only for Category II items.  Category II-
A consists of cases where only a royalty strain may exist.  In this type of situation, the department head 
determines the course of action.  The dean considers the department head's recommendation and approves 
it, or refers it to the Category II-B review process.  The department head is the determining responsible 
individual in Category II-A cases.  Category II-B consists of situations where an academic employee 
possesses equity in a company, holds an executive position with a company, performs extensive 
consulting, etc.  In these situations the department head recommends a course of action to the dean.  The 
dean is the determining entity at this level.  The dean determines a course of action or seeks advice from 
the Conflict of Review Committee.  Dr. Brenner said that there will be a number of these committees 
organized mostly at the cross college/cluster level.  Some colleges may have their own (i.e. the medical 
school) but 25% of those within the committee must be from outside the college or cluster related to the 
case.  The Review Committee makes recommendations to the dean on how an activity should proceed.  A 
SCFA member asked if a grievance can be applied in this process.  Dr. Brenner said that the document 
has no stipulations on this matter, although there is an appeal process listed within the document though.   
 
 The review activities will be conducted on an continual basis.  A summary of all these actions are 
to be summarized on an annual basis for each cluster's vice president and then reviewed by the 
Public/Private Partnership Committee (PPPC) appointed by Dean Anne Petersen.  This committee would 
also be available to advise the Conflict Review Committee on cases it found particularly complicated.  
This role for the PPPC was supported by a number of SCFA members.  The PPPC is made up of 25% 
University personnel, and 75% from outside of the U, including business CEOs, legislators, and 
individuals from the medical and high-tech industries.  A SCFA member said that inloading could be a 
problem within the these committees by those who determine selection.  Dr. Brenner asked that the 
committee give the idea some thought, and then send him a note.   
 
 Dr. Brenner brought up one last point saying that there is currently no distinction in the document 
between "ACADEMIC EMPLOYEES" who are part-time and those who are full-time.  According to 
federal policy the University's document should cover all those who have the potential of influencing the 
outcome of an activity.  It was proposed that part-time academic personnel would need to disclose only if 
they thought there was a potential for a conflict of interest.   
 
 The chair presented several final concerns in regards to the document: 
 
- The issue of potential conflict verses actual conflict of interest 
- Under the area of annual disclosure, does an academic employee need to disclose on everything 

that may appear to involve a conflict of interest even though there is not? 
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- Line 202 states that certain administrators may ask for additional information.  This needs to be 

limited so that the privacy of academic employees could be maintained in a reasonable manner 
 
 The committee continued to discuss various issues related to the conflict of interest document.   
 
 The meeting was adjourned at 5:15 p.m. 
 
      - Kevin Gormley 
 
University of Minnesota 


