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Faculty Consultative Committee 

Meeting Minutes* 
Thursday, April 10, 2014 

1:00 – 3:00 
Room 238A Morrill Hall 

 
* 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. 

 
 
Present: Will Durfee (chair), Linda Bearinger, Colin Campbell, James Cloyd, Eva von Dassow, 

Jigna Desai, Gary Gardner, Tabitha Grier-Reed, Joseph Konstan, Russell Luepker, James 
Pacala, Ned Patterson, Paul Ranelli, Christopher Uggen 

 
Absent: Janet Ericksen, Maria Gini, Alon McCormick, Karen Mesce, Avner Ben-Ner,  Jean 

Wyman 
 
Guests: Paul Bohjanen, Gary Engstrand, Kathleen Krichbaum, Sandra Myers, Wendy St. Peter 
 
Others: Emily Lawrence 
 
[In these minutes: Discussion with AHC FCC; FCC Vice Chair election; C on C Report Discussion] 
 
 
AHC FCC Discussion 
 
Professor Uggen chaired the beginning of the meeting as Professor Durfee was unable to attend until 2:00 
PM. He convened the meeting and asked for introductions.  
 
Professor Patterson began the discussion by giving a brief background of the AHC governance structure. 
He explained the membership: 

● The AHC FCC is composed of eight faculty members as follows: three from the Medical School 
(one from Basic Sciences, one from Clinical Sciences, and one from the School of Medicine, 
UMD) and one each from Dentistry, Nursing, Pharmacy, Public Health, and Veterinary Medicine. 
Members are nominated and elected by the colleges’ faculty governance committees; 1 elected 
member from all 6 health sciences schools. 

● They meet twice per month, once as a group and once with the VP for Health Sciences, and once 
with the provost per year. 

● Their charge enables them to create subcommittees and call for studies when appropriate. 
 
Before the meeting, a list of discussion topics was circulated and prioritized. Members first discussed the 
relationship between the AHC and the University. 

● Professor Patterson said that he does not see that the structure will change anytime soon. The 
relationship between the AHC and the broader University is complicated but he hopes there is not 
a divide, as there was in the past. 

● Professor Cloyd asked if there is a divide. Professor Krichbaum responded that they have so 
many clinical faculty that are necessary in the AHC to provide instruction. In her opinion, the 
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issues of part-time faculty, or contract faculty are more recent than clinical track faculty, and 
these positions are unique to the AHC. The role of clinical faculty could potentially be perceived 
as a divide.  

● Professor Patterson said the report on clinical track faculty was never finalized. There are now 
statements, similar to the 7.12 statements, for clinical track faculty to help mitigate this divide, as 
many clinical track faculty do not feel comfortable sharing their opinions. 

● Professor Luepker said that in the clinical departments the number of tenure track (TT) faculty is 
decreasing. He explained that tenure is different for clinical faculty, a percent of the salary is 
tenured, usually 20-25%. Those who are not tenured are on a contract that can be terminated. He 
believes this is an existential conflict and turnover is a constant threat to their existence. He posed 
the question: Is the AHC a clinical service providing organization or is it an academic 
organization contributing to the field?  

● Professor Bearinger said the Board of Regents (BOR) has recently designated a subcommittee on 
academic medicine and it could be an opportunity to discuss the hindrances to being a research 
center within the AHC. For example, in the School of Nursing there are no research positions, 
despite being ranked 15th in the country in NIH grants.  

 
Professor Uggen asked if this issue relates to other precarious one-year appointments.  

● Professor Gardner pointed out that Medical School issues are different, because in other units 
someone can be designated as a Principal Investigator in a grant. He added that it would be 
valuable to segregate the Medical School issues from other AHC units to determine where the 
issues exist. Professor Luepker said that it is a funding issue. He asked the School of Public 
Health FCC if they could pay tenure and TT faculty from their state allocation and teaching.  The 
response was that 40% could be paid, therefore if they did not get grants they would not be 
funded. 

● Professor Patterson said the same problem exists in the College of Veterinary Medicine. He said 
that it has been recommended to offer multi-year contracts to contract faculty. 

● Professor Pacala agreed that there is a similarity between the AHC and other units in terms of the 
research track. From within Family Medicine and Community Health, he said it is rare to hire 
someone on a TT, most are hired as clinical, teaching, or research track. If they are successful, 
they are then transferred to a TT. The difference is in the clinical scholar faculty classification. 
There is significant heterogeneity as to what a clinical scholar faculty role is. A majority of this 
role is expected to be clinical.  

● Professor Krichbaum said that the School of Nursing does not fit under the traditional medical 
school model. They still offer TT positions, and expect that all faculty conduct research. They 
have as many clinical track faculty with one year contracts as TT faculty. Her concern is that the 
nature of academia is changing. In her interactions with clinical track faculty, she finds they are 
not speaking up because of their position, and this undermines their ability as faculty to influence 
governance. Approximately 75% of the faculty are worried about expressing themselves and this 
impedes them from having a strong voice. 

 
Professor Konstan explained that the problem is evident, for much of clinical health sciences there is a 
need for accomplished clinicians to be engaged in educating future clinicians.  Adjunct faculty members 
fill this void in other departments. He asked: Do peer institutions have a solution to this problem? 

● Professor Luepker explained that the AHC is financially weaker for at least two reasons, first 
Minnesota has low reimbursement rates and secondly, other schools have large donations made to 
them. 

● Professor Pacala explained that this is a generic problem that all medical schools are dealing with. 
He noted that the AHC has partners in the community that they could not educate without. 
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Preceptors take students into their practices and they are not paid. Core faculty participate in 
clinical and classroom education and this is the growing group of clinical faculty. 

● Paul Bohjanen provided a response regarding other institutions as models. He noted that other 
institutions have a larger critical mass of tenured and TT faculty. They have a supportive 
environment for TT research, however in MN those positions are very expensive.  In the 
Department of Medicine, nine clinical scholars were hired in the past 4 years and none were TT. 
It is a crisis, because if they do not have enough TT faculty in 10 years, they will not be able to 
conduct research.  

● Professor von Dassow observed that what people are describing is a broad category of faculty 
who do not have academic freedom, and are deprived of citizenship in the University. They are in 
effect prohibited from participating in the University’s mission. The fundamental principle should 
be that they should have both academic freedom and a means of obtaining job security whether it 
is through TT or another path.  

● Professor Gardner emphasized that TT faculty plan for the future of the University, who will 
consider the strategic moves that should be made in 10 or 20 years? This is central to the long-
term success of the University. 

 
Professor Uggen asked if the Graduate Education Report adequately addresses the needs of Health 
Sciences students.   

● Professor Patterson said that the report does not address professional students in the health 
sciences and he sees this as a University-wide issue. 

● Other members reiterated that funding is different for graduate and professional students and the 
way in which both groups are represented needs to examined further. They are looking forward to 
understanding how SCEP will address graduate education issues in the future.  

● Professor Bearinger noted that the issue of engagement in clinical faculty is parallel to that of 
professional students. 

● Members discussed data on professional students and graduates in regard to how they view the 
University.  

o Professor Konstan said the degree of connection a student develops to the University is 
highly variable and is related to how individual programs foster those relationships. He 
has observed that MBA students feel loyal because they invest in developing that 
relationship. He said that professional students and programs need a voice and need 
attention in a way that current governance processes do not address. He is not sure that 
there is enough commonality between professional graduate programs and this creates 
issues.  

o Professor von Dassow added that it is up to the students how they are organized. She 
believes that if professional students are represented separately this could reinforce 
divisions. 

● Professor Luepker said that the School of Public Health has conducted surveys for several years 
and it cannot be ignored that these relationships are needed for fundraising. Whether or not 
graduate education needs a separate organization depends on what is trying to be accomplished.  

● Professor Patterson posed the question: How does the faculty interact with those student 
organizations? 

 
Professor Uggen began to close the discussion and asked for remaining questions.  

● How is the AHC FCC working as a forum to hear issues? Do faculty issues come to them, or 
from the members? 
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o Professor Patterson responded that  members raise issues and they have also been 
contacted by chairs of individual colleges. They hope that issues will be raised by Dean 
Jackson and the administration during their monthly meetings.  

o Professor Krichbaum inquired as to the best method to bring issues to the FCC and help 
those understand how the issues of the AHC are different. 

o Professor Bearinger encouraged the AHC FCC to meet with the BOR, and added that this 
is a critical time to have a joint meeting.  

o Professor Gardner suggested increased coordination of the Alumni Association with 
professional organizations. 

● Professor Desai suggested that the FCC consider the issues related to contingent faculty, and 
noted that there are movements to unionize due to the precariousness of their positions.  

 
Vice Chair Election 
 
Members voted via secret ballot and elected Professor Uggen as FCC vice chair.  
 
Committee on Committees Report 
 
Professor Uggen introduced the topic and explained that the draft report, in general, calls for more 
committees to meet with administrators other than the FCC.  
 
Gary Engstrand, former secretary to the faculty, attended the meeting to discuss the Committee on 
Committees report. He said that there should be increased clarity around which issues should be reviewed 
by the FCC and SCC and emphasized the importance of the faculty voice in governance.  
 
Members made the following comments in response to the report: 

● Increased efficiency is important but faculty governance should address the hard questions. 
● Professor Konstan noted that consultation done outside of meetings can save time and create 

more meaningful discussions. He said that the restructuring was remarkably confusing, For 
example, challenge identified, but the cause is wrong. There needs to be an inventory of the 
issues being dealt with. He added that it should not be a problem for the faculty senate to vote on 
an issue even if it affects other groups.  

 
Members discussed the general structure and efficacy of the governance system. 

● Professor von Dassow said that administrators’ and committee members’ time need not be wasted 
by repeating presentations. In her opinion, there is a desire for effectiveness, not a reduction in 
consultation. The focus should be on actual conversation, rather than on listening to reports. If 
members could receive a presentation before the meeting then they could discuss issues in the 
meeting. She emphasized that materials would need to be presented with sufficient time for 
members to prepare for the meeting. She then asked how agendas are established. Faculty do not 
see themselves as in a position to actually govern. She noted that many faculty do not take the 
opportunity to raise agenda items.  

● Professor Bearinger said that the Job Reclassification is an example of an issue that was consulted 
on late int he process. HR attended meetings, but implications for the faculty was not discussed.  

 
Members discussed the difference between governance and consultation. 

● Some members commented that the current structure is a consultative, not a governance system.  
● Professor Grier-Reed said that it is helpful to hear that this is a consultative, not a governing 

committee. She has been involved in board training for effective governance and governing 
boards do not function as rubber stamping mechanisms but are expected to have a strategic item 
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on the agenda, focusing on the strategic future of the organization usually planning years in 
advance.   

● Professor Konstan said that he does not see having a faculty regent as a conflict of interest.  He 
sees a greater conflict of interest in having members that are employed outside of the University 
that are trying to develop a relationship with the University. He is not convinced much would be 
changed in the short term by having a faculty regent, however developing a collegial relationship 
in the long term would create greater understanding. The vote is not what particularly matters. In 
regard to faculty governance, he said that depending on the area, the system is a hybrid of 
consultation and governance. While in some areas of educational policy there is real governance. 
One challenge facing the FCC in particular is deciding what the priorities are of all the 
committees, other than the once or twice a year summaries, it is hard to grasp all of the activities. 
The FCC could play more of a coordinating role, and make strategic decisions to take certain 
things off the agendas.  

● Professor Desai added that board training would be a helpful option to offer. Some discussions 
have been rich, but she is  not sure of the impact. What is the follow through that is expected from 
discussions?  

● Professor Konstan reiterated that work needs to be done before meetings to have effective 
consultation and this expectation should be established.  

 
Members agreed that a call for agenda items at an early meeting in the academic year and then a 
discussion in person to set priorities would be a good practice. They would appreciate having a greater 
understanding of what other committees are addressing. The retreat was suggested as an opportunity to set 
the agenda and have a meaningful discussion about priorities for the year.  Professor Durfee suggested 
they continue discussions for how to set up a paradigm that achieves the goals they set. He explained that 
it is up to the committee if they would like to craft a response or comments to the report, but no further 
action is required. Hearing no further business, he adjourned the meeting.  
 
 
 
Jeannine Rich       
University of Minnesota 


