
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, February 5, 2009 

1:00 – 2:15 
7 Mondale Hall 

 
 
Present: Emily Hoover (chair), Gary Balas, Susan Berry, Nancy Carpenter, Carol Chomsky, 

Shawn Curley, Dan Dahlberg, William Durfee, Janet Fitzakerley, Michael Hancher, 
Kathryn Hanna, Judith Martin, Michael Oakes, Nelson Rhodus, Martin Sampson, 
Cathrine Wambach, Becky Yust 

 
Absent: Marti Hope Gonzales, Caroline Hayes, Brian Isetts 
 
Guests:  Provost E. Thomas Sullivan 
  
Other: Katherine Himes (Office of the Provost) 
 
[In these minutes:   (1) Committee business; (2) discussion with the Provost] 
 
 
 
1. Committee Business 
 
 Professor Hoover convened the meeting at 1:00 and took up several items of business. 
 
-- The Committee agreed to recommend to the Committee on Committees that Professor Wambach 
be asked to chair the Committee on Educational Policy for 2009-10. 
 
-- The Committee identified the names of faculty members to be nominated to serve on the Benefits 
Advisory Committee. 
 
-- The Committee has not yet learned whether its recommendation for the chair of the Academic 
Freedom and Tenure Committee has decided whether to accept. 
 
-- The Committee agreed it wished to meet with Associate Vice President Kvavik and Vice Provost 
Wahlstrom to discuss the work of their task force on e-education.  Professor Chomsky asked if there is a 
way to institutionalize the knowledge about and appointment of such task forces.  Can the Committee ask 
that when the President or Provost or other senior officer creates such a group, that a copy of the letter go 
to the chair of this Committee so that the appointment is known?  Not every group should have faculty 
but it would help to know the issues that are being taken up. 
 
-- The Committee voted unanimously to nominate Professor Chomsky to serve as Vice Chair of the 
Senate for another year. 
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-- The Committee discussed potential topics for the next Intellectual Future of the University 
discussion in April.  Those suggested included "What is the right size for the University?" and "What will 
the University be like in 2025?"  Professor Martin reported that the "Minnesota 2030" conversations 
being organized by the President would be consistent with the second suggestion, and she noted that 
higher education is not one of the proposed topics.  Professor Chomsky inquired if there is anyone at the 
University who has a vision of higher education and who might facilitate a discussion.  It was agreed that 
the Pew Roundtable discussions from the early 1990s should be reviewed.   
 
 Another potential topic that came up was the future of graduate and professional programs and 
the right number of students.  Professor Balas said the issue is probably college-specific.  Professor 
Wambach said, however, that the University has more graduate and professional students than its peers, 
and higher ratio of graduate/professional students to undergraduates.  What are the consequences of that 
difference?  What is the right balance?  The issue also speaks to the right size of the faculty.  This is not 
just an issue for the Educational Policy committee, Professor Hancher commented; it speaks to the 
ecology of the institution.  Professor Curley pointed out that this Committee has talked repeatedly about 
the need for an analysis of how the administration has grown over the years, and said he would like to see 
a similar analysis of departments and degree programs. 
 
2. Discussion with the Provost 
 
 Professor Hoover welcomed the Provost to the meeting, who said he would first touch on three 
topics that Professor Hoover asked him about:  a budget update, the smoking policy, and online 
education. 
 
 Budget letters went out this week; they included five questions colleges were asked to address as 
well as how they would deal with a range of cuts (because the University will not know its state 
appropriation until the legislature adjourns later in the spring).  The assumptions behind the budget 
include a tuition increase, that there will be a second mid-year cut, and that cuts will be imposed 
differentially. 
 
 The committee to gather information on a possible no-smoking policy for the Twin Cities 
campus, led by Dr. Himes from his office, worked hard, gathered a lot of feedback, and has met with the 
three University officers delegated responsibility to make a recommendation (himself as well as Vice 
Presidents Carrier and O'Brien).  The committee will develop proposals which will be brought to the 
President's Policy Committee for suggestions, after which the three of them will decide on a 
recommendation to the President.   
 
 University representatives testified before the Senate Higher Education Committee about online 
education.  The Governor has called for 25% of MNSCU courses to be online ("e-education") by 2015 
and expressed the hope the University would do the same.  The President told the Governor what the 
University is currently doing, which elicited interest from legislative committees.  The Governor 
apparently believed that online education presented an opportunity for great cost-savings because they 
require no buildings, no labs, etc.  Both the University and MNSCU provided information and data on 
online education; the legislators were impressed as well as surprised at how tuition for e-education is 
charged.  MNSCU charges more for online courses; the University charges the same as other courses.  
For most people that is counterintuitive because everyone thought online education would be cheaper, but 
the two systems demonstrated why it costs so much (e.g., a lot of people are needed to design and develop 
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e-education courses).  The School of Nursing and Occupational Technology have been the model here; 
courses cost between $24,000 and $30,000 each.  The Higher Education Committee realized that the issue 
is more complicated and more expensive than they realized, and that e-education is no panacea.  The 
University representatives emphasized that (1) the University has been in the e-education business a long 
time, and that it offers a blend, a hybrid, with a lot of choices for students (the University offers about 
17,000 courses, of which 1,611 are (totally) online), and (2) one must look at what institutions are doing 
in the context of their mission, and, in the case of the University, that one must consider the impact of e-
education on the research mission.  
 

[Professor Hayes also attended the hearing on on-line education and listened to testimony from 
Representatives from MNSCU, and students from multiple institutions including University of 
Minnesota, and while not present at this meeting, provided for these minutes the following comment 
about the hearing.  "The resounding message that came from both U of M and MNSCU administrations is 
that while both organizations have invested heavily in on-line education and recognize the important role 
it plays in providing access to education, particularly to non-traditional students who may not be able to 
attend class because of job or child care responsibilities, on-line education is not necessarily less 
expensive; it requires significant administrative costs.   Nor is it appropriate for all types of classes (such 
as chemistry labs).   Students stated that while they recognized the benefits of on-line education, they also 
had concerns about quality and they emphasized the great value they also place on face-to-face 
interactions with faculty and fellow students and the richness which it adds to their education.  The U of 
M students stated that they came to the University because of its great faculty, the mentoring available, 
and the culture of the institution, and they did not want that to be jeopardized."] 
  
 Several students from the University also testified before the legislature, the Provost said.  He did 
not hear what they said, but has been told that they said they were not interested in e-education as 
described in the Committee discussion and that they came to the University because of its great faculty, 
the mentoring available, the culture of the institution, and they did not want that to change in the form of 
online courses. 
 
 Professor Durfee returned to the smoking policy and asked about the process.  This is a big item 
and it would be appropriate to have a Senate vote, he said.  [It was noted that the Twin Cities Campus 
Assembly, the Twin Cities members of the University Senate, voted on (in favor of) the policy that 
banned smoking in University buildings on the Twin Cities campus when it was proposed in 1993.]  
Provost Sullivan said it was the prerogative of the Senate to decide if it wished to vote on the proposal; 
Professor Durfee urged that it be put on the docket because the Twin Cities Delegations of the University 
Senate is the only body on campus that represents all groups. 
 
 Professor Martin returned to the budget instructions.  She said it was her understanding that the 
instructions about the range of cuts would be the same for administrative and academic units.  Is that 
question still being considered?  Colleges are stretched to the bone now, and one can ask if there should 
be greater cuts for administrative units than for the colleges.  The Committee and the Provost discussed a 
number of ways in which the University might deal with budget cuts, including furloughs (which are 
extremely complex).   The Provost assured the Committee that the budgets for administrative units, 
originally set last fall, will be reviewed again and that there will certainly be cuts.  He cautioned, 
however, that certain costs will increase, such as those related to legal, safety, regulatory, and contractual 
requirements.  Professor Yust said that if administrative budgets are flat, that would not address the 
historical growth of administrative units and suggested the administration review them for further cuts.  
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The Provost said the administration is looking at the mission of each unit as the context for budget cuts.  
The record must show that there are cuts across the University, not just academic units, Professor Durfee 
emphasized.   One issue left hanging from the Provost's town hall forum, Professor Curley added, is the 
size of the administration; he said that should not be left hanging.  Professor Chomsky commented that 
regulatory/safety/compliance is a broad category and people will not know what it encompasses, and it 
may be that economies can be achieved in those areas as well.  She suggested the administration get 
information out so that people understand what is being done by the central administration.   
 
 Professor Martin reported that the Committee on Finance and Planning had discussed differential 
undergraduate tuition earlier in the week and whether the assumptions that underlie a uniform 
undergraduate tuition rate still make sense.  Provost Sullivan said he understood the University once had 
differential tuition but abandoned it because of transaction costs and because students gamed the system 
by staying in lower-tuition colleges that may not be their educational choice.  Professor Yust said 
differential tuition had been a disaster for her college because students would stay in lower-cost colleges 
until the last possible moment, and then transfer in to get into their major.  Professor Hanna said there 
already is differential tuition because of college fees, but Professor Balas said that fees may not be 
covered by student financial aid.  Professor Martin said the students had made that point:  financial aid is 
not commensurate with their costs because it does not cover fees.   
 
 Professor Hoover thanked the Provost for joining the meeting, and then adjourned it at 2:15 in 
order that Committee members could attend the Senate meeting. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


