
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, March 27, 2008 

1:15 – 3:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Gary Balas (chair), Nancy Carpenter, Carol Chomsky, Shawn Curley, William Durfee, 

Marti Hope Gonzales, Lois Heller, Emily Hoover, Jeff Kahn, Mary Jo Kane, Judith 
Martin, Nelson Rhodus, Geoffrey Sirc, Jennifer Windsor 

 
Absent: Dan Dahlberg, Barbara Elliott, Carolyn Hayes, Martin Sampson, Becky Yust 
 
Guests:  Provost E. Thomas Sullivan; Jackie Singer (Director of Retirement Benefits) 
  
Other: Kathryn Stuckert (Office of the President) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) correction on voting on faculty personnel matters; (2) administrative procedure on 
academic misconduct; (3) student-release questions; (4) statement on the budget model; (5) discussion 
with Provost Sullivan; (6) health-care savings plan; (7) Faculty Senate docket; (8) Nominating 
Committee; (9) degree policies] 
 
 
1. Corrected Language 
 
 In the last minutes of the Committee, a comment by Professor Chomsky was to be changed but 
was not included in the version of the minutes that was distributed.  The two paragraphs below indicate 
the change. 
 

Previous:  Professor Sampson inquired if there is a bottom line, pertinent to college governance, 
beyond which the tenured/tenure-track faculty may not relinquish their authority, beyond which they do 
not have a right to rescind the grant of authority.  Professor Chomsky said they cannot share the right to 
make decisions about hiring tenured and tenure-track faculty.   
 

Corrected:  Professor Sampson inquired if there is a bottom line, pertinent to college governance, 
beyond which the tenured/tenure-track faculty may not relinquish their authority, beyond which they do 
not have a right to rescind the grant of authority.  Professor Chomsky said they cannot share the right to 
make decisions about tenuring faculty, and the governance policy says the regular (that is, tenured and 
tenure-track) faculty must recommend any tenured or tenure-track hire, but that does not preclude 
participation by non-tenure-track faculty.   
 
2. Administrative Procedure on Academic Misconduct 
 
 Professor Balas convened the meeting at 1:05 and turned first to the proposed changes in the 
Administrative Procedures on Academic Misconduct.  The changes have been deemed minor by the 
policy people, he commented; the question is whether the Committee wishes the Faculty Senate to vote 
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on them or simply be given them for information.  He distributed a copy, prepared by the Office of the 
Vice President for Research, that outlined the changes: 
 
Purpose of Revision: 
--  To keep consistent with federal regulations, specifically requirements to allow anonymous reports and 
to include an initial screening process for reviewing allegations.  
--  To add information about securing physical evidence, an area of concern for federal regulators. 
--  To make the process more efficient. 
--  To reformat the procedure into current administrative policy and procedure format. 
 
Significant Changes: 
--  Anonymous reporting through EthicsPoint; previous policy: reports had to be made in writing and 
could not be anonymous. 
--  Formal allegation review stage; previous policy: this was informally handled by the VPR.  
--  New appendix on securing physical evidence; previous policy: there was little information on handling 
the data. Because of the potential involvement of security personnel and the possibility of needing to 
secure data from multiple computers, more detail on this process is provided in the policy. 
--  New roles for Deciding Officer (DO) and Research Integrity Officer (RIO);  previous policy: VPR 
acted as the deciding officer and a Senior Administrator (SA), usually a dean, conducted the inquiry 
personally and/or coordinated the panel reviews. This process was time-consuming for most deans. 
--  Renaming the DO position is consistent with federal regulations and allows for another University 
official to act in this role if the VPR has a conflict of interest. Shifting the SA responsibilities from deans 
to the RIO or Associate Vice President for Research is intended to improve timeliness and accountability 
for the process. 
--  New role for the Faculty Senate Research Committee; previous policy: this role was played by the 
SSAB, a committee only convened for this process. Convening the committee and finding a time for them 
to meet is difficult. Replacing the SSAB with a standing committee that meets on a regular basis will 
make this more efficient. 
--  New format; previous policy: a single procedure that did not contain definitions or responsibility 
sections. 
 
 Professor Curley commented that of the four purposes, the first was necessary, the second is not 
the Committee's call, and the third and fourth seem reasonable.  Other Committee members inquired what 
the actual changes are.  Professor Balas said he would inquire and let the Committee know. 
 
3. Student-Release Questions 
 
 Professor Wambach distributed copies of the proposed new student-rating-of-teaching form and 
provided an overview of the student-release questions.  There has been a very long process in revising the 
student-rating-of-teaching form; last fall the Faculty Senate approved 6 new core questions and 3 open-
ended questions.  On behalf of the Senate Committee on Educational Policy (SCEP), she asked the 
Student Senate to revise the student-release questions (reduce the number, change the scaling to match the 
other questions, and eliminate the overlap with core questions).  The Student Senate agreed to changes.  
As a compromise, Professor Wambach said she would raise with SCEP, this Committee, and the Faculty 
Senate the possibility of allowing faculty to release the results for the core questions as well as for the 
student-release questions.  That question, however, will need to be taken up next year, but many students 
would be interested in the seeing the results for the core questions.  There remain concerns among SCEP 
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members about the core and student-release questions but SCEP felt that these should be used this spring; 
if there are problems, they can be identified and dealt with.  But at this point, this is as good as they can 
do. 
 
 Professor Wambach noted changes on the form.  First, the source of the student-release questions 
is identified (the Student Senate); Dr. Dohm, who developed the form, thought that if students know the 
questions came from students, the response rates might increase.  Two, in one draft there was an 
admonition to students indicating that inappropriate comments would be disregarded.  In colleges where 
the student comments are included in promotion-and-tenure process, obscene/racist/sexist or similar 
comments could create questions about the faculty member.  One problem is that if there is such a 
statement, the statement itself could put ideas into a student's head about making such comments; another 
is that there is no mechanism to carry out the admonition (there is no mechanism in place, at 
Measurement Services or in departments to review comments nor is there any identification of who would 
make the decision about what comments are unacceptable).  If only the faculty member sees the 
comments, he or she can discard them, but if colleagues and others will see them as part of the dossier, 
perhaps there should be an appeal process so that the chair and the faculty member can agreed to remove 
inappropriate comments.  In any event, Professor Wambach concluded, SCEP decided it should refer the 
question to the Committee on Faculty Affairs because it is really a department "best practices" matter and 
faculty welfare issue, not an educational policy issue. 
 
 A review of the Senate minutes and tape of the meeting by the Senate staff led them to conclude 
that the delegation of authority to SCEP for approval of the student-release questions, at a Senate meeting 
a couple of years ago, was only a delegation for that meeting and those questions, Professor Wambach 
reported. Because of the deadline to get the new forms printed, this Committee needs to exercise its 
authority to act on behalf of the Faculty Senate to approve the questions in order that the forms can be 
prepared in time for use this semester. 
 
 Professors Hoover and Martin, among others, declared that that was not the intent of the Senate 
meeting; they recalled being present when the motion was made and said the Senate delegated the 
authority permanently.  Professor Hoover said she was chair of SCEP at the time and maintained that 
SCEP had the authority to act without the Faculty Senate.  Professor Balas asked for a vote on the 
delegation of authority; the Committee voted unanimously to interpret the Senate action to provide that 
SCEP had final authority over the student-release questions. 
 
 Professor Balas asked that the minutes record the Committee's appreciation to Mr. Miller of the 
Student Senate and Professor Wambach for their efforts to bring this matter to closure.  He said he 
recognized there was some distance between SCEP and the Student Senate at the beginning of the 
discussions and he appreciated the movement that both groups made to reach an accommodation in order 
to provide a form that is better for students.  
 
 Professor Balas also asked that the minutes record that the faculty have pointed out that they are 
reviewed two or three times per year, through anonymous student reviews, for merit evaluations but that 
administrators and deans are not.  He noted that he has talked with Vice Presidents Brown and Carrier 
about revisiting the process for reviewing administrators. 
 
 Professor Durfee said he agreed that the disposition of the written comments on the student-rating 
form is a procedural matter that is up to individual colleges [per Faculty Senate policy], and noted that 
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Vice Provost Carney's office is developing a set of best practices for the use of the rating-form results.  
The options for the treatment of written comments discussed here could be a suggestion to the group that 
Dr. Carney is working with to develop the best practices. 
 
4. Statement on the Budget Model 
 
 The Committee turned next to a statement on the budget model to be presented to the Faculty 
Senate on April 3.  Professor Martin recalled that because the committees had heard repeatedly that the 
budget model was not working as intended, the Committee on Finance and Planning and the Research 
Committee had charged a joint subcommittee to look at it.  That group of six colleagues prepared a report 
(but without recommendations).  Finance and Planning asked to review the recommendations (prepared 
by a group of the subcommittee members); after that review, she and Mr. Klein (a member of Finance and 
Planning) were asked to rework them into a smaller set of recommendations for Faculty Senate 
consideration.  She said the Committee concluded it would be better to forward a small set of 
recommendations rather than a laundry list while also noting that there were additional issues that would 
be brought forward later.  (The final resolution appears below.) 
 
 Committee members reviewed the draft and offered a number of suggestions.  Professor Martin 
clarified, in response to questions, that: (1)  the statement did not consider whether the faculty committee 
recommended in item 4 would be continuing or temporary; (2) also apropos item 4, while 
interdisciplinary teaching is also a big problem, it is not addressed by this statement; (3) the statement is 
related to the FCC statement on the Faculty Senate docket requesting more decanal involvement in the 
process of setting rates for the cost pools; and (4) the Vice President for Research should be involved in 
the budget-setting process at the level of the Executive Committee when relevant to the research mission.  
Professor Windsor commented that given finite resources, if money is directed to interdisciplinary 
activities, it must come from core departments; interdisciplinary research is desirable but is this the right 
statement?  Professor Martin said the statement only calls for simplifying the rules for doing such 
research, not for providing additional incentives. 
 

The statement was amended as a result of the discussion and approved unanimously.  The final 
version to be voted on by the Faculty Senate is this one: 
 

MOTION: 
 
  The Faculty Senate recommends to the President that: 
 

1. The Vice President for Research should be an integral part of the process by 
which decisions are made to allocate University financial resources, to ensure adequate 
commitment of resources to the research mission. 

 
2. There should be changes to the way that cost-pool rates are set and reviewed.  

Specifically, (a) establish college revenue budgets before setting cost-pool unit expense budgets 
and link them, so that if college revenues decline, cost-pool charges also decline, (b) establish 
performance metrics and quality standards for all cost-pool funded units and establish a 
corresponding mechanism to protect colleges if cost-pool units perform below standards, and (c) 
require all cost pools to report on the input received from the colleges. 
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3.  A system of incentives should be established for cost management, and colleges 
should be guaranteed that they will retain the savings they generate.  Mechanisms should be in 
place to insure that colleges and administrative units can retain their savings and that these will 
not be offset by allocations from state funds.  

 
4. A faculty committee should be created to formulate regulations to simplify the 

process for funding interdisciplinary research.  (Interdisciplinary research and centers that cross 
college boundaries are not directly addressed in the new budget model.) 

 
COMMENT: 

 
The Senate Committee on Finance and Planning (SCFP) and the Senate Research 

Committee last year appointed a joint ad hoc subcommittee to examine and make 
recommendations about the University's new budget model.  The subcommittee submitted a 
report last fall; this recommendation to the Faculty Senate represents a distillation of some of the 
recommendations made by subcommittee members on SCFP in addition to the report. These are 
the recommendations that SCFP believes most important at this time.  There are other 
recommendations that the Committee will bring to the Faculty Senate at a later date. 
 

5. Discussion with Provost Sullivan 
 
 Professor Balas welcomed Provost Sullivan to the meeting to discuss a number of issues. 
 
-- The Provost provided an update on the status of the bonding bill at the legislature.   
 
-- He provided an update on the discussions at the Capitol about budget cuts.  The administration is 
modeling various levels of cuts but it will probably not be known until the end of April what the decision 
in St. Paul will be.  The budget priorities will be reviewing college budgets, preserving the general 
compensation increases, continuing strategic-positioning priorities, monitoring department and college 
reserves (many of which are encumbered), and using unencumbered funds to leverage investments.  All 
of this, he reminded the Committee, is a moving target right now. 
 
-- The administration is modeling a retirement package; there are no details yet.  Vice President 
Carrier's office is working on it.   
 
-- In current searches, there are outstanding candidates for dean of CLA and the Institute on the 
Environment.  He is deferring the search for the Director of the Institute for Science and Engineering in 
light of the budget situation and will not launch it until the University has the resources it believes 
necessary to support the Institute. 
 
-- There are about 150 files to review for promotion and tenure, down from about 176 last year.  
The reviews will be done in April and they will report to the Regents in May.  
 
 Professor Windsor asked if anyone has done any modeling of the optimum balance between 
resident/reciprocity and non-resident tuition.  Most tuition income to the University at present is from 
residents or reciprocity students.  They have, Provost Sullivan said, and that is why non-resident tuition is 
being eliminated.  As of the new academic year, a non-resident/non-reciprocity student may attend the 
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University for resident tuition plus $2000 per semester; it is believed that plan will generate increased 
tuition revenues.  Applications are up, to over 28,000 and the incoming class next fall is the strongest the 
University has ever seen.  Professor Wambach said that change in tuition structure was brilliant and 
reflects what students were paying anyway because of tuition discounting.   
 

Although there has been public notice of tuition reaching $10,000, 48% of undergraduates are 
receiving scholarships or some form of financial aid not including loans, the Provost reported.  This is 
direct scholarship assistance that decreases the tuition burden on these students.  More than two-thirds of 
the students are from families with incomes under $150,000 per year, and the Founders Free Tuition 
program is covering about 4700 students, 100% of whom are Minnesota residents, for a total of $22 
million in benefits per year.  (This means that 12% of the undergraduate student body will attend the 
University free of tuition and fees.)   In addition, the President led an effort to create a matching 
scholarship fund; he started out with a goal of $150 million and it has now reached $220 million, the 
income from which is supporting about 36% of Twin Cities undergraduates.  The University is doing an 
enormous amount to remain financially accessible and affordable, he concluded. 
 
 Those numbers are fantastic, Professor Balas said; what is being done to get the message out?  
The state doesn't seem to know how much the University is doing.  Committee members discussed steps 
that might be taken to make access and affordability better known.  
 
 Provost Sullivan, in departing, congratulated Professor Rhodus on receiving the Samuel Charles 
Miller Medal (given by the American Academy of Oral Medicine and is the the highest academic award 
in his discipline of Oral Medicine).   Committee members congratulated Professor Rhodus as well.  
Professor Balas thanked the Provost for joining the Committee. 
 
6. Health-Care Savings Plan 
 
 Professor Balas welcomed Ms. Singer to the meeting to discuss the Health-Care Savings Plan 
(HCSP) proposal that the Committee on Faculty Affairs has forwarded to the Faculty Senate for 
discussion at the April 3 meeting.  He said he believes this is a great plan and warrants discussion at the 
Faculty Senate again.  (Committee members had been referred to the minutes of the discussion at the 
Committee on Faculty Affairs, which can be found at http://www1.umn.edu/usenate/scfa/08-03-11.html, 
item 3). 
 
 The proposal calls for setting aside funds, during years of employment, for use on health-care 
expenses after one leaves the University (which in many cases would be in retirement), Ms. Singer said.  
The key hook in the plan is that the money is pre-tax going in and is not taxed coming out.  Everyone 
within the group must participate if the plan is adopted, and the money can be spent only for approved 
health care expenses (which include insurance premiums, long-term care insurance, and all costs that are 
approved for the health-care flexible spending accounts now in place).  If adopted for faculty, a faculty 
member could only be excluded for certain reasons:  if he or she is a foreign national or has fully-paid 
retiree health insurance.  In the example provided, it costs faculty about $2000 per year in retirement not 
to have an HCSP, because they are paying health-care costs with taxable income (withdrawn from the 
Faculty Retirement Plan) rather than the tax-free income from the HCSP.  The 0.5% will not create a 
large balance even for someone who works at the University for a long time, but it is a start and can be 
changed later if the faculty wish. 
 

http://www1.umn.edu/usenate/scfa/08-03-11.html
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 The plan calls for employees to make a 2.0% contribution to the Faculty Retirement Plan (instead 
of the current 2.5%) and putting the other 0.5% into an HCSP, Ms. Singer affirmed.  There would be no 
additional deductions for current employees.  Professor Balas said this is a great idea and he strongly 
supports it; it is not wise to leave $2000 lying on the table every year. 
 
 Professor Chomsky recalled that in earlier proposals there had been adjustments in the 
contributions depending on how long one had been at the University; is that true for this proposal?  It is 
not, Ms. Singer said.  With so small an amount being contributed, differentiating contributions on the 
basis of length of service would not be worth it, and the communication problems in explaining the 
difference would be challenging.  They tried last time to take into account length of service (in order to 
allow "catch-up" contributions) but it was so complicated that was hard to understand. 
 
 Professor Kane asked what the arguments against the HCSP are.  People do not like to lose the 
ability to choose (how to spend retirement income), Ms. Singer said, and being told they must participate 
in the plan seems very paternalistic—though many indicate they'd then choose this option.  The plan is 
administered by the Minnesota State Retirement System (MSRS, which has done a good job), but it does 
not have the breadth of investment options offered in the Faculty Retirement Plan.   
 
 Professor Windsor said that most people will look at the plan and ask how it affects them.  What 
groups are most affected?  Ms. Singer said that individuals with same-sex domestic partners get less of a 
benefit than others, because of the tax code.  (Their partners can’t directly use the savings account to pay 
their own health care expenses, as spouses can.)  MSRS alleviated this situation somewhat when it 
changed the plan to provide that the funds convert to a life insurance benefit (which is non-taxable) if 
there are no other heirs.  That is the best that can be done until the tax code recognizes same-sex 
marriages.   
 
 What if one leaves the University, Professor Windsor asked?  It helps at the Senate meeting to 
have questions asked and answered ahead of time.  This is not solely a post-retirement plan, Ms. Singer 
pointed out:  if one leaves the University, the individual can pay COBRA, long-term care premiums, co-
pays, etc., or let it roll over (the income accumulates tax-free) and use it in retirement.  But one need not 
wait until age 65; the funds can be used for approved health-care expenses any time after one has left the 
University. 
 
 What are the classes of employees, Professor Kane asked?  P&A, Civil Service, Faculty, and 
bargaining units, Ms. Singer explained.  Some of the bargaining units already have an HCSP and other 
employee groups are moving toward it.   
 
 Could those who are close to retirement make catch-up payments, Professor Wambach asked?  
They cannot, Ms. Singer said.  Could the University decide to put money in as part of phased retirement?  
It cannot because the phased-retirement program is a voluntary program, can contributions to the HSCP 
cannot be voluntary, Ms. Singer said.  In the future, however, if there were a significant pay increase, the 
faculty could recommend, for example, taking 1% of an increase and putting it in the HCSP rather than a 
salary increase. 
 
 The HCSP would not interfere with the existing health-care flexible spending accounts in any 
way, Ms. Singer said. 
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 The Committee voted unanimously to endorse the proposal. 
 
7. Faculty Senate Docket 
 
 Professor Balas asked Committee members to review the Faculty Senate docket.  Several of the 
items had been discussed earlier in the meeting; he noted the recommendation to create a faculty-
expertise database, something recommended by three Senate committees.  Professor Durfee said that 
creation of such a database would be very useful for metrics and measurements in that it would allow 
aggregation of data about scholarship across the University.   
 
 Professor Balas also said there have been a few changes to the proposed liberal-education 
requirements for the Twin Cities campus since the Committee last discussed them.  There are tight time 
limits on the docket, he pointed out, because there are so many items to deal with, and they want to stick 
to the 20-minute time limit.  He had inquired about the possibility of a forum if time at the meeting did 
not allow for all the comments, but Vice Provost McMaster said that the Council on Liberal Education 
has already done a great deal in the way of forums and discussion and publicizing the recommendations 
and would prefer not to have any more meetings.   
 
 When will the vote be taken?  [At the time of this meeting, the vote was scheduled for the May 
Faculty Senate meeting, but the docket was subsequently changed so that the recommendations will be up 
for a vote at the April 3 meeting.] 
 
 Professor Kane asked about the HCSP discussion:  does an eventual vote on the Faculty Senate 
floor bind the faculty?  It does.  Should this be an all-faculty referendum, she asked?  The Faculty Senate 
has for as long as anyone can remember been the body that speaks for (and binds) the faculty on these 
kinds of matters (for example, it is the body that approved the tenure code before it went to the Regents).  
Professor Chomsky said it will be important to make sure that the faculty receive information about the 
HCSP and the subject should be included in one of the periodic messages to them about governance 
activities.  It should also be made clear that when the Faculty Senate votes, it will bind the faculty.  What 
if it is a close vote, Professor Kane asked?  Professor Balas commented that he would like the opportunity 
to force an additional $2000 per year on the faculty.  Faculty need to be informed about this, Professor 
Kane cautioned.  Professor Windsor suggested also putting information on the portal. 
 
 Professor Wambach commented on the next item on the docket, reporting that there has been a 
SCEP/FCC subcommittee working all year to revise all the educational policies.  She commended 
Professor Chomsky for her extremely helpful contributions to the process.  The subcommittee did a lot of 
reorganizing of policy provisions but tried not to make a lot of policy changes.  The plan is to bring the 
drafts to SCEP and FCC (as well as the deans and other groups), and then bring the pieces to the Faculty 
Senate for discussion.  At the end, the Faculty Senate will be asked to vote on the entire set of changes.  It 
would not work well to adopt the policies piecemeal, she said, as explained in the docket.   
 
 Professor Chomsky said the subcommittee started out working with Track-change versions but 
they became impossible to follow.  They had started out simply reorganizing the policies, but then SCEP 
broadened the charge to include revising and correcting.  They are seeking various perspectives from 
around the University on the drafts.  This is a case where the more people who see the drafts, the better. 
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 The Committee approved the docket unanimously.  Professor Chomsky said that senators should 
be urged to review the docket before the meeting or the discussion of the various items will not be as 
helpful as it could be. 
 
8. Nominating Committee 
 
 Professor Balas reported that three of the terms of faculty members on the Nominating 
Committee (the group that nominates members for this Committee and for the Faculty Committee on 
Committees) end on June 30; all are eligible for re-nomination.  He said he would, if the Committee 
wished, ask all three if they would agree to another term.  The Committee wished it so. 
 
9. Degree Policies 
 
 The Committee turned next to its own discussion of the revised educational policies on the 
Faculty Senate docket, those having to do with degree requirements. 
 
-- Professor Wambach pointed out that the provision declaring that undergraduate degrees are 
awarded by the University, not colleges and campuses, is new as policy (but not as practice).  She said the 
Registrar's office regularly receives calls asking why diplomas do not mention the college or campus.   
 
-- Professor Hoover asked what "major course work" consists of.  How are courses for the major 
defined?  If a department suggests 8-10 credits in another field, are those major courses?  Professor 
Chomsky noted a new policy proposed by the subcommittee, "Academic Unit Authority Over the 
Curriculum," which provides that "subject to the final authority of the Board of Regents, departments, 
colleges, and campuses have the authority to establish their curricula and the requirements for majors and 
minors, and to add to or remove courses from both in accordance with rules established by the college or 
campus."  The decision is by the unit.  Professor Wambach said the subcommittee spent a lot of time 
discussing who has the right to take courses out of the curriculum and to establish major and minor 
requirements; it is a complex matter.  Professor Gonzales suggested courses "for" the major rather than 
"in" the major.  If the course is "for" the major, students cannot take it S/N.  Such courses could be 
outside the major field but required.   
 
 Professor Balas adjourned the meeting at 3:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


