
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, February 18, 1999 

11:00 – 1:30 
Room 238 Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Sara Evans (chair), Kent Bales, Linda Brady, Gary Davis, Mary Dempsey, Marilyn 

Grave, David Hamilton, M. Janice Hogan, Roberta Humphreys, Michael Korth, Leonard 
Kuhi, Marvin Marshak, Fred Morrison, Matthew Tirrell 

 
Absent: Stephen Gudeman, Judith Martin, V. Rama Murthy 
 
Guests: Associate Vice President Robert Kvavik, Geri Malandra (Office of the Executive Vice 

President and Provost) 
 
Other: Maureen Smith (University Relations) 
 
[In these minutes:  discussion of the Rochester center; various items of business (University 
Communications Council, libraries, the contract with Aramark, workshops on consultation); report of the 
Academic Appointments Subcommittee, on progress in recommendations on the uses of tenured/tenure-
track and P&A appointments] 
 
 
1. Discussion with Associate Vice President Kvavik 
 
 Professor Evans convened the meeting at 11:00 and explained that Executive Vice President 
Bruininks was unable to join the meeting because he was sick with the flu.  In his place, Dr. Kvavik 
rearranged his schedule so he could join the Committee; Professor Evans thanked him for doing so. 
 
 The Committee and Dr. Kvavik spent about 45 minutes discussing the events surrounding the 
proposal to further develop the delivery of higher education in Rochester.  Professor Evans reported that 
Dr. Bruininks has spoken several times with her and Professors Gudeman, Martin, and Morrison, because 
events have been moving so quickly, but that there has been a concerted effort on the part of the 
administration to consult with the faculty informed about them.  The discussion at this meeting touched 
on the governance of a reconstituted Rochester center, the level and nature of programs that might be 
offered, the relationship with the Mayo center and with MnSCU institutions, finances, and political 
issues; Professor Marshak reported on his interactions with members of the legislature.  The situation 
remains very unstable. 
 
 Dr. Kvavik mentioned that the President has made it clear that if funding is needed for an 
expanded Rochester center, the money must come above and beyond the other items in the University's 
request, and that there can be no erosion of other priorities. 
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 Professor Evans asked that Dr. Kvavik or Dr. Bruininks keep the Committee posted.  Dr. Kvavik 
asked that Committee members let him or Dr. Bruininks know if they hear anything from the faculty 
concerning the proposal. 
 
 Before Dr. Kvavik left the meeting, Professor Evans drew the attention of Committee members to 
the copy of the letter from Dr. Bruininks.  Dr. Bruininks wrote in response to a letter to the President from 
Professor Evans, in which she inquired about increased funding for the Morris campus to make up for lost 
tuition revenue as a result of waivers granted to Native American students.  Dr. Bruininks wrote that the 
Morris campus would be provided additional funding.   
 
 Professor Evans said she wished to be on the record as gratified by the response and to express 
her appreciation to Dr. Bruininks for the support. 
 
 The Committee and Dr. Kvavik then had a brief discussion of the regents selection process.  
Professor Marshak reported that he had been told it had been useful to have the faculty involved in the 
process, on the margins. 
 
 Professor Evans thanked Dr. Kvavik for joining the meeting. 
 
2. Various Items of Business 
 
 Professor Evans next quickly mentioned a number of items of interest to Committee members. 
 
-- Vice President Gardebring has proposed creation of a University Communications Council to 
coordinate communications and to facilitate the interaction of those responsible for marketing and public 
relations.  She asked for a representative from FCC.   Professor Humphreys volunteered to serve for the 
remainder of this year.   
 
 Professor Evans reported that Vice President Gardebring has also agreed to return to the 
Committee to talk about the reorganization of University Relations. 
 
-- She has asked Professors Hamilton and Humphreys to review the report of the task force on 
faculty consultation and to bring to FCC recommendations on what more should be implemented.  
Concerns voiced by faculty in the arts, sciences, and engineering are being addressed separately. 
 
-- There is a letter from Professor Peter Wells, chair of the Senate Library Committee, which 
responds to concerns expressed by FCC about funding for the libraries.  A related issue, also raised by 
Professor Wells, is the need for support for the libraries through the capital campaign. 
 
 Professor Marshak commented on how easy and helpful it is to have access to all of the CIC [Big 
Ten plus the University of Chicago] libraries through LUMINA.  He noted that one can click on a book 
title, which automatically initiates an inter-library loan request, and the book is delivered within 2-4 days.  
This, he said, is a fantastic system, and he said he wished publicly to thank the libraries for this service, 
and he commended it to all as a tremendous resource. 
 
-- Professor Evans noted that there is a proposed amendment to the resolution on food service 
before the Twin Cities Campus Assembly; the language calls for recognition of and adherence to the 
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Regents' policy concerning use of recycled materials.  Both she and Professor Gudeman considered the 
amendment friendly. 
 
 Professor Marshak said that the substantive issue in the resolution is the underlying Coke/vending 
machine contract and the funneling of money into other areas, thus raising the price of food.  Is that 
appropriate?  How should it be decided?  Also an issue, Professor Evans added, is the quality and 
availability of food as a common good, and the sense that high prices and low quality undermine the 
quality of life on the campus.  Access is also a concern, Professor Humphreys added, as well as a sense 
that the food service should not be profit-making, and perhaps should even be subsidized. 
 
 Professor Marshak said he did not believe in the evil corporate empire theory.  Aramark operates 
on a number of campuses.  It may be that there are idiosyncratic factors here that make it impossible for 
Aramark to succeed.  They could be incompetent, but do operate on other campuses, apparently 
successfully.  It is not clear that ANYONE can succeed at Minnesota, under present circumstances. 
 
 Professor Morrison recalled that he had been on the Finance and Planning Committee when the 
Aramark contract was negotiated.  He said he saw three issues of importance.  (1)  The Coke and other 
contracts draw much of the profits off the food service that could be used to subsidize it.  (2)  The 
management structure places a lot of University direction over the Aramark operation, at extra cost which 
must be reimbursed, but which adds nothing to service.  (3)  The decision was made (before IMG) to 
charge the food service full market price for the space it uses.  Most other college and university food 
service operations treat space as a common good, as congregating spaces.  Aramark has been driven to 
make negative decisions about quality and price in response to University decisions to cream off profit, 
level space charges, and impose a management structure so Aramark must charge more.  The blame 
should not be placed on Aramark. 
 
 The resolution asks that these matters be revisited.  The Committee on Finance and Planning will 
need to follow up on the resolution, if it is adopted and the administration accepts its recommendations. 
 
-- Professor Evans noted that Committee members had received copies of a table of issues pending.  
It is simply a list of items on which FCC, Educational Policy, Finance and Planning, and Faculty Affairs 
are working.  She invited Committee members to review the list and make suggestions about items they 
believe there should be action on.   
 
-- Professor Evans asked Committee members to "brainstorm" about workshops in the Academic 
Health Center.  She reported that there would be 3 such workshops, in order to accommodate all deans, 
department heads, and a faculty member chosen by the AHC FCC, or some faculty group, from each 
department.  The Committee spent about half an hour thinking about how to conduct the workshops, what 
should be covered, and how they should be structured.  Professor Evans concluded the discussion by 
saying that if the workshops are successful, perhaps they can be conducted in other parts of the 
University; no one is saying that the AHC is the only place where they might be useful.  It is simply that 
the AHC asked for the help. 
 
-- At the end of the meeting, Professor Hogan reported on the "Focus on the Future" dinners being 
jointly sponsored by the FCC and the AAUP.  The intent is to have about 40 junior faculty--in their 
second or third year--join senior faculty, in small groups, to talk about governance, the institution, and the 
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profession, and to learn from them what is going well and what is not.  The invitation thus far has not 
received a good response, it has been reported, and the event may have to be postponed. 
 
3. Academic Appointments Subcommittee 
 
 Committee members turned to the report from the Academic Appointments Subcommittee, 
chaired by Professor Bales.   
 
 Professor Bales reviewed the process and questions that had led to the appointment of the 
subcommittee and then drew the attention of Committee members to two tables illustrating different ways 
to think about structuring faculty appointments.   
 
 Among the many points raised in the ensuing discussion were the following. 
 
-- The current classifications in the P&A system should be respected.  Some, however, should be 
moved out of that system into a non-tenure-track faculty (NTTF) position.  The disagreements come over 
how long the terms of appointment should be and what the promotion ladder should look like.  There is 
agreement that such individuals should have some say in the content and planning of courses they will 
teach, and that they should have decent fringe benefits.  The subcommittee is recommending that all who 
teach at the University should receive benefits after a period of time--but that will cost more. 
 
-- There has been considerable discussion of, and dispute about, titles, and in particular the title 
"research professor."  Also the subject of discussion has been the criteria for a Principal Investigator.  
Professor Hamilton inquired why there is such opposition to the title "research professor" when some of 
Minnesota's peers use it without controversy. 
 
-- The place of the department in relation to these kinds of NTT faculty positions cannot be 
overlooked.  There must be a group of peers who decide that the person should be a professor, should 
train students; this is a decision that should be subject to peer review.  Professor Bales agreed that it 
should be the department that decides to hire and promote the individuals; there is worry that hiring an 
individual on a NTT appointment has not always been the decision of the department, but rather one 
imposed on it. 
 
-- Professor Kuhi reported that a policy on Principal Investigator eligibility has been considered by 
the Research Committee.  The issue is to distinguish between PI status, and what makes one eligible to be 
a PI, on the one hand, and approval of a proposal for funding, on the other.  A PI must make a proposal, 
but a department may not approve it for other reasons (e.g., resources, space, etc.)  The main criterion, 
however, is the ability of the person to carry out the research--and that can cover a wide range of people. 
 
-- What motivated the appointment of the subcommittee was the desire to COUNT the faculty--the 
number of people who are teaching, who are carrying out faculty duties, Professor Humphreys said.  The 
subcommittee discovered that a lot of people are performing faculty tasks.  One very significant concern 
is that the proliferation of NTT appointments, with many people performing what used to be faculty tasks, 
is seen as a way to reduce the number of tenured and tenure-track faculty. 
 

The subcommittee appointment was motivated not ONLY by the need to count people, Professor 
Morrison maintained.  In addition, the faculty have been bypassed, and appointments made in other 
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categories because they are easier and cheaper.  The point is to ensure that there is mechanism which 
prevents this from occurring, to ensure that there is a collective faculty role in the establishment of 
positions and selection of appropriate people to fill them, and to ensure that people are not simply 
appointed by administrators.  Faculty approval must be built in; decisions must not be made solely by 
department heads.  This also runs to the question of approval of PIs and approval of proposals; elementary 
peer review is being lost.  All of these matters are advanced to protect the quality of the faculty. 

 
 Professor Evans thanked Professor Bales for his report, and adjourned the meeting at 1:30 so the 
Committee members could go to the Senate and Assembly meetings. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 


