
 Minutes∗ 
 
 Faculty Consultative Committee 
 April 19, 1990 
 
 
Present: Warren Ibele (chair), W. Andrew Collins, Norman Kerr, Lynnette Mullins, Ronald 

Phillips, Burton Shapiro, Charlotte Striebel 
 
Guests: David Dittman (Chair, Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs), Barbara Muesing, Maureen 

Smith, Rabun Taylor, a Daily reporter 
 
 
1.   Report of the Chair 
 
 Professor Ibele began the meeting by reporting that SCC has been invited for lunch with the 
President at Eastcliff on May 31; both committees meet that day, so the meetings will be held at Eastcliff. 
 
 Professor Ibele then inquired if any on the Committee would dissent from, and thus render 
inaccurate, a statement he might make to the Senate that the Faculty Consultative Committee 
unanimously supported the efforts of the graduate and professional students to obtain separate 
representation in the governance structure.  There were no dissents. 
 
 Both he and Professor Shapiro had attended the presentations to the Board of Regents from the 
other organizations interested in serving as the site for Gopher basketball and hockey games.  The St. Paul 
proposal was, said Professor Ibele, sincere and generous and tried to take into account the several interests 
of the University.  The Timberwolves wrote to say they endorsed keeping sports on campus, although 
offered their arena for those events which might attract larger crowds than Williams Arena could 
accommodate.  The Metrodome representative made basically the same statement.  Professor Shapiro said 
he thought that if the constituents wanted it, the St. Paul alternative would be an excellent one, but most 
appeared to want the teams to stay on campus.   
 
 Professor Shapiro also pointed out that Mayor Scheibel made one error in his presentation:  Mr. 
Scheibel inquired why the University did not spend the $30 million on academic facilities, reflecting, 
noted Professor Shapiro, the perhaps widespread misunderstanding that there would be no money for the 
facilities if they were not built because the income is generated from events held in them.  Committee 
members debated briefly about whether or not the income would otherwise be available; a question was 
also raised about whether or not exercising the option to build and remodel facilities would not preclude 
the Faculty Senate from choosing to abolish one or both of the men's sports--"and I quite frankly think the 
sentiments of the faculty right now are such that if they [men's athletics] goof in a major way once more it 
might happen."  There is a risk that money will have to be found elsewhere to pay off the bonds if the 
sports were abolished. 
 
 Professor Jack Merwin, chair of the Assembly Committee on Intercollegiate Athletics, Professor 
Ibele reported, had informed him that ACIA had also voted to endorse the plan to keep the sports on 
campus. 
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 Professor Ibele commented that the turn-out for the open hearing held by the ad hoc committee on 
athletics had been disappointing, given the sentiments expressed by the faculty at recent Assembly 
meetings; only three people appeared. 
 
2.   Discussion of the Ombuds Service 
 
 Professor Ibele told the Committee that he had spoken with Professor Striebel and suggested that a 
small group be appointed to develop a proposal for an ombuds service on the campus; it is too 
complicated and time-consuming a matter for the entire Senate Consultative Committee to take up as a 
group; SCC also lacks the necessary expertise. 
 
 Professor Striebel agreed to serve as chair of the group; others to be asked to serve would include 
John Clark from the Conflict and Change Center, Jan Morse of the Student Ombudsman Service, Maurine 
Venters of the Faculty Assistance Office, a representative from the Judicial Committee, a student 
representative from the Consultative Committee, perhaps another faculty member from FCC, and a 
representative from the Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs; administrative representation would also be 
important because any changes would likely cross unit lines and probably require some increased 
funding.  The President's Office was seen as the most logical office to both house and be represented on 
the group, although External Relations and Student Affairs might appropriately also be represented. 
 
 Professor Striebel clarified that the work of the ad hoc committee would certainly lapse over into 
the 1990-91 academic year and the student appointees should be so informed. 
 
3.   Medical School Request for Exemption from the Term of the Probationary Period 
 
 Professor Ibele called the attention of Committee members to the letter from Dean Brown which 
had accompanied the agenda for the meeting; the Medical School is requesting extraordinary action for a 
group of faculty members who were moved from "T" appointments in 1985 and now face a tenure 
decision.  The one-time exemption is being requested because the task force to review the length of the 
probationary period was not appointed in sufficient time to complete its work prior to the time a decision 
must be made for this group of Medical School faculty.  The request is for a postponement of the tenure 
decision by one year specifically for this one group of faculty members in the Medical School. 
 
 Committee members showed no enthusiasm for supporting the request of the Medical School; the 
following points were made. 
 
 -- All of the faculty who now face the tenure decision were given a choice at the time, in 

1985; they could have opted for an academic professional appointment or could have 
remained on the "T" appointment (which some did). 

 
 -- Any faculty member should probably have the right to request an additional probationary 

year, in the view of one Committee member, although that would inevitably mean that no 
one hereafter could be held to the six years currently provided for in the tenure code.  This 
change would require approval of the Faculty Senate.   

 



Faculty Consultative Committee 
April 19, 1990 
 

  3

 -- There are other health science units which require clinical work of the faculty; why does 
the exception only hold for the Medical School?  And why should a Medical School 
biochemist receive the extension when a biochemist in Biological Sciences would not? 

 
 -- Some argue that this proposal is nothing but a device to get one more year of service out of 

these people--that they will never pass the Medical School criteria for tenure anyway, no 
matter how many years the probationary period is extended. The choice for the Medical 
School (and the University) is whether or not to recognize clinical work as worthy of 
consideration in the tenure decision. 

 
 -- FCC members could not justify to their colleagues support for this proposal, especially 

when many of those Medical School faculty were in place at the time the change was made 
in 1985--and thus in a much better position than a new incoming faculty member trying to 
achieve tenure. 

 
 -- Although no one had a copy of the tenure code, some recalled that there is a provision for 

special contracts under unusual circumstances; it permits the tenure clock to be stopped for 
a period.  It was agreed that if possible this option should be explored by faculty in the 
Medical School, although it may be too late to do so. The Committee, it was suggested, 
might ask Senior Vice President Kuhi to look with favor on such requests from these 
faculty in the Medical School if they could be arranged. 

 
 -- One Committee member maintained that efforts to lengthen the probationary period, in this 

instance and should the task force recommend a more general lengthening of it, are attacks 
on the tenure system itself.   

 
  Professional/administrative appointees were supposed to have a system parallel to faculty 

but ended up with a second-class category of employment.  Other Committee members 
demurred. 

 
 There was consensus that FCC did not believe exceptions should be made and that any 
arrangements for the Medical School faculty should be made in the confines of the existing tenure 
regulations but that Academic Affairs should be encouraged to consider whatever options might be 
workable within those constraints which are responsive to Dean Brown's request. 
 
4.   Open Discussion:  Future Agenda Items, the Space Rental Plan 
 
 Professor Ibele reviewed for Committee members matters which will come, or come back, to it 
over the next few months.  They include: 
 
 -- A revised policy on fraud in research 
 -- Work on revision of the statement on academic freedom (which include examination of 

several major issues) 
 -- Implementation of recommendations of Task Force on Support Services (in athletics, to be 

reported on by ACIA, as well as in other areas) 
 -- Faculty representation on ACIA 



Faculty Consultative Committee 
April 19, 1990 
 

  4

 -- Extension of the EEOW committee 
 -- Status of the review of deans (a report from Academic Affairs is due) 
 -- Athletic facilities 
 -- Report on processes used to select PUF chair appointees (also due from Academic Affairs) 
 -- Report to the Regents on the Task Force on Support Services 
 -- Recommendations to the Judicial Committee procedures 
 -- Inventory of faculty development activities across the University (again, promised by 

Academic Affairs) 
 -- Policy on Indirect Cost Recovery funds 
 
 *  *  * 
 
 Professor Shapiro was asked about the status of the new budgeting proposal/cost centers/space 
rental scheme and what discussions should be taking place.  The most recent minutes of the Finance and 
Planning Committee made it appear uncertain about where the discussions next should go. 
 
 Professor Shapiro responded that he and several committee members had been annoyed; they have 
been told that the space rental scheme will be implemented July 1, 1991 although the administration does 
not know what the plan will be.  The committee, he continued, has been asking for information about the 
effect of the plan at other universities since October and have not yet received it.  It was finally 
acknowledged by the administration, Professor Shapiro added, that if it were determined there were flaws 
in the plan, or that it could not work, it would be abandoned.  
 
 The invitation to Dr. Kuhi to talk about his view of the plan was commended inasmuch as a major 
concern has been the possible impact of space rental on academic programs.  It was suggested that once 
the plan is developed it be applied hypothetically for a year in order to assess what the impact would have 
be. 
 
 Committee members expressed considerable skepticism about what the plan would accomplish.  Is 
it expected to generate savings or is it simply a transfer of a function out of Morrill Hall?  Another 
Committee member cautioned, however, that the funds required to implement Academic Priorities would 
not be provided entirely by the legislature; if the money is to be found, in the amounts required, it will 
have to come from program reduction or elimination and in the non-academic units of the University.  
The University has not been very successful in reducing or eliminating programs.  So the position taken 
by Mr. Donhowe, which seems sound, is that money saved from operations can be diverted to academic 
programs; the question on how to achieve the savings is the one they are attempting to confront.  An 
enormous amount of money is wasted, for example, in heating the University. 
 
 Committee members agreed that energy savings were to be sought; how this plan would 
accomplish it, however, was a mystery, because individual faculty will have no greater control over 
energy consumption just because the dean has responsibility for the cost of operating space.  Whether or 
not decentralization was the true objective, or what its impact would be, were deliberated for some time 
by the Committee. 
 
 Rather than simply gripe about the proposal, it was suggested, even though no details are available, 
perhaps the intellectual resources of the University should be brought to bear on other possible solutions.  
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It was agreed that the Subcommittee on Physical Plant and Space Allocation should be asked to explore 
the matter in depth, to clarify all the objectives, and to identify possible problems--and this should be 
done in advance of a proposal from central administration.  Professor Shapiro also said he would inquire 
of Mr. Donhowe if energy consumption were reduced on the order of 30% whether or not the space rental 
plan would then be discarded. 
 
 Another way University departments could save money would be to have an entirely different 
procedure for handling minor repairs, such as plumbing leaks.  If the space maintenance responsibility is 
shifted to the deans, either the work will not get done--because it costs too much to use Physical Plant--or 
the units will do it themselves. 
 
 Inevitably, it was said, the plan would vastly increase the managerial responsibilities of deans.  As 
a result, they would probably have to hire additional accountants. 
 
 Another factor, it was pointed out, is that Mr. Donhowe sees the need for research space as a 
serious problem.  The probability of being able to build with state funds is not great so it must be rented 
or built by the University from its own resources.  Units will, others argued, find themselves in the 
position of giving up space; departments with research money will buy space from those which do not 
have such funds--and the humanities will continue to be squeezed.  There are, in addition, fields within 
disciplines which do not receive research funds; under the new scheme, people in those areas will have no 
space so will be unable to train students and otherwise do what is desirable.  One fear is that the Medical 
School will take over all the space because it has all the money. 
 
 Professor Shapiro promised to take up the issues with Professor Erdman as soon as possible. 
 
5.   Recommendations from the Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs 
 
 Professor Ibele welcomed Professor Dittman to the meeting to discuss the recommendations from 
SCFA.   
 
 The first recommendation is to drop the optional decreasing term life insurance program (with a 
maximum coverage of $15,000).  The reason is that "it is not a very good buy.  As a matter of fact, it's a 
terrible buy."  People would be better off buying through TIAA-CREF; by offering it, the University can 
be seen to be endorsing an uneconomical insurance buy which is not beneficial for those who purchase it. 
For those who insist on continuing to make the purchase the company will accept direct payment of the 
premiums.  Only a very small percentage of the faculty participate in the program.  Professor Dittman 
clarified that elimination of this program would not deprive the faculty of an option which now exists--
those in the program can continue; newcomers to the faculty can obtain the insurance on the market, at a 
much more favorable rate, although they will have to pass a medical exam.  The carrier has also promised 
that the rates for those who remain in the program will not change.  Professor Dittman pointed out that 
faculty also have the option to purchase additional life insurance through the University's group term 
policy; this is not part of that plan. 
 
 The second recommendation is to increase the long-term disability insurance coverage; the present 
maximum is seen as too low and should be increased from $3250 per month to $4000.  The benefit to be 
paid is 60% of salary, so raising the amount to $4000 brings to the full 60% coverage everyone whose 
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salary is at or below $80,000.   The recommendation also calls for adding a cost of living adjustment in 
the benefit, equal to 60% of the annual legislative appropriation for salary increases or 5%, whichever is 
smaller. 
 
 The $4000 level was chosen primarily because of cost; the amount could be higher, thus providing 
the full 60% coverage to those with higher salaries.  A $5000 monthly maximum would cover all with 
salaries of $100,000 or less, and so on, but the cost of increasing the benefit, compared with the number 
of additional employees fully covered, led the committee to recommend the $4000 level. 
 
 The committee believed that the issue should be revisited every two years to determine what the 
level of coverage should be.  Other universities, Professor Dittman reported, do tend to have a somewhat 
higher level of coverage. 
 
 The third recommendation is really advice to the task force on health benefits:  If there is to be a 
total study of employee use of health insurance benefits, it would wise to establish some mechanism to 
engage in continuing review of health services and to build a data base so that the University can 
determine if it is receiving the optimal outcomes from the premium dollars invested.  At present the 
University relies upon the insurers or the HMOs to determine the risk levels of the employees--but it is 
not clear what the outcomes are for University employees.  There is a prominent health services research 
group in the School of Public Health; the thought of the committee is that there should be a research 
program set up in that group to monitor use, premiums paid, and health outcomes so that the University 
can, over time, make a better informed judgment about carriers and provide the faculty with better 
information about the alternatives beyond simply what the premiums will be.  Is there, for instance, a 
better health outcome with some plans, given the coverage provided, than with others with different 
coverage? 
 
 The University would fund, with a $50,000 grant, a group of researchers to put together a proposal 
to be funded by private foundations and perhaps NIH or the Health Care Financing Authority; the 
proposal would be for a long-term evaluative study of health coverage at Minnesota and to help the 
University shape the kinds of plans it wishes the providers to offer. 
 
 The third recommendation is that this proposal be endorsed. 
 
 The results of the study, Professor Dittman clarified, would serve two purposes: to guide the 
University in making choices about carriers as well as to inform the faculty so they could become 
informed consumers.  It was suggested that if and when the information is available to faculty it be 
readable and understandable to the average faculty member in a reasonable period of time--rather than 
being easily understood and appreciated only by other public health experts. Professor Dittman agreed 
that this would be important; he also observed that these kinds of analyses would be extremely important 
if the University decided to leave the State Health Plan or if a cafeteria plan were to be considered. 
 
 The Committee appeared to support all three recommendations. 
 
 The Committee then discussed briefly with Professor Dittman a few issues having to do with the 
State Health Plan and with the Faculty Assistance office. 
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 The Committee extended its congratulations to Professor Dittman on his selection to become Dean 
of the college of hotel management at Cornell and expressed its disappointment that he would be leaving 
the University. 
 
6.   Personnel Issues 
 
 The Committee went into closed session to discuss personnel matters; it adjourned at 2:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


