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 FACULTY CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 
December 18, 2014  
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 reflect the views of, nor are they binding on, the Senate, the Administration, or 
the Board of Regents. 

 
[In these minutes:  Nominating Subcommittee, Board of Regents Selection Process, 
Provost Hanson, Miscellaneous Committee Business] 
 
Present:  Rebecca Ropers-Huilman (chair), Chris Uggen (vice chair), William Durfee, 
Eva von Dassow, Linda Bearinger, Gary Cohen, Gary Gardner, Maria Gini, Joseph 
Konstan, Kathleen Krichbaum, Susan Wick, Colin Campbell, Allan Erbsen for Dale 
Carpenter, James Cloyd, Jigna Desai, Janet Ericksen, Karen Mesce, Jean Wyman 
 
Regrets:  None 
 
Others attending:  Deb Cran, chief of staff, Office of the Senior Vice President for 
Academic Affairs & Provost 
 
Guests:  Provost Hanson; Brian Steeves, executive director and corporate secretary, 
Board of Regents 
 
1.  Nominating Subcommittee:  Professor Eva von Dassow convened the Nominating 
Subcommittee.  She said that this portion of the meeting would be spent reviewing and 
discussing the list of Faculty Consultative Committee (FCC) nominees and rank-ordering 
them.  Once rank-ordered, nominees will be called in that order.  Considerations to take 
into account when rank-ordering nominees, said Professor von Dassow, include, but are 
not limited to, the school/college they represent, racial/international diversity, and a 
demonstrated commitment to serving the University as a whole and/or their respective 
school/college. 
 
After finishing the rank ordering process, Professor von Dassow asked for volunteers to 
contact the nominees to see if they would be willing to stand for election to serve on the 
FCC.  It was agreed that Renee Dempsey, Senate staff, would serve as the clearinghouse 
for keeping track of which nominees have and have not agreed to stand for election. 
 
2.  Board of Regents Selection:  Next, Professor Ropers-Huilman convened the FCC 
meeting and welcomed Brian Steeves, executive director and corporate secretary, Board 
of Regents.  She said he was invited to provide the committee with information about the 
regent selection process.  
 
Mr. Steeves reported that the election cycle for new regents is currently underway.  Due 
to the untimely death of Regent Larson earlier this year, there are five rather than four 
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regent seats open this spring.  There will be no at-large seats open, only congressional 
district seats and these include:  1) 1st congressional district, 2) 3rd congressional district, 
3) 4th congressional district, 4) 6th congressional district, and 5) 7th congressional 
district.   
 
Unlike many other states, explained Mr. Steeves, the governor plays no role in the 
selection of regents.  Instead, the authority is entirely housed with the Minnesota State 
Legislature.  Several years ago, the legislature created a process for selecting regents and 
an outcome of this decision resulted in the creation of the Regent Candidate Advisory 
Council (RCAC) - http://www.rcac.leg.mn/.  RCAC is a 24-person citizen panel that puts 
out a call for regent applications, screens the applications, and holds public interviews.  
As required by statute, RCAC is required to forward a minimum of two names for each 
open seat to the legislature by January 15.  At this point, the House and Senate Higher 
Education Committees meet jointly, and often will interview the candidates again and 
vote to develop a slate, which is a single candidate for each seat.  Then, the slate is 
forwarded to the full joint convention of the House and Senate no later than February 28.   
 
Sometime after the slate is recommended, the legislature schedules a time for the entire 
House and Senate to meet in joint convention.  At this joint meeting, members are 
allowed to nominate additional candidates for consideration.  While there is a great deal 
of narrowing that takes place throughout the entire process, there is never a point at 
which a person is completely ruled out until the final vote is taken.  At the final vote, 
members can either vote for the slate or the slate with substitutions.  Candidates must 
receive a majority of the votes cast to win.  After the election, winners are immediately 
seated as regents, and outgoing regents become regents-emeriti.   
 
The Board of Regents, said Mr. Steeves, is a publically elected office and those elected 
receive a certificate of election like all other elected officials in the State of Minnesota.  
As with all elected officials, they are subject to provisions such as filing a financial 
disclosure statement, etc. 
 
Professor von Dassow asked how RCAC gets seated.  Mr. Steeves explained that the 
legislature decides, with the House getting half the seats and the Senate getting the other 
half.  To reiterate, said Mr. Steeves, there is no role for the governor in this selection 
process.  He added that the selection of RCAC members is a somewhat behind the scenes 
process with the legislators deciding who will serve on this body.  Starting this year, four 
of the 24 seats previously reserved as citizen seats were filled with legislators, two 
Republicans and two Democrats, two from the House and two from the Senate.   
 
In response to a question from Professor von Dassow about whether there are regents 
candidates at this time, Mr. Steeves explained that RCAC has completed the paper 
application phase of the process, and met last week to decide who they would like to 
bring in for interviews (http://www.rcac.leg.mn/finalists_press_release_2014.pdf).  
Public interviews of the selected candidates will be conducted the week of January 5, 
2015.  Currently, dates and times for the interviews have not yet been announced. 
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Mr. Steeves went on to say the Office of the Board of Regents and the Office of the 
President do not get involved to advocate for or against any regent candidate.  With that 
said, the Office of the Board of Regents has been asked to provide RCAC with 
information about characteristics and qualities that are helpful for regent candidates to 
possess.  Copies of a memo to RCAC outlining this information were distributed to 
members.  Without going through all the points in the memo, Mr. Steeves said first and 
foremost a regent needs to come to the Board with an openness to collaboration.  He 
added that the Board Office works hard to build a culture of collaboration.  Another 
important characteristic highlighted was the ability to have both a critical eye toward the 
institution while still being supportive of the administration and faculty. 
 
Professor Ropers-Huilman asked what role faculty members can play in the selection 
process.  Mr. Steeves said because legislators will ultimately decide what candidates they 
want to support, faculty can have conversations with their legislators about what 
characteristics they believe regent candidates should possess, and about what is important 
to the University in the long-term.  If faculty have opinions about individual candidates, 
they can share this information as well. 
 
Responding to a suggestion from Professor Bearinger about the importance of faculty 
connecting with the Board to help them learn about the University, Mr. Steeves said the 
Board Office has been giving a lot of thought to how to acquaint newly elected regents 
with the institution.  Rather than trying to give them all the information they need in a 
six-week orientation period, the Board Office is reframing the orientation into a first year 
experience.  The first year will be dedicated to a variety of touch points on a variety of 
topics that will help regents better understand the University and give them information 
at a pace where it can be more easily digested.  He welcomed members’ ideas on how to 
engage faculty with the Board.  Professor von Dassow suggested having regents sit in on 
classes.  Mr. Steeves said Professor Cloyd made the same suggestion in the past and 
hopefully the Board Office will be able to avail itself of this suggestion.  The Board 
Office wants to do more to better prepare the regents for the time investment they will be 
making. 
 
Professor Gardner encouraged members as citizens of the State of Minnesota to engage 
themselves in the regent selection process, and reminded them that as citizens they will 
be speaking for themselves and not the University. 
 
In terms of ideas for engaging the board with faculty, and learning about the University, 
Professor Durfee suggested having the regents also visit the system campuses. 
 
Professor Bearinger suggested Mr. Steeves meet with Erin Dady, the new special 
assistant to the president for Government and Community Relations, and provide her 
with the regent selection process information he shared with the committee today.  
Having this information would benefit her in her new position. 
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Professor Ropers-Huilman thanked Mr. Steeves for the presentation.  Mr. Steeves said he 
was happy to do it and noted if members have additional questions to feel free to contact 
him. 
 
3.  Discussion with Provost Hanson:  Professor Ropers-Huilman welcomed Provost 
Hanson to the meeting.  While Professor Ropers-Huilman said she had sent Provost 
Hanson ideas for discussion topics for today’s meeting, she encouraged Provost Hanson 
to also bring up any other items that are on her mind. 
 
Regarding the issue of caregiver support, and the resolution that was approved by the 
Senate last spring, said Provost Hanson, it has come to her attention that a number of 
faculty feel the administrative response was inadequate.  As a result, she will be 
convening a small group of faculty leaders and key administrators to explore the 
feasibility of making changes to some of the University’s leave benefits.  She noted that 
she has also asked Vice President of Human Resources Brown to gather data on what 
other major employers in the metro area offer as a starting point for these discussions.  In 
discussions with Mike Volna, associate vice president and controller, he has indicated 
that how federal funds are being used needs to comport with the rest of the faculty and 
staff.   
 
To clarify, asked Professor Bearinger, when talking about caregiver support, does this 
include caregiving for the elderly?  Yes, said Provost Hanson, caregiving for the elderly 
should be taken into account when considering caregiver support. 
 
Professor Uggen said he liked the idea of convening a small group of faculty leaders and 
administrative experts to sit down and think about what pragmatically can be done right 
away and then to prioritize other possible benefit changes.  Professor Durfee agreed that 
he liked the idea of looking for the quick wins and then looking longer term in an effort 
to make this a family-friendly institution, which will help with recruiting. 
 
At the risk of sounding ungrateful for any quick wins, Professor Konstan said he believes 
it is important the institution demonstrate it can get various parts of the University 
working toward the same goals/vision and cited an example of an issue he was recently 
made aware of, which has to do with getting undergraduates involved in research.  Due to 
a combination of recent National Science Foundation (NSF) policy changes, and new 
interpretations from the Financial Aid office, students on financial aid who take 
Undergraduate Research Opportunities Program awards (UROPs) or government funded 
Research Opportunities for Undergraduates (REUs) lose their financial aid as much as 
dollar-for-dollar for the amount they are compensated to do research.  This is a new 
change, explained Professor Konstan, and noted as he began delving deeper into the issue 
it quickly became clear that there was no way to get people in the Office of Student 
Finance, Sponsored Projects Administration, and academicians in the colleges in 
alignment around this issue.  While it is absurd to create a policy that discourages 
students receiving financial aid from getting involved in research in the first place--after 
all, those students can make money working at McDonald's, but not in a research lab--he 
rhetorically asked why no one in the administrative offices implementing the policy 
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would take the initiative to call a dean or the provost and make them aware of it.  The 
University needs a mechanism to red flag these kinds of issues/problems in order to 
figure out best possible solutions before doing more harm than good.  This is a prime 
example of the complacency issue identified in the Strategic Plan. Provost Hanson 
thanked Professor Konstan for bringing this issue to her attention, and said she would 
look into it immediately.  Professor Cohen agreed with Professor Konstan that there 
needs to be some sort of simple protocol/mechanism that allows people to report potential 
problems. He recalled another similar example from earlier this year when the Office of 
Budget and Finance planned to assess graduate student fees early in the fall term before 
they had been paid.  Provost Hanson said this is an attractive idea, which she believes can 
be implemented.  She volunteered her office as the place for reporting such problems. 
 
Professor Desai liked the idea of the equivalent of a City of Minneapolis 311 number in 
Provost Hanson’s office where issues/problems can be reported.  She added that a 
number of committees meet across the University to address important issues and make 
recommendations, but often no actions are taken on the recommendations coming out of 
these committees.  In her opinion, someone should be responsible in the administration 
for tracking issues so they do not get lost.   
 
The topic of conversation then moved on to the Salary Equity Review Committees 
(SERCs).  Each college appointed a SERC and did a review and it was clear from this 
process how varied the colleges are in their process, said Provost Hanson.  An outcome 
of this initiative was that some units have become more explicit about merit guidelines 
than they were in the past.  Provost Hanson reported that she has asked the colleges to 
broaden the use of the merit guidelines in an effort to standardize how salaries are set.  
She then touched on the new system for faculty activity reporting, which she believes 
will be helpful in the long run once implemented.  The system will make comparisons 
across units and various categories of employees much easier, and it will also be useful 
for tracking research and international activity. 
 
Professor Konstan reported that the Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs (SCFA) heard 
from five faculty who served on their college’s SERC, and it was a very educational 
discussion.  It was clear that there are structural issues, e.g., senior hires, retention offers, 
within the various colleges and even identifying these issues will not address them.  The 
SERCs did a lot of work and compiled a lot of detail for the deans who then decided what 
detail act on, but in the end mostly everything remained opaque in the sense that most 
faculty did not really understand what came out of the process; there seemed to be a lack 
of transparency.  Getting people to change their actions will not happen if the process is 
not transparent to faculty.  The same issue applies to the new system for faculty activity 
reporting; if the faculty do not see how collecting this data will make their lives better, 
they will be reluctant to report.  There needs to be a culture change at the University in 
terms of opening up data once it has been collected.  Regarding the first point about 
structural issues, said Provost Hanson, she resists the idea that nothing can be done about 
retention offers, for example.  The units need to be keeping this information in mind 
every year as they conduct their reviews; units need to be attentive to getting salaries 
back in line if they have become inequitable due to retention offers.  Professor Konstan 



 6 

clarified and said the SERC faculty invited to SCFA did not say there is nothing that can 
be done, but they said they did not get sense that their college would be more attentive to 
salary inequities. 
 
Professor Wyman said she served on the School of Nursing SERC.  In the instructions, it 
said to only review regular faculty, and not administrators and faculty in phased 
retirement.  Despite the fact a number of disparities/inequities were identified, the 
instructions specifically prohibited including administrators and faculty in phased 
retirement as part of the review.  She believes not including faculty in phased retirement 
in this process was a great injustice because these individuals have contributed greatly to 
the mission of the University and their salaries should be looked at and adjusted 
accordingly.  Please consider rethinking the instructions.  In terms of the SERC process, 
Professor Wyman said faculty in phased retirement were penalized and a disservice was 
also done to non-regular faculty on continuous appointments because they were not 
reviewed like regular faculty. 
 
Professor Gardner said retention offers skew the data.  Therefore, he suggested deans be 
required to hold a certain percentage of their salary pool for preventive retention.  
Overtime, this would be a way to take care of people who do not seek out retention offers 
by rewarding them both psychologically and financially.  Provost Hanson said some 
deans do set aside a pool of money for this purpose as well as a pool for equity.  
Professor Gardner said this should be a University policy and not left up to the discretion 
of a dean because doing so can lead to further discrepancies. 
 
In Professor Campbell’s opinion, the Medical School’s SERC process was not 
transparent.  He added that given this was a University-wide initiative, the results from all 
the colleges should be made available to all faculty versus being compartmentalized, 
which encourages college-by-college inequities.  
 
There is a mix of issues in this conversation, said Professor Cohen.  First, the University 
should have developed University-wide guidelines for conducting this process.  
Secondly, going forward, he suggested a best practices document be drafted to help 
prevent the recurrence or continuation of remaining inequities.   
 
Provost Hanson thanked members for their feedback.  She noted that starting two years 
ago she asked the schools to report annually on their starting salaries, set-up packages as 
well as retention offers or lack thereof.  She said she will need a few years more of data 
to see if there are any patterns, etc. 
 
Professor Desai asked whether it would be possible to mandate that all faculty who leave 
the University have an exit interview in order for the University to get data on why they 
are leaving.  This could be mandated, said Provost Hanson, but she was not sure faculty 
could be made to conduct exit interviews. 
 
In the interest of transparency and consistency, Professor Bearinger requested Provost 
Hanson provide the committee with a copy of SERC instructions her office sent out to the 
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colleges.  Provost Hanson said she would be happy to share the instructions with the 
committee. 
 
As discussed with the committee on multiple occasions, Provost Hanson said the project 
she is interested in completing this year is the realignment of post-baccalaureate 
education to have a stronger Graduate School as well as a strong commitment to 
professional education, recognizing the differences between the two.  A fair number of 
discussions have already taken place at the administrative level and there have also been 
funding discussions so hopefully the University is close to the point of moving on 
realigning post-baccalaureate education. 
 
Next, Provost Hanson reminded members about the reaffirmation of accreditation, which 
takes place in 2015 when the Higher Learning Commission (HLC) comes in the fall.  
Administrative offices have been working on collecting the information that needs to be 
reported to the HLC.  Narratives will also need to be provided to the HLC and the 
University will want faculty guidance on these narratives.  Hopefully, by January, the 
draft narratives will be far enough along so they can be shared with various faculty 
groups to get input/feedback. 
 
Regarding the collegiate constitutions, noted Provost Hanson, a number of the 
revised/updated constitutions have already been turned in, and, while not every college 
will make the December 31, 2014 deadline, all constitutions are expected to be submitted 
by mid-January.  Once approved, the constitutions will be posted on a website where they 
can be easily found.  Provost Hanson said her office is committed to finishing this project 
and so any draft constitutions that are submitted for preliminary approval will be turned 
around quickly in the event any changes are necessary. 
 
Professor Ropers Huilman asked about Provost Hanson’s expectations around faculty 
involvement in revising and approving the collegiate constitutions.  Provost Hanson said 
once the current process is complete, an orderly process will be in place for revising 
constitutions in the future, as needed.  Professor Ropers-Huilman said it is clear from the 
discussion that there were a variety of approaches used with varying levels of faculty 
involvement.  Provost Hanson noted that in the guidelines she issued for revising the 
constitutions, she asked for a mechanism for revising the constitutions. 
 
Professor Gardner asked about graduate student fringe rates and suggested the tuition 
portion be capped at 50%.  In an attempt to clarify the question further, Professor 
Konstan provided an example.  He noted this issue is not unique to hiring graduate 
students, and is the same issue that impacts hiring part-time faculty.  The redesign of the 
fringe benefit rates was implemented without deep consultation on the impact it would 
have on the academic mission (research and teaching).  While the redesign did a good job 
of simplifying the fringe rates, it failed to align the incentives in the right way.  The point 
of having fringe benefit brackets is to discourage treating one person as cheap labor and 
another person as expensive labor or from creating incentives to hire people less than 
50% or 75% time.  The consultative issue would have been to talk with the people who 
actually hire people rather than making a decision and dealing with the fallout after.  In 
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light of time, Professor Ropers-Huilman said this will not be a solvable issue in the 
remaining 60 seconds, and thanked Provost Hanson for her time. 
 
4.  Announcements: 

• Professor Ropers-Huilman reminded members about the FCC meeting with the 
deans on February 5, 2015 from 11:30 – 1:00 in the Dale Shephard Room at the 
Campus Club.  The February 5 FCC meeting will immediately follow the meeting 
with the deans. 

• The FCC will be hosting lunch meetings with department heads/chairs, said 
Professor Ropers-Huilman.  Once the dates, times and locations have been 
confirmed, a message will be sent out. 

• Professor Ropers-Huilman reported a replacement for Professor Judy Garrard 
who currently serves on the Benefits Advisory Committee (BAC) needs to be 
found because she is retiring at the end of January 2015.  She asked members 
whether they knew of anyone who would be interested in serving on the BAC or 
whether a broad call for applications should be solicited from across the 
University.  After a brief discussion, members agreed they would like to send out 
a call for applications. 

 
Before adjourning, Professor Wyman suggested the committee at some point discuss 
what role the FCC or the collegiate consultative committees can/should play in educating 
faculty about governance and the opportunities it provides, particularly as it relates to 
setting policy.  Faculty involved in governance have the opportunity to influence what 
happens in their own units as well as at the University level.  In light of time, Professor 
Ropers-Huilman suggested officially closing the meeting, and invited any members 
interested in participating in this discussion to stay after the meeting. 
 
5.  Adjournment:  Hearing no further business, Professor Ropers-Huilman adjourned the 
meeting. 
 
        Renee Dempsey 
        University Senate 
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