
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs 
Tuesday, February 23, 2010 

2:30 – 4:15 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Kathryn Hanna (chair), Ben Bornsztein, Marilyn Bruin, Carol Carrier, Randy Croce, 

Jayne Fulkerson, Valerie Khominich, Morris Kleiner, Frank Kulacki, Holly Littlefield, 
Theodor Litman, Karen Miksch, Rebecca Ropers-Huilman, Jason Shaw, George Sheets, 
Geoffrey Sirc, Roderick Squires, James Wojtaszek 

 
Absent:  Arlene Carney, Dann Chapman, Vladimir Cherkassky, Barbara Elliott, Jessica Reinitz 
 
Guests: Lynn Zentner, Sophia Anema (Office of Institutional Compliance); Sarah Waldemar 

(CAPA) 
 
Other: Jackie Singer (Employee Benefits); Joe Kelly (Office of the Vice President for Human 

Resources) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) Ethicspoint/U report; (2) update on furloughs and related matters; (3) resolution 
concerning P&A participation in governance] 
 
 
1. Ethicspoint/U report 
 
 Professor Hanna convened the meeting at 2:30 and welcomed Mss. Anema and Zentner from the 
Office of Institutional Compliance to report on U report, managed by Ethicspoint.  Ms. Zentner 
introduced Ms Anema, who is responsible for the administration of U report. 
 
 Ms. Anema began by relating that Thomas Schumacher was Director of the Office of Institutional 
Compliance when they began the project of establishing an institutional hotline.  In 2004 they counted 14 
different hotlines to take questions or complaints, located in such offices as audits, the Institutional 
Review Board (IRB), equal opportunity, etc.  They thought it would be better to have a single system to 
report misconduct.  The owners of the various hotlines met, agreed, and sought a vendor to provide the 
service.  They ultimately chose Ethicspoint for three reasons:  It had the most intuitive and user-friendly 
website, it had experience in higher education (this was a new business for higher education at the time), 
and it was committed to expanding its higher education business (so the University could expect 
continuing support).  Ethicspoint is a company headquartered in Oregon; complaints/reports that are filed 
on the U report website go to the company.   
 
 U report was rolled out in August, 2005.  It is not intended for students because the University 
pays for the service on a per-capita basis, and adding students would double the cost.  U reports does 
receive reports from students; often they are redirected to other offices, but some of the reports are 
investigated.  The system is not marketed to students, however. 
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 Once someone goes to the U report website (www.Ureport.umn.edu), Ms. Anema said, there are 
65 "buckets" one can go into.  One logs on, chooses a campus, chooses a broad category of allegation, 
and then chooses one of the buckets.  Allegations can come via the web or telephone call; someone 
making an allegation is given a PIN number and may add to the report or comment on what is learned.  
She has tickler files so that she gets back to those who make reports to inform them of what has been 
done. 
 
 When they rolled out the system in 2005, they trained about 30 individuals to receive complaints 
(subject-matter experts).  Their office does not conduct investigations, Ms. Anema said; they manage the 
process but rely on the subject-matter experts for investigations.  In 2007 they analyzed how the program 
was working and learned that about 40% of the reports were categorized as employment/human resources 
related, so concluded they did not need 30 people to receive allegations.  Each coordinate campus has its 
own contact person; Human Resources has two, one of which is in the Academic Health Center.  Any 
reports go to the person best qualified to handle an investigation. 
 
 Along with the new program came a new administrative policy addressing misconduct; the policy 
includes a flow chart, copies of which Ms. Anema distributed to Committee members (and which can be 
found at the U report website).   
 
 To get the word out about U report, they worked with a number of websites to put the U report 
icon on them (e.g., research, EHS, equal opportunity, OIT, athletics, IRB, University Services websites, 
etc.).  They have done a great deal to inform people about the existence of U report, including notes in 
Brief, posters, the Pulse survey, audit surveys, and postcards and a brochure sent to every faculty and staff 
member.  New employees also receive postcards.   
 
 Since U report was rolled out, they have received 576 reports, 85% of them via the web.  71% 
were anonymous; the website contains information about what one can do, or not, to remain anonymous.  
About 35% of the allegations received some level of substantiation; the responses to them have ranged 
from coaching to training to termination.  In terms of allegations related to faculty, they have included 
such things as faculty running a business and using University staff to assist, travel and conference 
expenses unrelated to the University appointment, nepotism in hiring, and accounting practices related to 
sponsored funds (but not pocketing the funds).  The reports are often not clear, Ms. Anema said, and can 
include a number of issues. 
 
 Ms. Anema noted a pie chart identifying the categories of allegations for the year ending 2/22/10; 
47% were employment/HR-related, 21% were financial, and the remainder fell into a number of different 
categories.  Of the employment/HR-related complaints for the same year, they fell into such categories as 
abuses in wage/benefits/vacation, discrimination/harassment, hiring/advancement/discipline/termination, 
nepotism/consensual relations, privacy/records, retaliation, and so on.  Ms. Zentner reports the statistics 
and trends to the Audit Committee of the Board of Regents. 
 
 Professor Sirc inquired if students who have teaching or research appointments may use U report.  
Ms. Anema said that anyone can use it; her point was only that it is not marketed to students.   
 
 In one way the results are depressing because the University has tried hard to educate people, 
Professor Sirc commented.  Is there something the University could do better to get the numbers down, or 
are some people "just creeps"?  If they don't know about something, they can't fix it, Ms. Anema 
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responded.  If there are problems or challenges, they want to know about them.  The number of reports 
will never get to zero, and they believe the program is a success because it gets people to talk about 
problems.  Often the reports are based on misunderstandings rather than misconduct.  Ms. Zentner noted 
again that only 35% of the reports are substantiated to any degree, and while 576 reports may seem like a 
lot, two-thirds of them are not supported.  At the same time, they are not saying that those who make 
allegations are just complainers; often they are people who do not understand law or policy requirements.  
Many of the allegations are one-time problems that will not be replicated; others may suggest a systemic 
problem, so they will ask the subject-matter expert if training is need.  They may also see a number of 
complaints from the same department, so will work with a supervisor to deal with the environment in the 
department.  It may also be that an employee in one category does not understand a policy (e.g., vacation, 
sick leave) for someone in a different employee category, Vice President Carrier explained.  The 
complaint offers an opportunity to educate employees that the rules are not the same for all employee 
groups. 
 
 They have tried to emphasize that U report is an avenue of last resort, Ms. Anema said.  They 
want employees to talk at their local level first, and they identify other offices that can be resources, but if 
someone is uncomfortable or unsuccessful with those avenues, they want to hear about the problem.   
 
 Do they receive complaints for which there is no policy, Professor Sheets asked?  How do they 
deal with them, if they do (for example, faculty bullying)?  If the complaint does not allege a violation of 
law or University policy, Ms. Zentner said, they typically say the individual has not stated a "complaint" 
for U report purposes, but if the alleged problem is serious, they will follow up.  They often limit the 
scope of what will be investigated but they typically do not turn people away.  Have they had complaints 
about faculty bullying, Professor Sheets asked?  Only one in her experience, Ms. Zenter said, and it was 
from a student.  They do receive reports from faculty members who do not get along, Ms. Anema added.   
 
 Professor Hanna said she sees U report as a good resource at a time with a lot of tension about 
finances; any avenue for people to express concerns is helpful.  She then asked if they had any sense 
about how the University's experience compares with that of peer institutions.  Ms. Anema said that 
sometimes institutions choose to use Ethicspoint only for certain types of reports, such as equal 
opportunity or HR.  She has also talked with people at other places about their experiences.  Based on 
conversations Ms. Anema has had with people at other institutions of higher education, it appears that the 
University has the most comprehensive confidential reporting system.  They expected more allegations, 
based on results from the corporate sector (for which the system was originally designed), but it appears 
the University's results are on par with the rest of higher education.   
 
 Professor Bornsztein asked who decides whether to investigate a report—not the program itself?  
It does not, Ms. Anema said; their office does.  They see ALL the reports and play a hands-on role in 
terms of determining disposition. 
 
 Professor Wojtaszek said he had not heard of this service mentioned at the Morris campus; do 
they receive many reports from the coordinate campuses?  Ms. Anema said there were not many; perhaps 
12 or 13 from Morris.  She added, in response to a question from Professor Wojtaszek that they distribute 
promotional materials to the coordinate campuses as well as the Twin Cities campus.   
 
 Ms. Anema said they had a question for the Committee:  Faculty can be the most difficult group 
to reach when communicating about U report, so if there is a way to reach them more effectively, they 
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would appreciate knowing about it.  Professor Ropers-Huilman suggested the New Faculty Orientation; 
even if new faculty receive an overwhelming amount of information at orientation, they can be given 
something they can look at later, Professor Fulkerson added.  Professor Hanna suggested the postcards; 
Ms. Anema said they were last sent in 2007 and they have not scheduled an additional mailing because of 
budget constraints.  Ms. Zentner said they can also use Brief.  Professor Hanna suggested college and 
department newsletters.   
 
 Professor Hanna thanked Mss. Anema and Zentner for their report. 
 
2. Update on Furloughs and Related Matters 
 
 Professor Hanna turned next to Vice President Carrier for an update on the administration's 
thinking about furloughs and other responses to the financial situation.  People hear rumors or have 
questions about how the University will meet the financial challenges, and because 70% of the budget is 
compensation, she asked for an update. 
 
 Vice President Carrier said she could report on where things stand today.  She distributed copies 
of a few slides that contained data and information about the financial situation.  She noted that the 
beginning base budget for 2010-11 was $702.6 million; the actual funding expected will be $591.1 
million after the most recent proposed unallotment of $36 million.  The total "challenge" is $132.3 million 
because of University obligations and the Governor's unallotment; of that, $100 million arises because of 
the 27 pay periods, a 2% compensation increase, financial aid, facilities, and other, and 32.3 million is 
because of the budget cut.  So 75% of the challenge is because of expenditure needs and the 27 pay 
periods; 25% is because of budget cuts.  65% of the solution is budget reductions and the 27 pay periods 
and 35% is increased tuition income.  The "solution" to the cost of the 27 pay periods has not yet been 
identified.  They have considered eight or nine options to achieve savings and there have been a lot of 
discussions about these issues. 
 
 Dr. Carrier turned to the 2010-11 compensation model that is being seriously considered.  The 
cost of the 27 pay periods is about $41 million.  Savings of $12.3 million can be achieved with a 
mandatory 3-day furlough between Christmas and New Year's in December, 2010.  Another $9.7 million 
can be saved by delivering the 2% salary increase to faculty and P&A staff in January rather than July.  
The savings from the furloughs include a mandatory SIX days for "executive" positions (that is, deans 
and above).  In addition, all employees would be eligible to take voluntary furloughs of up to no more 
than 10 days total (7 beyond the mandatory 3 days in December 2010).  These savings offset part of the 
$41 million cost of the 27 pay periods, leaving a shortage of $19 million.  How that $19 million gap will 
be covered has not been identified. 
 
 Professor Kulacki asked if the 2% compensation increase makes sense.  That question has been 
asked a lot, Dr. Carrier said, and people have different views.  There are several points that can be made 
about it.  One, it can be made much more flexible in delivery than is usually the case.  Two, the increase 
would thus be in the base, even if it were delivered late to faculty and P&A staff.  The administration is 
concerned that the University could fall behind in salaries when its peers are delivering increases.  She 
has heard a number of people say that the increase does not make sense when furloughs are also being 
considered.  Professor Kulacki asked if she had data from other institutions; she does not, Dr. Carrier said, 
but she knows that commitments to increases have been made, and some institutions have them in the 
labor contracts.   
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 Many institutions are also imposing tuition freezes, Professor Sirc observed; has that been 
considered here?  It has, Dr. Carrier said, and the President believes that the Board of Regents will 
support the proposed 7.5% increase.  It would also be possible to allow the number of students to 
increase, Professor Kleiner pointed out, because there has been an increase in demand for attending the 
University, so some increase in enrollment would be possible, and units could thereby increase tuition 
revenues over costs.  There is a cost to that option, Professor Hanna responded:  Someone has to teach 
them.  And the professional schools in many cases are already at the top of the market, Dr. Carrier added.  
But the problem is that the only savings that can be achieved at this point are by cuts in instructional 
costs, Professor Sirc said.   
 
 Professor Kulacki said it may be time to consider differential tuition for undergraduates, given the 
higher fixed costs of some programs.  Professor Hanna said that it already exists in practice because of lab 
fees that students must pay.  Professor Kulacki agreed but maintained that there is money to be gained 
from differential tuition and the idea should not be off the table.  The costs in science and engineering 
programs are higher.  Professor Sheets inquired if the proposed increase in tuition revenues is from 
graduate and professional schools as well as undergraduates, or only from undergraduates.  Dr. Carrier 
said she did not have that information.  Professor Sheets said he assumed graduate tuition increases would 
also increase costs because of financial aid. 
 
 Professor Sirc asked, apropos of tuition, whether it is time to reconsider paying for 13 credits but 
allowing a student to register for up to 18 or 19 without additional charge.  That practice made sense at 
the time it was adopted, but perhaps it is time to raise the band minimum to 15 credits.  Dr. Carrier said 
she has not heard that issue raised and it is a good question.   
 
 Professor Ropers-Huilman asked why the proposed furloughs would be three days and if they 
would be centralized at the end of the year.  Dr. Carrier said they would be because the intent is to close 
the University (Twin Cities, Rochester, and Duluth) for the period December 24 to January 3.  (There are 
only 3 work days during that period because of holidays.)  It is a convenient time to close for 90% of the 
University's employees; perhaps about 10% will have to work (because of lab animals, keeping buildings 
secure, and so on); those who must work then will work out furloughs with their departments later in the 
year.  She noted again that senior officers (deans, chancellors, vice presidents, vice provosts, etc.) would 
take six days, not three, and would work out the other three days with the individuals to whom they 
report.  Morris and Crookston have slightly different calendars and would need to work out what is best 
for them. 
 
 Dr. Littlefield said that those who are on teaching appointments, the three furlough days are a cut 
in pay but not in work.  Others will receive three days off from regular administrative work, so three 
holidays.  Dr. Carrier noted that those who are on 9-month appointments do not have any official vacation 
time, although she recognized that practices vary a great deal.  For this period, people can choose not to 
be on campus.   
 
 Professor Sheets said he assumed that the differential furlough days for senior administrators will 
be well-publicized so people are aware of it; that is an important point.  In earlier discussions there had 
been talk about pro-rata furloughs for those on 9-month appointments; what happened with that idea?  
They did talk about it, Dr. Carrier said, but when the proposal was reduced to 3 furlough days, they 
decided to ask everyone to participate.  Professor Hanna pointed out that those who are on 9- and 10-
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month appointments are taking a proportionately bigger pay cut.  Dr. Carrier reported that for those on 
12-month appointments, the cut resulting from a 3-day furlough would be 1.2%; for 10-month appointees 
it would be 1.4%, and for 9-month appointees it would be 1.5%.   
 
 What if someone is not on contract during the furlough period, Professor Hanna asked?  There are 
a lot of questions that need to be addressed, Dr. Carrier said.  If this plan is adopted, there will be a long 
Q&A, including covering those on phased retirement, on sponsored funds, and so on.  With respect to the 
latter, Sponsored Projects Administration is investigating, and it appears there are opportunities to re-
budget and not lose money.  They will also encourage employees to take voluntary furlough days, for 
those for whom it would work, Dr. Carrier explained; it will not be coercive and people can take them if 
they fit their personal lives.  People can sign up for a total of no more than 10, and they want to be careful 
to be sure that no employee is coerced (which is probably less of a problem for faculty members than 
other groups of employees).   
 
 One big criticism he heard about furloughs is the effect they would have on low-income 
employees, Mr. Croce said, and he appreciated the fact that senior administrators were taking more 
furlough days than other employees.  What number are affected, and are there any other progressive 
changes being considered?  There are not, although they were looked at, Dr. Carrier said.  They decided 
to keep the number modest, to fit with the plan to close the University, and will ask all employees to take 
the 3 days in order to help limit job losses. 
 
 Will this affect adjuncts, Dr. Littlefield inquired?  It will, Dr. Carrier said, although a decision 
about the percentage appointment required before someone would be affected has not been decided.   
 
 What about the remaining $19 million gap, Professor Kulacki asked?  What conversations have 
there been about that?  The University will probably retain the hiring pause, Dr. Carrier said, and reduce 
the number of positions that can be filled.  They will continue the employment-recess program (allowing 
employees to reduce the percentage time of their appointment without losing benefits), and there could be 
a new phased-retirement option.  There will be a number of things on the table and Vice President 
Pfutzenreuter may also have tools to address it. 
 
 Professor Kleiner asked if there has been thought about restructuring, with units combined or 
eliminated.  Is that on the table?  It is, Dr. Carrier said, but she said she does not know which; there is 
discussion of those possibilities in the compact process.   
 
 Professor Sheets said he understood the appeal of a 3-day furlough for all employees but that he 
did not believe it should trump the idea of assessing all employees a comparable percent of salary, so pro-
rata furloughs should be considered.  If they stay with the 3-day furlough, they could achieve additional 
savings toward the $19-million gap by asking 12-month employees to take 4 days instead of 3.  The time 
to close the University is when the productivity level is at its lowest, Dr. Carrier said; coupled with the 
convenient 3-day period that can have the same impact on everyone, and keeping the furlough modest, 
means not asking employees for more.  It is simply a matter of convenience and it does not seem like a lot 
to ask people to give 3 days.  Professor Sheets said his question was not whether 3 days is fair but 
whether 12-month employees could give more; the fact of convenience does not address the question of 
pro-rata.   
 



Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs 
Tuesday, February 23, 2010 
 
 

7

 Professor Sirc said it seems that the thinking has been prudent and he thanked Vice President 
Carrier for that.  He said that it would be slightly more humane if there had been a salary threshold for the 
furloughs.   
 
 Professor Sirc noted that Dr. Carrier had asked what rumors people were hearing.  One is 
whether, when people hear the term "financial stringency" and the 3-day furloughs as financial 
stringency, there is more waiting in the wings.  Dr. Carrier said that every employee group has a set of 
procedures the University must follow; for the tenured and tenure-track faculty, it is Section 4.5 of the 
tenure code, which requires that the proposal be brought to the Faculty Senate.  The process is different 
for P&A staff; there will be an administrative policy that gives the administration the right to impose 
furloughs.  They will talk with the Civil Service Committee and each union.  So a furlough is 
financial stringency and not something else, Professor Sirc concluded.   
 
 Professor Kleiner said he understood that this is the first time in the University's history the 
financial stringency policy has been invoked.  Dr. Carrier thought so, although it was noted that faculty 
members voted to reduce their salaries during the Depression. 
 
 Professor Hanna asked what the long-term solution is to the problem of the 27 pay periods.  Her 
idea has been to align contracts to the fiscal year, which would eliminate the problem.  Dr. Carrier said 
that Vice President Pfutzenreuter has noted one possible solution is to collect and save the money for 11 
years to cover the problem, but he does not believe that is a good idea because it would likely be nearly 
impossible to protect the money.  The accounting and payroll systems are not aligned and it would cost 
millions of dollars to bring them together.  It is not clear what the University should do, and she 
understands that everyone believes it should not go through this again, but the solutions are not obvious. 
 
 Professor Hanna commented, apropos of the delay of the 2% compensation increase until 
January, that she has heard faculty say the people of the state will not understand how the University can 
give an increase. She said she understood that at the Duluth campus, at one time in the past, the delayed 
raise was put into the last pay period of the fiscal year so that it was incorporated in the base for the 
following year.  That is a legitimate option, Dr. Carrier agreed.  But there will be places where units will 
want the money earlier, such as for promotional increase, retention, P&A staff, and it would be possible 
to say that no raises would be permitted except in certain circumstances.  But there is the sense that 
people have already been asked to wait longer, so delaying it some but not for the entire year seemed a 
reasonable alternative. 
 
 Professor Miksch asked if this is only the most current thinking or the most likely?  It would help 
to know so that if she talks with people about the ideas to quell rumors.  Dr. Carrier said it is the most 
likely.  They have thought about zero salary increases for people making over $90,000, for example, but 
that creates peculiarities when someone who is making $89,000 would then be making more than the 
person making $90,000 whose salary was frozen.  If there are high-performers who should be recognized, 
the person making $87,000 could be recognized but the person making $91,000 could not.  That did not 
feel right, so they will likely not opt for a differential salary freeze.  They also talked about graduated 
furloughs, but they wanted a system that would not be so complicated.   
 
 The Committee then voted unanimously to close the meeting to discuss the projected financial 
situation beginning with the 2011-13 biennium.   
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 Professor Hanna thanked Dr. Carrier for her comments. 
 
3. Resolution Concerning P&A Participation in Governance 
 
 Professor Hanna next welcomed Ms. Waldemar to the meeting to join Mr. Croce in presenting a 
draft resolution concerning P&A staff participation in governance.  She noted that this item arises as a 
result of a previous discussion at the Committee.  Committee members were provided a copy of the draft 
resolution: 
 

Joint Resolution on Faculty Support for  
Inclusion of University Governance Activities in P&A Annual Reviews 

 
P&A (Professional and Administrative) staff play an important role in University governance 
through their service on Senate committees, participation as representatives to the Council of 
Academic Professionals and Administrators (CAPA) and the University Senate, as well as service 
within their own units or colleges. 

 
CAPA and the Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs (SCFA) believe this involvement is a 
valuable component in the overall governance structure and wish to acknowledge this service.  
Contributions by P&A staff provide perspectives unique to their employee group and help ensure 
that governance continues to encompass a broad-based, university-wide perspective.   This 
resolution further endorses the July, 2009 policy on Academic Freedom and Responsibility which 
addresses the concept of participation. 

 
Therefore, CAPA and the Faculty Senate urge faculty and administrators to actively encourage 
and support these activities amongst their P&A staff.  Support for participation in governance 
activities includes allowing P&A staff to take time as part of their responsibilities to attend 
meetings and serve on committees free of concern that such activities might adversely impact 
their annual performance reviews.  We further strongly recommend that faculty and 
administrators responsible for P&A annual performance reviews take steps to ensure such 
activities are included in P&A annual reviews; that staff willingness to serve in support of the 
University’s governance and mission is noted.  University service is one aspect of the faculty 
review process. Support and recognition of these activities should be extended to P&A staff as 
well.  

 
 Professor Sirc asked if there have been incidents.  There have, Ms. Waldemar said.  Some areas 
are tightly controlled and do not permit P&A staff to participate in governance.  What is important in this 
resolution, she said, is that in many cases faculty members are the supervisors for P&A staff, so having 
faculty support for this statement is important. 
 
 Mr. Croce related that he has been involved in governance for about ten years and knows of 
people who suffered consequences for participation, including non-renewal of their appointment.  Many 
others do not take the time to participate because there will be negative consequences for them.  It is true 
that in the case of Senate committees, there are more applicants than there are seats available, but the 
science departments present a more difficult case and tend not to be represented.  He noted that both the 
President and the Senate have supported P&A involvement in governance; he made it clear he is not 
faulting either the administration or the faculty.  But not everyone knows about that endorsement; while 
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the letter from the President encourages participation, annually-renewed P&A staff may not want to try to 
assert the right.   
 
 Professor Sheets said he favored the resolution and would vote for it, but he asked what the 
reason for resistance to participation is.  Ms. Waldemar said she has not been in a unit that discourages it 
so she cannot say for sure, but it may be that in some cases staff who are working on sponsored funds are 
not allowed by federal rules to take time away.  There is also a culture in some units that discourages civil 
service and P&A participation because it is believed it will lower the productivity and quality of work.  
That view may be more pervasive than the culture of encouraging participation.   
 
 Do those same units see less faculty participation in governance, Professor Fulkerson asked?  It 
could be a unit culture that affects everyone.  Mr. Croce said they are trying to take a positive approach 
with this resolution; they ask for a positive evaluation of P&A staff who participate.  No one is mandating 
that staff participate in governance, and no one will be sanctioned if staff do not participate; the statement 
only encourages it be considered positively in evaluations. 
 
 Professor Fulkerson said she also supported the statement but urged that it recognize the 
particular problems for those individuals who are hired exclusively on sponsored funds, or there could be 
friction.  Ms. Waldemar said they debated that point, and understand that if someone is on sponsored 
funds, the department must find non-sponsored funds to support participation in governance.  The 
statement does not mention that possibility and some units might have to find a small percentage of salary 
for some individuals.  She agreed that a statement along these lines could be incorporated in the 
"Comment" that will be appended to the statement when it appears in the Faculty Senate docket. 
 
 Professor Kulacki suggested that after the statement is adopted there should also be a policy 
developed that speaks to professional development, governance, etc., activities that do not compromise 
the quality of work.  It might allow 100 hours (out of the 2080 hours in the normal work year) for 
professional development, including governance.  If the University has a policy in place, and it were 
audited, the unit would be protected.  Dr. Carrier said that policies do not usually specify particular 
amounts of time for professional development for any employee group.  Professor Kulacki said he would 
prefer a policy to a resolution, because the latter could fall on deaf ears.  Mr. Croce said there is a policy 
being considered that would recognize service.  Can it be included in the itemized responsibilities for 
P&A staff or would that run afoul of contracts, Professor Sheets asked.  This is only a resolution, Ms. 
Waldemar said, and if an audit found that someone on sponsored funds spent five hours in governance, 
the unit would be required to transfer funds from non-sponsored accounts to cover the service.  This 
would not be a great deal of money. 
 
 The literature demonstrates that this kind of participation increases job satisfaction, Professor 
Hanna noted.  Mr. Croce pointed out that many units do believe participation is worthwhile and give it 
their blessing; he said he did not want to demonize units.   
 
 Ms. Waldemar and Mr. Croce agreed they would craft language that speaks to the circumstances 
of P&S staff who are on non-sponsored funds.  The Committee agreed it would vote by email on the 
revised statement. 
 
 Professor Hanna adjourned the meeting at 4:20. 
 



Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs 
Tuesday, February 23, 2010 
 
 

10

      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


