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Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs (SCFA) 
March 8, 2016 
Minutes of the Meeting 
 
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. 
 
[In these minutes:  Discussion on Creating a Senate Committee on Graduate Education; 
Proposed Retirement Program Oversight Changes; Keeping Our Faculty VII; Discussion on 
Revising SCFA Charge; Other Business] 
 
PRESENT:  Scott Lanyon (chair), Christina Bourland, Ken Horstman, Rebecca Ropers-
Huilman, Christine Blue, Sophia Gladding, Joseph Konstan, Robert Kudrle, Monica Luciana, 
Ruth Okediji, Lori Rhudy, Aks Zaheer, Geoff Rojas, Leah Reinert, Sam Stern 
 
REGRETS:  Joe Price, Phil Buhlmann, Teresa Kimberley, Tabitha Grier-Reed, Peh Ng, 
Juanjuan Wu 
 
ABSENT:  Kathy Brown, Theodor Litman 
 
GUESTS:  Vice Provost and Dean of Graduate Education Henning Schroeder 
 
OTHERS ATTENDING:  Belinda Cheung, Nicholas Goldsmith, Ben Intoy, Lauren Mitchell 
 
1.  Call to order:  Professor Lanyon convened the meeting and called for a round of 
introductions. 
 
2.  Discussion on creating a Senate committee on graduate education:  Professor Lanyon 
introduced the first agenda item and provided some background information.  A few years ago, a 
Special Committee on Graduate Education was established.  Based on their work, one of the 
recommendations coming out of this committee was that consideration be given to creating a 
Senate committee focused on graduate education.  However, Gary Engstrand, former Senate 
staff, discouraged the committee from pursuing this for a number of reasons.  As a result, the 
Senate Committee on Educational Policy (SCEP) was brought into the discussion, and they felt 
graduate education issues belonged under their jurisdiction. 
 
Jumping ahead to early February 2016, Belinda Cheung, assistant vice provost of graduate 
education, Graduate School, arranged a meeting with a number of people associated with 
governance to talk about a variety of issues concerning graduate education and how best to 
connect it with governance.  At this meeting, Professor Lanyon said he raised the suggestion that 
there should be a Senate committee on graduate education, and many of those in the meeting 
agreed.  Vickie Courtney, director, Senate Office, was present and said the Senate Office would 
never say that there cannot be another committee and that governance needs to decide how best 
to govern and what committees are needed. 
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With this as background, Professor Lanyon asked members their thoughts on creating a Senate 
graduate education committee.  In addition, if the committee is in favor of creating such a 
committee, it will also need to talk about whether postdoctoral issues should be addressed by 
SCFA or if postdoctoral issues should be addressed by the new graduate education committee.  
Alternatively, SCFA could decide a new committee is not necessary and that existing Senate 
committees should address graduate education.  Another possible outcome would be for SCFA to 
decide they need more information before making a decision either way. 
 
Vice Provost and Dean of Graduate Education Henning Schroeder briefly explained that the 
current Graduate School governing committee is the Graduate Education Council (GEC).  The 
GEC was created in 2010 to succeed or replace the Policy and Review Council and is an elected 
body of faculty and graduate students that advises him and Provost Hanson on program changes, 
program approvals, major changes to PhD programs, etc.  The problem that the Graduate School 
has faced over the last six years is that the GEC is not part of the Senate governance structure.  
While decisions made by the GEC go to SCEP for information, the GEC is not part of the 
University’s governance structure.  In Vice Provost Schroeder’s opinion, he thinks it would be 
great to have graduate education visible in the Senate governance structure.  With that said, he 
does not believe the GEC should be dissolved.  Virtually every university that he is aware of has 
something equivalent to the GEC to advise their graduate school or graduate studies office.  He 
added, however, that he would not like to see the bureaucratic structure that existed prior to the 
GEC brought back.  Vice Provost Schroeder said while SCEP does a good job, their focus is 
primarily on undergraduate education.  Professor Lanyon added that much of what SCEP focuses 
on is educational policy, and graduate students are only students for part of the time they are at 
the University.  Graduate students are also research colleagues and instructors, which means they 
fit into the University’s structure in multiple ways. 
 
What would be the role of a graduate education committee, asked Professor Zaheer?  Vice 
Provost Schroeder replied that the governing function that is now part of the GEC could be done 
within the Senate structure, which, in his opinion, would give it more influence. 
 
Professor Lanyon asked the graduate students in attendance for their opinions.  Nicholas 
Goldsmith, president, Council of Graduate Students (COGS), said there have been issues that 
have come up for graduate students that the GEC does not believe is within their jurisdiction 
such as the leave policy.  Therefore, he believes it would be good for graduate education to have 
a presence in the University’s governance structure.  Lauren Mitchell, speaker, COGS, 
reinforced the fact that graduate students take on multiple roles during their time at the 
University, and this often leads to their issues falling through the cracks.  Having a dedicated 
body looking out for graduate students’ interests would be a good thing. 
 
Would a new graduate education committee be a decision making body, or would it be advisory 
like other Senate committees, asked Professor Zaheer?  Professor Lanyon said he presumes it 
would operate like the other Senate committees. 
 
Professor Konstan said he thinks a Senate graduate education committee is a great idea, but a lot 
of thought will need to go into how it will function because there will be things it should not 
have authority over.  Professor Konstan said he thinks the new committee has to: 
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• Have educational policy authority like SCEP. 
• Deal with graduate education issues. 
• Avoid evaluating specific program proposals. 

As long as the right charge can be written, said Professor Konstan, a Senate graduate education 
committee is long overdue.  He added that he hopes writing the charge would involve graduate 
students and postdoc representatives.  Then, once written, the determination can be made if the 
committee should deal with postdoctoral issues too or whether that should remain under the 
jurisdiction of SCFA. 
 
Another practical issue, noted Vice Provost Schroeder, is that the Graduate School has trouble 
finding people to serve on the GEC, which he thinks, at least in part, has to do with it not being 
part of the University’s formal governance structure.  He believes having a graduate education 
committee that is on equal footing with SCEP would facilitate finding people willing to serve on 
it. 
 
In response to a question from Geoff Rojas, the postdoc member on SCFA and president of the 
Postdoctoral Association (PDA), about the structure and other aspects of the new committee, 
Professor Lanyon said at this point this is just an idea, and, like Professor Konstan said, the new 
committee would not look exactly like SCFA because it would have decision-making authority 
on graduate student policy issues.  It is up to SCFA to get this idea rolling.  Professor Lanyon 
said he believes SCFA, assuming it decides a new committee should be formed, would take this 
recommendation to the Faculty Consultative Committee (FCC).  Whenever that decision is 
made, noted Vice Provost Schroeder, it will be important to bear in mind that graduate education 
on this campus will be comprised of research PhDs and Masters students as well as professional 
students, and there will likely be more visibility and a distinction around what the research 
programs do and what professional programs do. 
 
Do any members think that having a graduate education committee is a bad idea, asked Professor 
Lanyon?  Mr. Rojas said he does not understand why it would be a bad idea to at least explore 
creating a new committee.  Professor Lanyon, playing devil’s advocate, could imagine someone 
arguing that graduate education is sufficiently interwoven throughout the institution, and that it 
belongs in the existing Senate committee structure.  There is also the argument that there are 
already too many Senate committees.  Professor Luciana said while she is not speaking out 
against this proposal, it will be important to not create redundancy.  It will be important if a 
committee is created that will benefit the institution and not create another layer of bureaucracy.   
 
Vice Provost Ropers-Huilman asked Professor Lanyon why SCEP, when this recommendation 
was brought to them a few years back, was not in favor of creating a new graduate education 
committee.  Professor Lanyon recalled SCEP was focused on the fact they had been working on 
graduate education issues and felt at some level that the recommendation to form a new 
committee meant they were not doing a good job in this area.  While this was not the issue, said 
Professor Lanyon, they were succeeding but only on some of that issues that impact graduate 
students and not the bigger picture. 
 
Professor Konstan noted that when the Graduate School policies were rewritten and readopted in 
the wake of the nullification of the Graduate School Constitution that there was a lot of tension 
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within SCEP, between SCEP and the GEC, etc., over the degree to which the policies being 
adopted should be flexible.  If a new committee is formed, an obvious question is whether SCEP 
will retain the authority to bring all education-related policies to the Senate, or if policies will 
have to go to both committees for separate consultation.  It will be important to figure out an 
appropriate structure.  For example, should there be an umbrella committee for educational 
policy with subcommittees underneath?  Many of the issues that are talked about in Senate 
committees come from different perspectives, but if the goal is to have a policy, these 
committees will need to reach an agreement.   
 
Vice Provost Ropers-Huilman agreed that there are some undergraduate and graduate issues that 
should be considered together.  The point of having an umbrella policy committee makes sense 
to a degree because, for example, the GEC should not go away.  While she thinks this idea is 
great for exploration, more information is needed and more discussions need to take place. 
 
Professor Lanyon thanked the committee for a good discussion and said he will bring the 
proposal to FCC along with all the suggestions and caveats discussed today.  He said the 
consensus of the committee seems to be that governance should be more involved in graduate 
education and that graduate education issues need more visibility. 
 
3.  Proposed Retirement Program oversight changes:  Professor Lanyon turned to Ken 
Horstman, director, Total Compensation, Office of Human Resources, to explain the proposed 
structural changes to the Retirement Program.  A handout to supplement his presentation was 
distributed to members. 
 
Over a year ago, the University’s investments and human resources offices retained a local 
investment consulting firm, Jeffrey Slocum & Associates, to review the current retirement plan 
governance structure and to look at whether modifications should be made to better align the 
governance framework with fiduciary best practices.  Additionally, Slocum has been contracted 
to do a fee analysis as well, which is ongoing. 
 
The recommendation from Slocum was that the University should establish a cross-functional 
Retirement Plan Committee (RPC) to serve as the fiduciary over the entire retirement program.   
This recommendation has been shared with the chairs of SCFA, the Retirement Subcommittee, 
Finance & Planning and the FCC, and overall it was viewed as favorable.   
 
Mr. Horstman then explained the authority structure of the University’s current retirement plan, 
and turned members’ attention to a slide that outlined this information and walked them through 
it.  After this, he reviewed a diagram with members that illustrated the current and proposed 
retirement plan governance structures.  Historically, noted Mr. Horstman, the trustee and lone 
fiduciary of the University’s retirement plans has been Chief Financial Officer Richard 
Pfutzenreuter.  While he has done an amazing job, rarely does a plan of this size have a single 
fiduciary whether it be a single person or one office; hence, the proposal to establish a cross-
functional RPC to serve as fiduciary over the entire retirement program.  The RPC would be 
made up of five members 1) the chief financial officer, 2) the vice president of Human 
Resources, 3) the chief investment officer, 4) the chair of the Retirement Subcommittee, and 5) a 
presidential appointment.  Regarding the chair of the Retirement Subcommittee serving on the 
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RPC, this will likely change who is able to fill the role of the chair on this committee.  Serving as 
a fiduciary will heighten the role of the chair of the Retirement Subcommittee.  In terms of the 
presidential appointment, the thought is that this would be a plan participant with expertise or 
broad knowledge that they could bring to the management of the plan.  The RPC is not 
necessarily a committee of representation, but rather a committee charged with managing the 
plan wisely as if they were managing their own money.  RPC members will be trained initially 
and periodically in the role of a fiduciary.  The Retirement Subcommittee will have a connection 
with the RPC as will the offices of investments and human resources. 
 
What does a presidential appointment bring to the RPC, asked Professor Kudrle?  Mr. Horstman 
said the goal is to identify someone who has expertise in the subject matter that can bring a 
perspective or skill set that the other four members might not have.  The criteria for this seat are 
still being defined. 
 
Was the precursor to the RPC, the Retirement Plan Fiduciary Advisory Committee (RPFAC), 
established with bylaws, etc., asked Professor Zaheer?  RPFAC was established with bylaws, 
said Mr. Horstman, but he is limited in what he knows about the committee because it was 
created before started at the University.  The idea behind the RPFAC was that because the 
University at that time had a single trustee that that person should have some support and advice 
to help in making appropriate fiduciary decisions. 
 
Professor Konstan said the overall proposal makes sense, but he is concerned about the chair of 
the Retirement Subcommittee also serving as a fiduciary on the RPC.  The concern is that a chair 
of a Senate committee is a different skill set than that of a fiduciary.  The idea of someone who is 
good at chairing a committee is not necessarily someone who is good at making fiduciary 
decisions.  He added that he is also worried about during the time this person would hold the 
double role that this could present some interesting challenges/conflicts of interest.  Presumably, 
in the fiduciary role, the person would have access to non-public information that they should not 
share with the Retirement Subcommittee yet will still need to be aggressive enough in asking 
questions on behalf of the committee while he/she is also trying to protect the confidential 
information that person has access to.  Chairs are often put in the position of having to ask hard 
questions.  There is precedent for alternative solutions, e.g., senators vote to fill the seat.  Mr. 
Horstman thanked Professor Konstan for his feedback, which he will bring back to the group 
setting up the RPC. 
 
Mr. Rojas asked if P&A would have a role in this governance structure because they participate 
in the retirement plan.  Mr. Horstman said the Retirement Subcommittee has P&A members.  
The Retirement Subcommittee will serve an advisory role so P&A will have a voice. 
 
Next, Mr. Horstman turned members’ attention to the last page of the handout, which was a 
tentative matrix of the role and responsibilities for the RPC, Retirement Subcommittee, Office of 
Human Resources, and Office of Investments and Banking. 
 
Mr. Horstman thanked the committee for its feedback and said the intended timeframe would be 
to have the RPC formed by July 1, 2016, the start of the fiscal year. 
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In the roles and responsibilities matrix, Professor Konstan said he did not see who is responsible 
for looking at and reporting on the utilization of the retirement plan.  Some group should be 
responsible for looking at whether employees are investing in a way that is consistent with 
evidence that they will be able to retire one day, and to retire at an age that will allow the 
University to renew itself.  Mr. Horstman said this is the next step and will involve a study of 
how the plans prepare people for retirement, which is called retirement readiness.  The goal is to 
get a baseline to see where people are at today.  A number of segments of the employee 
population are not interested in planning for their retirement because, for example, they are 
saddled with student loan debt.  For these segments of the population, the University needs to 
connect with them and offer them opportunities to manage their current financial situation so 
they can think long-term. 
 
4.  Keeping Our Faculty VII:  Professor Lanyon asked Vice Provost Ropers-Huilman to talk 
about the upcoming “Keeping Our Faculty” Symposium.  Vice Provost Ropers-Huilman 
encouraged members to sign up to attend the symposium, which will take place April 17 – 19, 
2016.  This conference, said Vice Provost Ropers-Huilman, was started at the University of 
Minnesota awhile ago, and is a national conference.  The University of Minnesota has become a 
leader in facilitating this kind of conversation.  The focus of this conference is on recruiting, 
developing and retaining faculty of color. 
 
Vice Provost Ropers-Huilman then shared some statistics for the University, and reported that 
79% of the University’s faculty is white, 17% identify as of color, and 4% identify as 
international.  The student population is similar to the faculty in that 18.8% identify as students 
of color.  In addition, when thinking about faculty of color or diversity there is a concept called 
under-represented identifies.  For example, Asian faculty are not under-represented in many 
fields. 
 
More information about the conference can be found at https://diversity.umn.edu/kof.  
 
5.  SCFA charge:  Professor Lanyon introduced the next agenda item, which is a discussion 
about modifying the SCFA charge.  Copies of the current charge were distributed to members to 
facilitate this discussion.  Previously the committee talked about modifying the charge so it 
would clearly state that postdoctoral issues would be the responsibility of SCFA.  In terms of the 
earlier discussion about graduate education, Professor Lanyon said it is his sense that there are 
enough issues around how to move forward with a graduate education committee that for now at 
least postdocs should be under the purview of SCFA; this can always be revisited in the future. 
 
Professor Konstan suggested changing the SCFA membership from one postdoc representative 
to two.  It does not make sense to watch out for the welfare of a group who only has one 
representative on the committee. 
 
Mr. Rojas, president, PDA, said PDA represents postdoctoral fellows, postdoctoral associates 
and research associates.  With that said, he asked the committee their thoughts on whether it 
would be a good idea to have a research associate as one of the two postdocs on the committee.  
In response, Professor Lanyon said part of the difficulty that the committee is going to run into 
relates to definitions.  In order to answer this question, Professor Konstan said it would be 



 7 

helpful to understand the other categories of members outlined in the charge.  For example, does 
faculty member mean only tenured and tenured track faculty? 
 
Professor Lanyon asked Mr. Rojas if he has a sense of what the research associates would want.  
Mr. Rojas said they largely have the same issues as postdocs, but there are some differences.  
Research associates are utilizing the resources the PDA is providing.  Do members think 
research associates would be better served by having representation on the P&A, asked Mr. 
Rojas?   
 
After some discussion, members concluded to increase the number of postdoctoral 
fellow/associate from one to two on the committee, and leave it as postdoctoral fellow/associate, 
rather than specifically specifying a research associate. 
 
6.  Other business:  Mr. Rojas reported that a PDA representative met with Vice Provost 
Schroeder earlier today and learned that Vice Provost Schroeder is leaving his position, which 
has raised the following concerns for the PDA: 

• The job posting for the Vice Provost and Dean of the Graduate School does not include 
overseeing postdoctoral issues.  Currently, all the postdoctoral career development, the 
postdoctoral affairs office per se is in the Graduate School and is overseen by the dean. 

• Graduate students are on the search committee for the new Vice Provost and Dean of the 
Graduate School, but postdoctoral students are not. 

The PDA is very concerned that it just learned about this today and the search has already begun.  
Will the new vice provost address postdoctoral issues?  What should the next steps be for the 
PDA?  In response to these questions, Professor Lanyon suggested talking with Provost Hanson 
about these concerns and ask her where she sees these things aligning going forward.  Professor 
Konstan also suggested Mr. Rojas speak directly with Provost Hanson.  He added that it seems 
uncertain in the restructuring and the separation of research-based programs from professional 
programs how this will be dealt with.  It will ultimately be Provost Hanson’s decision about 
where the responsibility for postdoctoral students will fall.  Vice Provost Ropers-Huilman said 
she is confident that Provost Hanson will listen to these concerns and take them under 
consideration.  Professor Lanyon said the question seems to be whether a decision has already 
been made to do something different in terms of who is responsible for postdoctoral student 
issues than is currently the practice.  If a decision has been made to do something different, it 
would be unfortunate if the committee had not been informed. 
 
7.  Adjournment:  Hearing no further business, Professor Lanyon adjourned the meeting. 
 
Renee Dempsey 
University Senate Office 
 
 
 
 
 
 


