
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, January 29, 2004 

1:15 – 3:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 

Present: Judith Martin (chair), Gary Balas, Jean Bauer, Susan Brorson, Charles Campbell, Tom 
Clayton, Gary Davis, Arthur Erdman, Dan Feeney, John Fossum, Marvin Marshak, Fred 
Morrison, Jeff Ratliff-Crain, Martin Sampson, Carol Wells 

 
Absent: Emily Hoover, Marc Jenkins 
 
Guests:  none 
  
Other: A Daily reporter (Kristin Frey); Rebecca Hippert (Senate office); Professor John Ramsay 

(American Council on Education Fellow); Kathryn Stuckert (Office of the Vice President 
and Chief of Staff); Jon Steadland (Office of the Board of Regents) 

 
[In these minutes:  (1) Faculty Senate docket; (2) Nominating Committee; (3) use of email lists; (4) 
AAUP officer; (5) child care report; (6) Judicial Committee chair; (7) electronic class scheduling; (8) use 
of royalty income for technology commercialization; (9) election of 2004-05 chair; (10) Coalition on 
Intercollegiate Athletics] 
 
 
1. Faculty Senate Docket 
 
 Professor Martin convened the meeting at 1:15 and turned to Ms. Hippert for a review of the 
Faculty Senate docket.  The items include the reorganization of the Senate to expand membership, a 
report from the faculty legislative liaison, and membership in the Coalition on Intercollegiate Athletics.    
After review, the Committee approved it without objection. 
 
2. Nominating Committee 
 
 Professor Martin reported that all four of the faculty on the Nominating Committee who are 
eligible for reappointment have agreed to serve again.  Their names will be submitted to the Faculty 
Assembly for approval.  The Committee needs to identify two names, however, for the position that will 
be vacant.  Professor Martin asked that Committee members have names by the next meeting. 
 
3. Use of Email Lists 
 
 Professor Martin reported that Professor Murthy has asked that the Twin Cities chapter of the 
AAUP be permitted to use the email listserv for the Faculty Senate to invite faculty to a March 5 AAUP 
event.  She said she told him she would bring the request to the Committee. 
 

                                                           
* These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University of Minnesota 

Senate or Twin Cities Campus Assembly; none of the comments, conclusions, or actions reported in these minutes 
represents the views of, nor are they binding on, the Senate or Assembly, the Administration, or the Board of 
Regents. 
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 Professor Marshak said that a lot of groups might want to use the listserv, and the Committee 
should be careful about letting others use it because everyone receives too many emails.  But he said he 
has a soft spot in his heart for the AAUP, and because it is a special organization in its relationship to the 
faculty, so he would favor letting them use the list.  Professor Wells concurred, especially given how 
much the national AAUP office helped the faculty during the tenure debate a few years ago.  Professor 
Morrison said that the sender of the email should be the AAUP or someone other than someone in the 
Senate.   
 

The Committee approved the request. 
 
4. AAUP Officer 
 
 Professor Martin reported next that Professor Murthy has asked Dr. Engstrand to agree to be 
nominated to an officer position in the Twin Cities AAUP chapter (secretary).  Dr. Engstrand said he 
would not do so only if this Committee indicated he should not.  Professor Marshak said it would be 
acceptable for any member of the Committee to serve in that capacity and that that same eligibility should 
extend to Dr. Engstrand.  Professor Bauer asked if there is any policy about Committee members serving 
as officers in another organization; Professor Martin said there is not.  The Committee approved the 
nomination. 
 
5. Child Care Report 
 
 Professor Fossum next reported for the Committee on Faculty Affairs (SCFA) on the report of its 
ad hoc child-care subcommittee, copies of which had been distributed to the Committee.  The issue came 
up in the context of a report from the Work/Life task force.  After the presentation, SCFA decided to 
appoint an ad hoc subcommittee on child care.  What is perhaps most important is that what the 
University provides in child care is expensive and the waiting time to get in ranges from 12-18 months.  
The subcommittee concluded, and SCFA agreed, that this is a major issue the University should face.  
While both groups recognize the University's financial situation, and that it may not be possible to build a 
new facility, it could be possible to expand the current facility through fund-raising; there may be donors 
who would be willing to support such an initiative.  Another possibility would be to incorporate a new 
child-care center in any on-campus football stadium. 
 
 SCFA recommends that this Committee take a position in favor of improving child care facilities, 
increase access, as well as urge the University to address other work/life issues.  The concern about child 
care was magnified by a report in a recent article in The Chronicle of Higher Education about the 
difficulties that younger women faculty face as they deal with job and family responsibilities. 
 
 Professor Martin inquired if this concern extended to the other campuses or if the 
recommendation is directed at the Twin Cities campus.  It is an issue for the other campuses as well, 
Professor Fossum said.  Professor Ratliff-Crain said there have been repeated calls for on-campus child 
care at Morris, or adjacent to the campus, but they are always told there is no money.  The counties 
provide a referral service and most people seem to be able to find child care; there are not the same 
barriers at Morris that there are on the Twin Cities campus.  Professor Brorson reported that the 
Crookston campus has had a child care center for many years, part of its early childhood development 
program, and that it appears to meet campus needs.  Professor Davis said that the Duluth campus has a 
facility that does not serve the needs of the entire campus and there are repeated calls for a larger facility. 
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 In response to a question from Professor Martin about what disposition the Committee should 
make of the report, Professor Fossum recommended that the Committee endorse the ad hoc committee 
report and send a strongly-worded letter to the President on the subject. 
 
 Professor Marshak asked where the child care center on the Twin Cities campus fits in the 
organization; it is part of the College of Education and Human Development, Institute of Child 
Development.  It may be, he said, that what is needed to be helpful to the faculty, staff, and students of the 
Twin Cities campus is more than what is needed for instructional purposes.  The needs of the Institute 
may be satisfied with the current child-care center.  Presumably Vice President Carrier is the one who 
should take action on this matter; he said he supported the suggestion that the Committee take a position.  
Perhaps the University could consider a public-private partnership (e.g., provide the land); it may need a 
non-lab school.  Professor Fossum said that could be a part of the solution; it is probably not realistic to 
believe the University could build facilities to meet all the demand, but there is a lot it could do to help 
identify quality facilities and to connect with foundations that are interested in child care. 
 
 Professor Martin asked if the Benefits Advisory Committee has considered child care.  Professor 
Morrison said it has not because its charge is limited to health care.  But there is an administrative 
benefits group that has child care on a far back burner. 
 
 Has anyone on the subcommittee looked at the basis for the costs of the University's child care 
center, Professor Erdman asked?  At those costs, one could build a new center with a good business plan.  
The subcommittee did not, Professor Fossum replied, but the work/life task force did, and concluded it 
would be difficult to obtain the funds to construct a new facility.  As far as he knows, however, the task 
force did not look at potential income streams, so that possibility should be explored. 
 
 The Committee agreed unanimously that Professor Martin should send a letter. 
 
6. Judicial Committee Chair 
 
 Professor Martin brought to the Committee a request from Professor Sheets, the outgoing chair of 
the Judicial Committee, that the Senate Rule limiting committee service to two consecutive 3-year terms 
be waived in order that an individual who has served six years on the Judicial Committee could be 
reappointed and asked to serve as chair. 
 
 The Committee concluded that it would be an undesirable precedent to recommend to the Senate 
that the Rule be waived and that Professor Sheets and the Committee on Committees should consider 
appointing someone with prior Judicial Committee experience, and then reappoint the first individual 
later. 
 
7. Electronic Class Scheduling 
 
 The Committee turned next to the email that Mr. Fitzgerald, Director of Classroom Management, 
had sent to deans, directors, and department heads about the new electronic class schedule.  One of the 
components of the new software is that a department's class schedule will not be approved if it does not 
conform to the rule that 40% of classes must be outside the 9:00 - 2:00 period.   
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 Professor Martin explained that each fall, 300 or more Twin Cities campus classes have no place 
to meet because so many departments schedule classes outside the standard class module.  This means 
that facilities are not being used efficiently.  While graduate courses can be different from the usual MWF 
and TTh modules, for regular classroom instruction the more the standard modules are observed the more 
efficiently the facilities can be used.  This is also a semester issue, Professor Sampson said; there are more 
classes that need rooms.  What the new software is doing is enforcing the rule.   
 

What this will mean, Professor Martin said, is that some department chairs will have to tell 
faculty members that they cannot teach a course whenever they want to.  Professor Sampson said that is 
what the Committee should discuss, not the software.  There is a serious issue if faculty preferences do 
not match what the University needs to make available to students who are paying the tuition.  Faculty are 
paid in part to participate in teaching schedules that match the needs of the university's teaching mission. 

 
What is the Committee being asked to do, Professor Campbell inquired?  Follow the rules, 

Professor Bauer asked?  As the senior elected faculty committee, Professor Martin said, it is being asked 
if the faculty should follow the rules.  Professor Morrison said he supported following the rules.  The 
system broke down when Elizabeth Grundner retired; the new system is the next best thing.  His concern 
is that the Committee not give the system unqualified endorsement; no one knows how it will work or if it 
will do what it is supposed to.  But the idea is a good one. 

 
Professor Marshak agreed that the Committee should support the rule and not the system.  He 

said he was unsure how classes were shoe-horned in under the manual system of assigning classrooms.  
He said he is aware that the number of Friday classes has declined; the Committee needs to tell faculty 
that space costs a lot of money and the University cannot build space to meet the peak demands.  
Professor Morrison said that in professional schools, perhaps in colleges like CLA as well, because of 
rising tuition, Friday is a work day for students.  If one schedules a MWF class, about 25% will attend on 
Friday while 90% will attend on Monday and Wednesday--no matter what the faculty say.  This practice 
works against the good of the institution, but it is possible that complying with the rule will cause havoc 
in instruction. 

 
Professor Sampson observed that lots of undergraduate students have work schedules that do not 

focus on Friday, there is nothing sacrosanct about Fridays, and the University cannot accept it as 
sacrosanct because it does not have the facilities to run its curriculum on a four-day week.   There is a 
quite different problem associated with scheduling in that departments are now being asked to commit to 
schedules for next year before they have budgets and before they know about faculty leaves--something is 
out of synch here.  He said he hoped that this lack of synchronization would not be the case in the future 
and that the University can better accommodate department needs.   Professor Marshak said it has always 
mystified him why advanced electronic systems always require more time.  That always happens, 
Professor Campbell said; when something becomes computerized it requires a longer lead time, which 
makes no sense. 

 
The Committee agrees that it firmly encourages faculty to follow the scheduling rules, Professor 

Martin concluded, but it will not put blind trust in the electronic system.  Professor Campbell suggested 
that either the Assembly Committee on Educational Policy or the Classroom Advisory Subcommittee 
draft a resolution for this Committee to act on.  Professor Martin said she would consult with Professors 
Hoover and Heller and ask one of them to write a resolution. 
 



Faculty Consultative Committee 
January 29, 2004 
 
 

5

8. Use of Royalty Income for Technology Commercialization 
 
 Professor Balas reported that Vice President Hamilton came to the last meeting of the Senate 
Research Committee and presented a draft policy on use of royalty income for technology 
commercialization that will go to the Board of Regents.  Before that there was an informal meeting 
without minutes, including members of the Finance and Planning Committee, himself, and Professor 
Erdman, with Vice President Hamilton and Messrs. Brown and Strauss to review the big picture of the 
policy and its objectives (although at that time there was no policy drafted).  There was a lot of discussion 
at the Senate Research Committee meeting; the outcome was that the committee endorsed the idea of 
using royalty income for technology commercialization on a 9-2 vote (with 2 abstentions).  The Research 
Committee did not endorse the specific policy proposal, in part because there was no oversight committee 
required. Professor Balas said he believed the actual policy would have been voted down if it had been 
put to a vote. 
 
 Until the most recent meeting of the Research Committee, Professor Campbell said, the policy 
question and the support for University Enterprise Laboratories were conflated; they are now separated.  
The policy will go to the Regents in February (information) and March (action); the support for UEL will 
come later.  The Finance and Planning Committee has not taken a formal position on the issue, although it 
has discussed the matter at two meetings plus the informal session; it will do so again next week.  There is 
a commitment from the President to appoint an advisory committee to review decisions about where the 
money should be used but the Research Committee was told that the Regents would not accept the 
establishment of a committee in one of their policies because that is implementation.  Professor Campbell 
said it not too soon for the governance structure to get a toehold in the advisory process before the 
committee has been formulated and appointed.  The worry is NOT just about what happen with a different 
president--those who are involved in the discussion trust President Bruininks--but that there is a lot of 
concern about the policy.  There may be misunderstanding about how it will be implemented; there is also 
a question whether this is the right thing to do.  Since the policy is likely to pass, the next best thing is to 
insist on a role in the advisory process.  So a resolution to that effect should go to the Senate, he 
concluded. 
 
 Professor Morrison said he agreed.  He said it might be possible to insert language in the draft 
policy referring to the delegation of authority and calling for appropriate consultation.  His other major 
question, Professor Morrison said, is about the source of the money.  Does it come off the top of the 
royalty income or does it come from the administration's one-third of the money?  If it comes from the 
central administrative share (it does), then the policy should be very clear about that so that it is not later 
skimmed off the top before the one-third shares to inventors, units, and administration are distributed. 
 
 Some members of the Finance and Planning Committee question whether this is a good thing to 
do, Professor Campbell reported; others wonder, if it is good, if the Vice President for Research should 
not find foundation funds for this kind of support because there are opportunity costs associated with the 
use of royalty income. 
 
 Anything that the Committee can do to make the process of using this money more visible and 
more consultative will do the University a favor, Professor Marshak said.  These kinds of income streams 
without visibility got the University in a lot of trouble in the past.  And in the past, there has only been a 
few million dollars involved and no one cared; now there is a lot more money and the Vice President for 
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Research has a large job of allocation.  If the process is not open and priority-driven, the University will 
find itself in quagmires again. 
 
 Professor Erdman said his concern was with implementation.  There is now a pool of funds used 
for labs, investigators, and to create patents; he said he was concerned those opportunities--already 
difficult to obtain--will be severely reduced.  In addition, with respect to the provision that eligible 
recipients must be tax-exempt and non-profit, there are two viewpoints.  There is the issue of fiscal 
responsibility for the PI and the University.  But in the end, there must be a for-profit company that takes 
a concept and runs with it.  If so, the policy language about non-profits calls for umbrella organizations 
and is fraught with problems.  How can the umbrella organization not be in conflict?  How will it make 
decisions?  The policy gives the impression that for-profit companies will be no part of the process, but 
they must be.  He said he cannot imagine that the implementation of the policy has been fully thought 
through. 
 
 Professor Marshak said he believed UEL was a questionable idea.  Professor Balas said that 
Professor Erdman's point raises the question of why the University does not support small businesses 
bringing a product to market.  The draft policy is a way to provide cheap space to corporations.  Professor 
Campbell said that the first $2 million will be used to rent and refurbish space in UEL for the Office of 
Business Development of the Vice President for Research.  That parallels what the University did with 
the McNamara Alumni Center:  it agreed to rent space to enable the Alumni Association to build the 
building, and it rented the space at a high rate.  He later added that he has heard Dean Elde speak about 
UEL and talk about meeting a very real need at the University; it addresses several needs and it should 
not be thrown out. 
 
 One worry is that the policy is going to the Regents in February but the Research Committee only 
received it late last week, Professor Balas said.  One source of dismay is that the policy is going to the 
Regents in February but the Research Committee only received it on Friday before their January 26 
meeting, so the Research Committee was consulted on the exact policy language quite late in the process 
(although the policy language may not have been developed very much before it was distributed to the 
members of the Research Committee).  Professor Morrison suggested the Committee file a statement with 
the President that the consultation on this issue has been particularly poor.  Other Committee members 
took issue with these sentiments, however; Professor Campbell said that no one has been more 
forthcoming than Vice President Hamilton and his colleagues.  They felt they needed to act quickly on 
this issue and came to the committees very fast.  They should not be criticized for their efforts.  Others on 
the Committee concurred.  Professor Morrison said that in any event the policy was not well drafted and 
could have been improved by consultation.   
 
 Professor Campbell said that Vice President Hamilton has also said he will inform the Regents 
about the faculty discomfort with the policy.  Professor Martin said she will say the same in her quarterly 
report to the Board. 
 
 Many questions are unanswered, Professor Wells said, such as under what conditions faculty will 
work at the facility, whether they will be on leave, under what conditions students will work at the 
facility.  Professor Balas said that Vice President Hamilton told the Research Committee those questions 
are not addressed in the policy but will be addressed with UEL.  There is, however, no mechanism for 
doing so identified in the policy. 
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 Professor Erdman also maintained that it was not appropriate to criticize Vice President 
Hamilton.  They may, however, have miscalculated the complexity of faculty concerns.  He said he 
believed that the general premise of the policy was going in the right direction, but to take something out 
of the University to the market is very complex and the venture capital community may not play that role 
(now or ever).  The University may need to do something different.  He said he also believed it important 
for highly-productive faculty to have a place to incubate ideas.  There are, however, STILL too many 
unanswered questions, he concluded. 
 
 It was agreed that the Senate Committee on Finance and Planning and the Senate Research 
Committee would address further the question of policy implementation, an advisory committee, and that 
Professor Martin would stress to the administration and Regents that the policy needs a lot more work.  
The two committees will develop a resolution for the Senate and bring it back to this Committee in the 
very near future. 
 
9. Election of the 2004-05 Committee Chair 
 
 The Committee elected Professor Marshak as chair for 2004-05.  The election for vice chair will 
be held later in the spring.  Committee members congratulated Professor Marshak on his election. 
 
10.   Coalition on Intercollegiate Athletics 
 
 The Committee received a list of issues the Coalition on Intercollegiate Athletics is going to take 
up in the next several months.  Professor Erdman said that the Advisory Committee on Athletics and the 
Faculty Oversight Committee on Intercollegiate Athletics would consider the issues. 
 
 Professor Martin adjourned the meeting at 2:45. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 
 
 
 


