
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs 
Tuesday, January 26, 2010 

2:30 – 4:15 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Kathryn Hanna (chair), Marilyn Bruin, Arlene Carney, Carol Carrier, Dann Chapman, 

Vladimir Cherkassky, Randy Croce, Morris Kleiner, Holly Littlefield, Theodor Litman, 
Karen Miksch, Rebecca Ropers-Huilman, Jason Shaw, George Sheets, Geoffrey Sirc, 
Roderick Squires, James Wojtaszek 

 
Absent:  Ben Bornsztein, Barbara Elliott, Jayne Fulkerson, Jessica Reinitz 
 
Guests: Vice President Kathryn Brown (Chief of Staff, Office of the President), Susan Rafferty, 

Nan Wilhelmson (Office of the Vice President for Human Resources), Lynn Zentner 
(Compliance Office), Kathryn Stuckert (Office of the President) 

 
[In these minutes:  (1) budget letter from the President; (2) revision to Regents policy on individual 
conflicts of interest; (3) policy changes; (4) budget issues] 
 
 
1. Budget Letter from the President 
 
 Professor Hanna convened the meeting at 2:35 and announced that Vice President Brown, slated 
to discuss proposed changes to the Regents' policy on individual conflict of interest, agreed to discuss 
instead the recent letter from the President to the University community about the budget situation and 
options being considered. 
 
 Vice President Brown explained that the letter was a way to inform the University community 
where things stand in the budget-planning process.  A letter will go from Vice President Pfutzenreuter to 
RRC managers (e.g., deans), and the compact discussions with the colleges are coming up.  They wanted 
to be sure that everyone had the information about what will happen.  The letter lays the groundwork for 
the budget instructions that will go out.   
 
 Vice President Brown commented that it is hardly necessary to tell everyone that this will be a 
very challenging budget.  The University could face an additional cut for next year and the economy is 
not bouncing back quickly.  There is also the confluence of other challenges, such as the 27-pay-periods 
(from legal and equity perspectives, the administration has decided that all employees eligible for the 27th 
pay period will be paid, and that adds another pay period to the next fiscal year) and under-recovery in the 
fringe pool.  In past years, the University could smooth out this one-time 27th pay period issue by using 
reserves, but with cash reserves tight and the possibility that the state will delay payments, thus reducing 
University earnings, it becomes more of a problem.   All these factors create budget difficulties. 
 
 The budget letter did propose a 2% salary increase, Ms. Brown noted.  The President believes in 
fairness to employees (not that some would receive a raise and others not); moreover, the increase is in 
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the University's biennial request and it intends to stick by that request.  From a management perspective, 
in order to retain employees the University must pay competitive salaries—and many of its competitors 
are giving increases next year (e.g., the Big Ten schools).  The President is of the view that if someone is 
to manage a unit, when a new employee comes in at a higher salary or there is a retention case, without 
compensation increases there is no way to even out those differences—and the longer the institution goes 
with a salary freeze, the larger those discrepancies become.  Furthermore, the outlook for the 2011-13 
biennium is not good, so the University needs to deliver increases this year. 
 
 Other elements of the budget letter included cuts to units, a tuition increase (4.4% for Minnesota 
undergraduates), and the possibility of furloughs.  As a budget strategy, furloughs provide money on a 
one-time basis, with no reduction in salaries, and help deal with the cash-flow situation.  They are taking 
a hard look at furloughs and Vice President Carrier is looking at various options, Ms. Brown reported; 
they want to be fair to all.  One element of a furlough plan could be requiring three days to be taken 
between Christmas and New Year (two days of that week are already University holidays).  Furloughs 
during that period could also allow closing the public offices of the University and saving money. 
 
 Professor Sirc asked if the President is thinking about the possible political fallout from providing 
a 2% salary increase.   It seems odd to have a 2% salary increase and furloughs.  It is a tough issue, Vice 
President Brown replied.  One of the local newspapers reported on K-12 education:  There are two kinds 
of increases, steps (which will go forward and which remain in an individual's base salary) and state-
delivered increases of 2%.  It is difficult to do exact comparisons, but state employees will be receiving 
about 2% increases because of steps and K-12 employees will receive steps plus an increase, so about the 
same as the University.  She noted that it will be a 2% increase in the compensation pool (the 
administration is not saying that everyone will receive the 2%; increases will be awarded in line with 
salary instructions from Vice President Carrier).   
 
 The message is challenging, Vice President Brown agreed.  The University will be giving raises, 
which increases employees'  base salaries, but may impose furloughs for employees which are one-time 
and do not reduce the salary base.   
 
 Professor Kleiner said he assumed the 2% raise and the 5-day furlough means employees come 
out about even.  Is there any precedent for furloughs at the University?  Ms. Brown thought not; the 
University has been fortunate in not having to use them in the past. 
 
 Professor Kulacki asked if individuals with federal contracts would be allowed to pay themselves 
in order to fulfill their obligations.  Vice President Carrier said they are looking at that question.  Vice 
President Brown said the University is sensitive to the question; it is an important issue.   
 
 Professor Hanna said she assumed the proposal would be brought back to the Committee when 
more details were available.  Vice President Carrier said it would.  This is the starting point of the 
discussion, Vice President Brown added.   
 
 Professor Hanna thanked Vice President Brown for joining the meeting and discussing the budget 
situation. 
 
2. Revisions to the Regents' Individual Conflict-of-Interest Policy 
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 Professor Hanna recalled that the Committee had discussed earlier in the year the proposed 
administrative policy on individual conflicts of interest.  The administration subsequently decided it 
would be best to look at the Board of Regents' policy first and then return to the administrative policy.  
She turned to Ms. Zentner to lead a discussion of the proposed amendments to the Board policy.  [It 
should be noted that the draft revisions presented here reflected suggestions from earlier meetings and 
that after the discussion recorded in these minutes and as a result of the discussion with the others, the 
policy underwent further revisions. These minutes do not contain the exact language of the policy draft at 
the time it was presented, but the proposed policy being presented to the Board of Regents in February 
can be found at: http://www1.umn.edu/regents/docket/2010/february/index.html ] 
 
 Ms. Zentner reported that as they gathered feedback since November on the draft administrative 
policy, they decided to look at the Regents' policy, a copy of which, with amendments, was provided to 
Committee members for this meeting.  She said that they have been consulting with other faculty groups 
and that the policy will be revised further as a result of those discussions.  The revisions will be brought 
to the Regents in February for discussion and action in March. 
 
 The Medical School proposed a conflict-of-interest policy during 2009; others were looking at the 
University's administrative policy at the same time, Ms. Zentner observed, and the decision was made that 
there should be an overarching administrative policy for everyone.  She reviewed the elements of the draft 
policy. 
 

They propose a "guiding principle" that encourages employees to engage in relationships with 
business entities to further the University's mission and that recognizes that there is the potential that 
professional judgment could be influenced by the existence of the relationship and result in personal gain.  
The principle declares that the integrity of the University's teaching, research, and outreach and public 
engagement activities is paramount and that the University must ensure that relationships between its 
employees and business entities are transparent, grounded in objectivity, and do not introduce bias into 
professional judgments or University job performance. 
 
The policy recognizes the value of collaborative relationships, Ms. Zentner explained, and also recognizes 
that they can give rise to conflicts of interest.  It provides that the conflicts can be managed so public 
confidence is not eroded. 
 
 The definition of covered individuals with whom this policy applies covers faculty and staff and 
two other categories of individuals, Ms. Zentner noted.  There was concern about the definition in the 
draft administrative policy about covered individuals because, among other reasons, it included adjuncts.  
As they looked at the language, they concluded that all who work at the University should have the same 
ethical obligations, but perhaps different obligations to report, for example, which will now be allowed by 
the delegations section. 
 
The definition of individual conflict of interest is critical language in that deals with activities that could 
influence one's University work for personal gain. 
 
 The definition of business entity is the same as the current policy. 
 
 The definition of immediate family member is different in that it is broadened to include "and any 
other family member who the covered individual reasonably knows may benefit personally from actions 
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taken by the covered individual on behalf of the University . . ."  This will capture a family member who 
has a business to which someone at the University could direct business, for example.  They may remove 
the word "immediate" from the language, given the change in the coverage. 
 

The section that addresses administrative oversight is essentially what is in place today, and 
covers internal reporting, disclosure, and compliance matters. Ms. Zentner said University employees 
may engage in activities that appear to have a conflict of interest, but only under an approved 
management plan.  If an employee violates the plan, he or she will be subject to sanctions. 
 
 The last section is the delegation of authority from the Board to the President and provides for 
administrative implementation of the Board policy. 
 
 Professor Squires suggested that since there is a conflict-management office that the policy use a 
different term.  He also inquired if the term is now "public engagement" rather than service.  Ms. Zentner 
said that Senior Vice President Jones sees outreach, public engagement, and service as different; it may be 
necessary to include both outreach and public engagement in the policy language.  But those terms are 
intended to cover "service." 
 
 This policy addresses potential conflicts with outside entities, Professor Cherkassky observed, but 
the University is so large that it is possible to have internal conflicts of interest (for example, a department 
chair who is also a center director may find it advantageous to have funds for the center flow through the 
department).  Is there anything in the document to deal with that kind of situation?  In cases where there is 
no personal gain, Ms. Zentner inquired?  One can direct research funds to oneself and to colleagues, 
Professor Cherkassky said.  She has not looked at that question since she came to the University, Ms. 
Zentner said.  They have talked about non-financial, non-business relationships that could appear to 
influence decisions, but they stepped back from the subject because it is so difficult to define the 
relationships. 
 
 Professor Kleiner suggested there is a loophole in definition of immediate family member, the 
word "knows":  One can claim one did not know.  Ms. Zentner said that conflict-of-interest management 
is based on the honor system; they must rely on the REPA forms and expect people to report. 
 
 Dr. Littlefield inquired if the REPA in February would be new.  It does not reflect the draft 
administrative policy, Ms. Zentner said, but it will be new in a couple of ways.  University officers need 
to complete an additional form that has now been combined into the REPA; if that form is not required of 
someone, he or she will receive the shorter version.  In addition, last fall she asked faculty members about 
ambiguous language on the form and they have tried to clean it up.   
 
 Professor Hanna said the Committee will revisit the Board policy and then revisit the draft 
administrative policy.  The latter may move to a different model, one that would allow differences 
between the different cultures and colleges.  Ms. Zentner said she has met with a number of groups and is 
considering their views on the administrative policy.  They have a database of comments and a small 
group will redraft the policy and consult again.  They will also consider Vice President Mulcahy's 
suggestion that they look at levels of risk, and where it is high, impose more restrictions. 
 
 Professor Hanna thanked Ms. Zentner for the presentation. 
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3. Policy Changes 
 
 Professor Hanna turned to Mss. Rafferty and Wilhelmson to report on changes to two human-
resources policies.  This is part of the comprehensive review of all University Human Resources policies, 
Ms. Wilhelmson explained, and changes are being suggested as part of that routine process.  The first, 
Appointments of Academic Professional and Administrative Employees, contains no substantive changes.  
The policy defines P&A employees, based on a 1980 Regents resolution establishing the group.   
 
 The Committee had not questions about the changes. 
 
 Ms. Rafferty next reported on the policy Recruitment and Selection of Faculty and Professional 
and Administrative Employees.  Hiring criteria are important to the University, Ms. Rafferty observed, 
but the changes to this policy are also not substantive.  They primarily streamline the process.  The 
current policy focuses on three strategies:  a national search, a local search, or no search.  Those, 
however, are not really the focus of the policy.  The policy recognizes the exception:  use a search or not, 
but there is a process in either case.  The revisions call for reducing the number of procedures from 17 to 
3 in order to make it easier for people to find the information they need:  conducting a search, no search, 
and involving Senate committees in senior administrator hires.   
 
 When the procedures were revised, do they still permit a distinction between a national and a 
local search, Professor Sheets asked?  They do, Ms. Rafferty said—they still delineate national, regional, 
and limited searches.   
 
 Professor Sirc said he did not understand certain language in the policy about when no search is 
used; is that only for senior administrative positions?  Ms. Rafferty said that workforce planning means 
having the right people in the right place at the right time.  It is possible to have a no-search hire and it 
can be a University employee into a faculty or P&A position.  They are trying to call out the process in 
human-resources terms:  a high-performance individual can succeed at the next level and is viable for 
appointment without a search.  This generally does not apply to hiring for a tenured or tenure-track 
faculty positions.  Vice President Carrier added that P&A staff may receive a notice of non-renewal; this 
provision allows them to be hired into another position without a search.   
 
 Dr. Carney observed the current administrative procedures applicable to hiring tenured and 
tenure-track faculty are not what the Provost's office has communicated to colleges, and she said the 
current practices should be incorporated into the revised administrative procedures. 
   
 The language also talks about the hiring of tenured faculty, Dr. Carney observed.  These are old 
procedures, not what the Provost's office uses, and she said the revised procedures should be 
incorporated. 
 
 Professor Hanna thanked Mss. Rafferty and Wilhelmson for bringing the policies to the 
Committee. 
 
4. Budget Issues 
 
 The Committee voted unanimously to close the meeting and then held a discussion of budget 
issues.  Vice President Carrier assured the Committee that any decisions will follow the appropriate 
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documents—the tenure code, contracts, Civil Service Rules, etc.  The Committee also suggested there 
needs to be attention to the public-relations implications of the budget decisions. 
 
 Professor Hanna adjourned the meeting at 3:55. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


