
Minutes* 
 

Senate Consultative Committee 
Assembly Steering Committee 

Thursday, February 3, 2000 
2:15 – 3:45 

Room 238 Morrill Hall 
 

 
Present: Fred Morrison (chair), Sabeen Altaf, Linda Brady, Susan Brorson, Meggan Ellingboe, 

Stephen Gudeman, David Hamilton, Roberta Humphreys, Jed Ipsen, Mary Jo Kane, 
Leonard Kuhi, Judith Martin, Joseph Massey, Paula Rabinowitz, Jeff Ratliff-Crain, 
Jason Reed, Tiffany Stedman, Aaron Street, Barbara VanDrasek 

 
Absent: Mary Dempsey, Les Drewes, Reid LeBeau, V. Rama Murthy, Chaz Rice, Kerstin 

Trimble, Mark Uszenski 
 
Guests: Tom Moe (Interim Director, Men's Intercollegiate Athletics); Professor Richard 

McGehee (Health Plan Task Force), Mr. Chris Hulla (Health Plan Task Force 
consultant); Professors David Bornlohr, Norman Chervany, P. T. Magee, Geoffrey 
Maruyama, Robert Pickert, Mariah Snyder (Assembly Committee on Intercollegiate 
Athletics) 

 
Others: Craig Swan (Office of the Executive Vice President and Provost), Robert Fahnhorst 

(Employee Benefits),  Maureen Smith (Institutional Relations), Liz Bogut (Minnesota 
Daily), Jay Weiner (Star-Tribune) 

 
[In these minutes:  brief conversation with Tom Moe; Health Plan Task Force update; athletic 
bylaws] 
 
 
1. Discussion with Tom Moe 
 
 Professor Morrison convened the meeting at 2:30 and welcomed Mr. Tom Moe, Interim 
Director of Men's Intercollegiate Athletics.  He said the University welcomed Mr. Moe's 
participation and help in moving forward on issues involving intercollegiate athletics, and noted that 
Mr. Moe comes from the practice of law, and that he had had to deal with similar difficult situations 
when he was the managing partner of a large law firm. 
 
 Mr. Moe thanked the Committee for the invitation.  He said he was pleased and privileged to 
be in the job, a circumstance he had not anticipated in any way.  He said he has a long-standing 
connection with the University, both athletically and academically, and feels that he owes the 
University a lot.  He jumped at the chance to help President Yudof when he was asked. 
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 Mr. Moe said he offered his services in any way that would be constructive and wanted to  
move forward in a way that involved the men's athletic department, the Senate, and the University, 
with the goal of having the best program possible.  He said he did not know how long he would be 
in the position, but would work toward that goal as long as he was in the job. 
 
 Professor Morrison asked Committee members if they had any questions; hearing none, he 
thanked Mr. Moe and expressed appreciation for his willingness to help the University. 
 
2. Health Plan Task Force 
 
 Professor Morrison turned next to Professor Richard McGehee for a report from the Health 
Plan Task Force (HPTF).   
 
 Professor McGehee distributed copies of a one-page "Work Plan" adopted by the Task 
Force.  The HPTF is about "to embark on an intensive investigation into the question of whether, 
and in what ways, the University would benefit by setting up a separate plan from the State of 
Minnesota for purchasing health benefits for its employees."  The earliest that such a plan could be 
in place would be January, 2002, because it would take a year to get ready.  If the University decided 
to separate from the state, it must do so by January, 2001, so a decision must be made by fall, 2000.  
That is not a lot of time, Professor McGehee observed. 
 
 He has come to this Committee, he reported, because there is no undergraduate student 
voice on the HPTF, and he asked the student members of the Committee to identify someone who 
could join it.  The University could not mix risk pools in purchasing health coverage--students and 
employees would have to be separate--but there could be an advantage to combining the buying 
power of the two groups.  It would be helpful to have an undergraduate on the task force.  Mr. Reed 
promised to have a nominee by the following week.  There is also a need for a representative from 
the Crookston campus, Professor McGehee said; it may be that Professor Brorson would agree to 
serve. 
 
 The task force has hired a consulting firm to look at the University's experience and where it 
stands vis-à-vis the state in terms of costs.  Mr. Hulla explained that his firm had been hired to 
examine the feasibility of separating from the state in terms of providing health and welfare benefits 
to employees.  (This would include all programs except faculty disability and faculty life insurance, as 
well as health coverage).  He invited Committee members to feel free to contact him; one charge to 
the firm is to gather information from all affected groups in any way they can).  He described how 
views would be solicited from various groups and from the various carriers.   
 
 Do other universities have their own plans, asked Professor Kuhi?  In the Big Ten, Mr. 
Fahnhorst reported, about half have their own plans and half do not.  The University of Colorado 
and the Montana State system are also separate, Mr. Hulla said.  So there is experience to go on in 
assessing costs, Professor Kuhi concluded.  These must be assessed on a case-by-case basis, Mr. 
Hulla replied, because costs depend a great deal on the benefits selected.  He promised to get more 
information from other institutions about satisfaction with the various plans. 
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 One important reason this issue has been raised is because better access to University 
physicians was desired, Professor Martin observed; do any of the separate programs have a medical 
school?  Mr. Hulla said he would look; at Colorado that was the reason for the separation.  Another 
important reason, Professor Hamilton said, is because the University has no voice at the table when 
the state negotiates health coverage but the faculty have needs that are not found in the general 
population. 
  
 Mr. Hulla said he has worked all over the country and has some ideas he can bring to the 
issue, but their main task is to find out what employee needs are. 
 
 Professor Morrison thanked Professor McGehee and Mr. Hulla and said the Committee 
would hear back from them as appropriate.  [The Work Plan of the Health Plan Task Force follows.] 
                                                       
Work Plan  
Adopted 12/16/99  
 
Background 
 
The University's Health Plan Task Force (HPTF) was constituted in Fall 1997 in 
response to the loss of Medica Premier as an option. It was originally appointed by 
FCC, SCFA, and AAUP and charged with studying the long-term solutions to the 
health benefits crisis. 
 
The University's health benefit package is determined by the State of Minnesota 
through collective bargaining between the State Department of Employee Relations and 
the unions representing organized employees. State statute spells out this process and 
gives the University the option of joining the resulting group insurance program. 
 
The scope of the Task Force's study has gradually expanded to the point of where it is 
now about to embark upon an intensive investigation into the question of whether, and 
in what ways, the University would benefit by setting up a separate plan from the State 
of Minnesota for purchasing health benefits for its employees. 
 
Purpose 
 
The charge of the Task Force is to gather and interpret information and to present 
options to the University governance system and to the University administration. The 
Task Force has no formal authority or power, and its final report will not carry any 
endorsement from University organizations, unions or constituency. The Task Force's 
formal report, to be issued in Fall 2000, will be widely circulated to interested parties 
and organizations for endorsement before being sent to the University administration 
with recommendations. 
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Membership 
 
The task force seeks to be inclusive in its membership, soliciting the voices of all 
employee groups and others that could potentially be affected by its recommendations. 
To that end, it will seek participation from all employee groups, retirees, graduate 
assistants and undergraduates in this process. It also seeks the active participation from 
key university offices, such as OHR, General Counsel, etc. 
 
Work Plan 
 
Consultant begins project. 

Dec  1999 
 
Consultant works on site with Task Force to conduct surveys, focus groups, and plan design 
development. 

Jan-Mar 2000 
 
Consultant conducts health insurance Request for Information (RFI) process. 

Apr-June 2000 
                                                                    
RFI responses are evaluated and interviews with prospective proposers are conducted. 
 Jul-Aug 2000 

 
Task Force report issued. 
 Sep 2000 
 
Consultation with University Senate and other affected groups is conducted. 

Oct 2000 
 

If a recommendation is made by administration to separate from the state, after consultation with 
the Task Force, Senate, and other University governance groups, then this issue will be brought to 
the Board of Regents for information and action. If a recommendation is made to maintain the 
status quo, the decision will be communicated to the affected groups, and the process will end at this 
point. 

Nov-Dec 2000 
                                                                    
Prepare communications and make changes to systems and administrative structure; conduct RFP 
process for all components of the new employee benefit plan. Jan 2000. 
 Dec 2000-Sep 2001 
 
Open enrollment.  

Oct-Dec 2001 
                           
Switch to new plan.  
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 Jan 2002  
 
3. Grievance Policy Changes 
 
 Professor Morrison recalled that both the Faculty Consultative Committee and the Student 
Senate Consultative Committee had had presentations from Professor Cooper concerning changes 
in the grievance policy; those changes need to be approved by the University Senate.  The 
Committee voted unanimously to place the changes on the February 24 Senate docket. 
 
4. Preparation of Assembly/Senate Dockets 
 
 Professor Morrison asked for unanimous consent to delegate to the Business and Rules 
Committee responsibility for preparing the February 24 dockets.  He received it. 
 
5. Nominating Committee, Committee on Committees 
 
 Professor Morrison noted that one FCC member had pointed out that relying on former 
FCC chairs to serve as the faculty Committee on Committee nominating committee would be 
unnecessarily restrictive in terms of breadth of representation; it was unanimously voted by the 
faculty members present that he should select nominating committee members with an eye to being 
sure that all campuses and areas were appropriately represented. 
 
6. Discussion with Members of the Assembly Committee on Intercollegiate Athletics 
 
 Professor Morrison now welcomed Professor Maruyama, interim Chair of the Assembly 
Committee on Intercollegiate Athletics, and some of his colleagues from ACIA, to discuss the 
proposed bylaw revisions concerning intercollegiate athletics. 
 
 Professor Maruyama reviewed the recommendations from ACIA, many of which Professor 
Morrison had incorporated in the most recent draft of the proposed bylaws.  The members of 
ACIA, Professor Maruyama reported, largely agreed with the direction of the proposed bylaws, and 
offered suggestions only to improve the proposal.  A number of points were clarified or discussed: 
 
-- Membership from the committees is mandated for searches for directors. 
 
-- The senior administrator responsible for athletics would NOT be an ex officio member of 

the faculty committee responsible for academic issues and compliance, but the committee 
should deal with that individual.  Professor Chervany emphasized the need for REGULAR 
meetings between the committee and the Provost's office--and said "regular" means more 
than once per year. 

 
-- There should be an over-arching statement about the responsibility to protect student 

welfare and student rights.  NCAA certification regulations speak to this, but the current 
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atmosphere is becoming more and more intrusive on student-athlete time; there should be 
some charge to the committee to curtail those demands.   

 
-- It is the unanimous view of ACIA that to split the responsibilities between two committees 

will create misunderstanding, Professor Maruyama said; they would prefer to see the faculty 
committee constituted as an executive committee.  Only academic and compliance matters 
can be separated, in their view; all of the other issues cut across both committees. 

 
-- The references to compliance are confusing, Professor Snyder said.  Compliance consists of 

three elements:  ensuring compliance with rules, educating coaches and staff, and availability 
for consultation about regulations.  The language of the bylaws apparently refers only to the 
first of the three.   

 
 The compliance functions are split, Professor Morrison said:  the rules are part of one 

committee while education is part of another.  The structure attempts to replicate the 
division in the administrative structure, with compliance reporting to the General Counsel, 
counseling reporting to the Provost (these two matters in the purview of the faculty 
committee), and the athletic directors reporting to the Chief of Staff (these matters in the 
purview of the broader advisory committee).  There is some overlap, he agreed; the 
committees can work out any ambiguity in practice. 

 
 Professor Chervany said that most of the time compliance staff answer questions and 

provide education; however the structure is set up, those responsible for enforcement and 
investigation must work closely with those responsible for education.   

 
-- Will the two committees meet separately or together?  It is assumed they would meet 

separately, Professor Morrison said, although they would not be barred from meeting jointly, 
if that seems efficient and if the individuals on the committees take the responsibility for 
doing so.  There is a provision in the bylaws for coordination, but the intent is to set up an 
independent academic evaluation separate from those who are directly involved in the 
athletic departments. 

 
 Professor Morrison thanked the faculty members from ACIA for joining the meeting. 
 
7. Bylaw 
 
 The Committee next spent considerable time reviewing the draft bylaws and making 
changes.  At one point during the discussion, Committee members voted unanimously to close the 
meeting to discuss personnel issues.  On the question of whether the athletic directors should serve 
as ex officio members on the faculty committee, Professor Morrison relinquished the chair to 
Professor Hamilton and then participated in a lively debate on the question.  The Committee 
concluded, by a 9-1 vote, that the athletic directors should NOT be ex officio members of the new 
committee, but added language to the bylaw enjoining the committee to consult regularly with the 
directors. 
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 The Committee voted unanimously to approve the revised bylaw and place it on the docket 
of the Twin Cities Campus Assembly. 
 
 Professor Morrison adjourned the meeting at 4:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 


