
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, April 30, 1998 

1:00 – 2:30 
Room 238 Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Victor Bloomfield (chair), Kent Bales, Carole Bland, Mary Dempsey, Virginia Gray, 

David Hamilton, M. Janice Hogan, Laura Coffin Koch, Michael Korth, Leonard Kuhi, 
Marvin Marshak, Fred Morrison, V. Rama Murthy, Harvey Peterson, Matthew Tirrell 

 
Absent:  Gary Davis, Gary Gardner, Russell Hobbie 
 
Guests:  Executive Vice President Robert Bruininks 
 
Other: Deb Cran (Academic Affairs); Martha Kvanbeck (University Senate); Maureen Smith 

(University Relations) 
 
[In these minutes:  campus master planning implementation committee; celebration of the legislative 
request; fund-raisers for legislators; committee reports; departments and post-tenure review processes; 
(with Dr. Bruininks:) retirement and new health care proposals; graduate/professional teaching 
award/academy of distinguished teachers; faculty consultation on academic planning] 
 
 
1. Nominations 
 

Professor Bloomfield convened the meeting at 1:00 and reported that FCC had been 
asked to nominate two faculty members to serve on the Campus Master Plan Implementation Committee, 
one from Minneapolis and one from St. Paul.  He suggested two individuals who had agreed to serve:  
Warren Ibele (Mechanical Engineering) and Peter Olin (Horticulture, Director of the Landscape 
Arboretum).  
 
 Professor Marshak mentioned that the Campus Club was interested in having a member.  
Professor Bloomfield subsequently decided to ask the FCC nominees to attend to the interests of the 
Campus Club. 
  
 Professor Gray emphasized the necessity of having a West Bank faculty member, because those 
who must walk across the bridge have strong views about the master plan.  Professor Bloomfield agreed 
to try to have the Campus Club and West Bank represented as well. 
 
 [FCC nominated Professors John Adams, Warren Ibele, and Peter Olin.] 
 
 Professor Bloomfield then explained that the Committee needed to decide on a nominee for vice-
chair of the Senate; by practice, the faculty nominate the Senate vice-chair while the students nominate 
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the Twin Cities Campus Assembly vice-chair.  Professor Bloomfield said that he had asked Professor 
Hogan to stand for a second term; the Committee agreed by acclaim to nominate her. 
 
2. Report from the Legislative Liaison 
 

Professor Marshak reported on three matters. 
 

There will be a celebration of the outcome of the legislative session, with the Governor and 
President Yudof, at noon on May 20, and he has obtained funding in order to provide free food.  There 
will be a ceremony at 12:30. 
 

The UMFA and the AAUP are organizing two fund-raisers, for House DFLers and IR members; 
Professor Marshak said he hoped Committee members could participate. 
 

The chair of the Civil Service Committee has reported that the number of civil service employees 
increased last year, in response to the impression that many civil service employees are converting to 
P&A status.  It would appear, Professor Marshak said, that the number of employees in all categories 
except faculty is increasing. 
 
3. Reports from Committees and Task Forces 
 
 Professor Morrison reported that the Finance and Planning Committee had acted on a set of 
recommendations on classroom management from its Facilities Management Subcommittee and was 
forwarding them for placement on the docket of the Assembly.  It had also “poured cold water” on a 
proposed policy to allocate the cost of judgments and settlements from litigation to colleges.  Finally, it 
would be working with the administration on the budget during May. 
 
 Professor Bales reported that the Committee on Faculty Affairs would be adopting a resolution on 
the sabbatical policy and would talk with Dr. Bruininks about academic appointments.  There appears to 
be a majority of the task force in favor of creating non-tenure-track appointments that are not subject to 
the six-year limitation of the tenure code but that carry more than one-year appointments; there may not 
be support for the proposal in SCFA.  He will also report later on significant changes in health care 
provisions apparently being made by the State. 
 
 Professor Koch reported that the Committee on Educational Policy has been devoting all its time 
to review of academic policies.  One concern that it will have to address in the future is the impact of the 
policies on transfer students, and the differential way the policies affect current University students and 
transfer students (in some instances, transfer students are treated more liberally). 
 
 Professor Dempsey said that she would respond to a letter from the AHC FCC concerning the 
status of that committee.  She said she believed FCC supported its efforts, hoped they would continue, 
and that no constitutional amendments to change its status would be offered this year.  It was agreed that 
there should be no hint of a “pocket veto,” but rather confirmation that FCC would take up the issue in the 
Fall. 
 

With respect to post-tenure reviews, Professor Dempsey said it was unclear what was happening 
in the AHC; some departments are confused, and some do not even do annual reviews.  It is the dean’s 
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responsibility to see to it that they do, and Senior Vice President Cerra strongly supports the process.  
Professor Morrison pointed out that nothing will happen on salaries until there are annual reviews and 
eventual establishment of a post-tenure review process.  He suggested that departments should, if they are 
wise, set up the procedures for post-tenure review this Spring – designate or create a committee of x 
members, decide on the terms, if they will be staggered, and so on – and then next Fall develop the goals 
and expectations required, so that the process can be implemented, as required, next Spring.  The post-
tenure review process does not apply to term faculty. 
 
4. Discussion with Executive Vice President Bruininks 
 

Professor Bloomfield now welcomed Dr. Bruininks to the meeting.  Dr. Bruininks  
said he would discuss a number of items raised by members of FCC.  
 
 There has been a plan circulating in the AHC to offer an enriched faculty retirement benefit; the 
proposal has not come to the central administration.  Professor Dempsey commented that as far as the 
faculty understand, the plan is dead.  Dr. Bruininks agreed that it probably is. 
 
 Professor Bland inquired if a college could offer a separate retirement option.  Dr. Bruininks said 
it could not, and could only offer options provided by the University.  Any plan must be available to all 
colleges, with the colleges perhaps having the option to use special programs.   
 
 Professor Marshak reported that Congress is considering an amendment to the Higher Education 
Act which would allow age-dependent retirement incentives for tenured faculty; this is something to 
watch.  Dr. Bruininks agreed. 
 
 Dr. Bruininks then told the Committee that he had been concerned for a long time that health 
benefits were not adequately aligned with retirement benefits.  He has thus proposed that Human 
Resources consider creating symmetry in the phased retirement and terminal leave retirement plans.  His 
proposal is that (1) any faculty member who retires receive a minimum subsidy of two years of health 
coverage, no matter the program under which they retire, (2) a faculty member can receive up to four 
years of health coverage, or to age 65, when Medicare coverage takes over – and if one retires at age 65, 
one can still obtain the two years of health care coverage before going to Medicare, (3) subsidized health 
care on phased retirement is accessible at a 25% or greater appointment, and (4) anyone on signed a 
terminal leave or phased retirement agreement now would be covered by this proposal. 
 
 Dr. Bruininks said he had only received the facts about this proposal in the past week, and so put 
it on the Regents’ docket for information in May so that the Board could act in June if everyone believed 
it a good idea.  If it turns out that this is not as attractive as he originally thought, he can pull it from the 
June agenda. 
 
 Professor Bloomfield commented that it was hard to think of what the drawbacks would be, and 
as for consultation, “we are all in this together” and need only be contemporaneous in the discussions.  
The Committee members who spoke up on the proposal all agreed that it was attractive and worth 
pursuing. 
 
 Professor Murthy raised another issue related to retirement:  the faculty retirement account is 
totally unavailable until one leaves the University.  The rule – which is a University rule, not a state or 
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federal requirement – means that someone on a 25% phased retirement cannot have access to any part of 
their retirement funds.  Professor Marshak said that for anyone over age 59 and ½, the plan could be 
structured to permit payments to begin.  The professed reason for the rule, Professor Murthy reported, is 
to protect faculty from squandering their retirement funds, but there is no reason to deny at least partial 
access.  In his own case, he said, he wished to donate money to the University, but is unable to do so 
because of the rule.  Dr. Bruininks promised to pursue the issue. 
 
 Discussion then turned to the graduate/professional teaching award.  It is approved and ready to 
go, Dr. Bruininks said; the next task is to lay out its relationship to the Morse-Alumni award and the 
Academy of Distinguished Teachers. 
 
 Professor Koch said that SCEP concluded it wished to keep the graduate/professional teaching 
award (and the Morse-Alumni award) separate from the Academy question.  It is essential to identify the 
funding for the graduate/professional award and get information out to departments so that nominations 
can be made next year.  As for the Academy, she and Vice Provost Craig Swan are working on it, and 
trying to determine if nominations to it should be separate, or if all winners of the teaching awards are 
automatically members of the Academy.  They have concluded that all previous Morse-Alumni winners 
should be included, if all award winners are to be members.  One matter to be addressed is the function of 
the Academy; the responsibilities should be appropriate, but not a burden to those who are members. 
 
 Professors Gray and Marshak pointed out that the Senate approved the graduate/professional 
teaching award a year ago, and that it is time to move forward on it.  The question of the Academy and its 
membership should not hold up the award. 
 
 Professor Bloomfield then raised the issue of an academic advisory committee, and recalled that 
after discussion with Dr. Bruininks and among FCC members, they had agreed that a less legalistic and 
formal proposal needed to be developed, but one that would permit faculty participation in setting the 
broad intellectual directions of the University.  If such a committee is to have any insight, however, it 
must be privy to the conversations with the deans and to the details of the plans; otherwise it will not 
serve the function it should.  The information from the Berkeley position control committee suggests a 
bureaucratic process that is short on intellectual debate, and he would not want to see the University 
bogged down in such a process. 
 
 Dr. Bruininks agreed on the need for broader conversations about the long-term academic 
directions of the University.  In the compact process, the discussions must address matters of academic 
substance regarding the directions of colleges and where investments should be made.  There is a need for 
a better process of discussion with departments and faculty within colleges.  At the institutional level, 
however, there is also need for discussion regarding investment strategies; the process should not only be 
a bottom-up approach.  There have not been good University-wide mechanisms to stimulate these 
discussions, although the President’s initiatives presented to the legislature were a good start. 
 
 Dr. Bruininks said he did not like position-control models or highly regulatory mechanisms.  
Colleges must deal with staffing priorities.  But he did find the advice of senior faculty helpful when he 
was dean, and while harder to do at the central level, it would be helpful to have such advice. 
 
 Professor Tirrell said that there could be positive outcomes from such a committee, and pointed 
out that people serve on FCC because they are interested in University-wide issues.  It perhaps should not 
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be a position control committee, but it should have an influential advisory role.  Those on it will have to 
inform themselves, but those making presentations would know they have to make a convincing case. 
 
 Professor Gray expressed dislike for the position control notion as well, noting that it was 
outmoded in light of the adoption of IMG.  If positions are to be controlled, she added, it should be other 
positions, not faculty.  Such bodies also become log-rolling operations that make deals on positions on 
bases unrelated to intellectual issues. 
 
 Professor Bales reviewed the history of the Berkeley committee and said that it had inhibited and 
accelerated retrenchment across the colleges.  He said one can also argue that their central position-
control method served the university better than the University telling each unit to make cuts.  He also 
cautioned that no committee could give advice without information; it must be provided data that it can 
evaluate. 
 
 The concern is with the overall balance, Professor Bloomfield said.  Each dean makes the case for 
the college in the compact process.  FCC would not deny to the President and Provost the prerogative to 
make decisions about when funding for particular colleges should be increased or decreased, but those 
decisions should be connected to the long-term future of the University, and faculty should have a voice 
in those decisions.  Nor should the participation be mechanical.  At present, however, the provost listens 
to the deans and makes the decisions.  Probably no one on FCC could make better decisions, but 
decisions might be improved by participation of a broader advisory group. 
 
 Dr. Bruininks said that decisions that cross college boundaries are particular areas where he 
would welcome advice.  The five initiatives presented to the legislature, for example, touch multiple 
colleges.  The challenge in funding interdisciplinary activities is that they often do not come from single 
college proposals, or even from the Graduate School.  They must be developed through better long-term 
planning.  He urged that any committee be charged to frame statements on values and broad directions, 
rather than serve an investigatory or regulatory role 
 
 What one hears as a subtext, Professor Bloomfield observed, is that faculty are not well informed 
about where plans come from.  That is one reason faculty liked the provostal system; they could talk with 
the provost about dreams and plans.  FCC talks with Dr. Bruininks, and understands what is occurring, 
but to the extent faculty do not participate in planning, there is a lost opportunity, and less faculty 
connection with plans, and greater faculty unhappiness.  An advisory committee could help fill that 
function. 
 
 Dr. Bruininks agreed that thought should be given to chartering such a group or process, and said 
he would welcome such advice as the University prepares for the next legislative session.  Typically, such 
groups have been special commissions that do their work and then disband.  In seeking broader advice, he 
said he did not want to disrupt relationships with the normal Senate governance groups.  He said he would 
prefer to use the regular governance system, rather than create a new structure, and added that people in 
the governance system generally understand the issues and concerns and are invested in the process. 
 
 Committee members agreed that the role of the governance system should not usurped, and that it 
is appropriate for it to have a role in academic planning.  One possibility is the Finance and Planning 
Committee, or this Committee.  Professor Morrison observed that Finance and Planning has had less 
involvement in the current process because it is more college based than has been true in the past.  With 
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respect to the five initiatives, there was no consultation at all on them, for good reasons at the time, but in 
the future there should be more consultation on such proposals.  Professor Bland said that while an ad hoc 
group can bring the best minds together to provide advice, there will not be general support for proposals 
unless the governance system is involved. 
 
 Professor Bloomfield opined that Finance and Planning should be more involved in academic 
planning, as should the Research Committee and the Committee on Educational Policy.  Perhaps they 
could be supplemented with faculty drawn from the ranks of the McKnight professors, the Regents’ 
Professors, and the Morse-Alumni winners.  Once a decision is made to advance biology, for example, the 
biologists should make the decisions – but if there is to be a decision between biology and digital 
technology, that is the point where advice from a high-level committee would be needed. 
 
 Dr. Bruininks commented that there was more faculty consultation on the initiatives than may 
have been apparent, because they were drawn from long-term plans of faculty and colleges and task force 
reports that crossed college boundaries.  The process started too late for much consultation this year, he 
said, but there will be more in the future on these initiatives. 
 
 The compact process has its limitations, Dr. Bruininks told the Committee, but in his years of 
involvement in this kind of process, it is leading to rich discussion and helping units move forward in 
important ways.  And not all of the conversations are congenial; there are disagreements on direction, 
with a lot of give and take, and the compact is written jointly.  They are works in progress, he 
emphasized, not an a priori plan that is produced by a small group.  He said he would talk with the 
Finance and Planning Committee about how to carry out and improve  the process next year. 
 
 Professor Bloomfield thanked Dr. Bruininks for joining the meeting, and adjourned it at 2:30. 
 

 -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


