
Minutes* 
 

Senate Consultative Committee 
Thursday, February 19, 2009 

3:30 – 4:30 
Room 238A Morrill Hall 

 
 

Present: Emily Hoover (chair), Jeffrey Anderson, Nancy Carpenter, Carol Chomsky, William 
Craig, Shawn Curley, William Durfee, Jason Einertson, Janet Fitzakerley, Marti Hope 
Gonzales, Michael Hancher, Karen Lovro, Judith Martin, Michael Oakes, Becky Yust 

 
Absent: Gary Balas, Katie Best, Susan Cable, Miriam Maiga, Nelson Rhodus 
 
Guests: Professor Doug Hartmann (Advisory Committee on Athletics) 
 
Others: none 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) report from the Advisory Committee on Athletics; (2) consultation on policies; (3) 
chair, advisory board, Office for Conflict Resolution] 
 
 
1. Report from the Advisory Committee on Athletics (Twin Cities Campus) 
 
 Professor Hoover convened the meeting at 3:35 and welcomed Professor Hartmann to report on 
the activities of the Advisory Committee on Athletics (ACA). 
 
 Professor Hartmann began by reporting that ACA has not had an overly-busy or controversial 
year, and the two major things related to athletics are occurring outside the purview of the Committee:  
the 10-year NCAA recertification process (in which ACA members were involved last year) and game-
day planning at the new football stadium. 
 
 The University (Twin Cities) has two athletic committees:  (1) the Faculty Academic Oversight 
Committee for Intercollegiate Athletics (FAOCIA), which is composed entirely of tenured faculty and 
deals with academic issues, and (2) the Advisory Committee on Athletics, which deals with finances, 
facilities, equity and diversity, personnel, etc.  Much of the subject matter typically taken up by ACA was 
covered by the recertification process.  Although the NCAA has not provided the final report, the general 
understanding is that the NCAA finds outstanding performance at Minnesota; the department accepts and 
endorses the report and is working on adopting recommendations it contains.  Minnesota is the only 
Division I university in the country that has two athletic committees, and the University's reports to the 
NCAA were aggressive in supporting them; the external reviewers came to see them as a strength. 
 
 There are no significant personnel issues.  Athletic Director Joel Maturi is as forthcoming as 
anyone in the position can be and has been responsive to committee requests and concerns.  In finance 
and facilities, there has been a significant increase in revenue (millions of dollars) from ticket sales and 
the Big Ten TV network, as well as fund-raising, so the athletic budget concerns are a different order of 
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magnitude from those facing the University generally.  At the same time, the athletic department is aware 
of the University's problems and will not do things that make athletics look better off—and may use the 
current circumstances as an opportunity to tighten its belt.  The University will need to reduce its financial 
support to athletics, so the department may need to do more fund-raising. 
 
 Professor Martin inquired how much the Big Ten network is generating; Professor Hartmann did 
not have an exact number but said it is a considerable amount of money.  Professor Martin recalled that 
the deal former President Yudof made with athletics that the institutional subsidy would decrease until it 
was at the level the legislature had been providing to support women's athletics.  It is nearly at that level 
now.  But why should the subsidy continue when the department is receiving extra television revenue and 
all other University departments do not have their revenue streams held constant.  She suggested that this 
Committee (not ACA) could raise this as a policy matter.  Professor Hartmann said the only reason he 
would hesitate to raise the subsidy question is because of uncertainty about the stadium debt and how 
much of it the athletic department will need to absorb. 
 
 Professor Durfee noted that Mr. Maturi has floated the idea of a new basketball practice facility.  
Is that going to happen?  Professor Hartmann said ACA has not talked much about it; his sense is that it 
will be built.  Coach Smith has done all that the University has asked in terms of academics and it may be 
a condition of his remaining at Minnesota.  The proposed facility would cost a lot less than others being 
built by peer institutions and it would be built with private funds.  Professor Durfee commented that there 
are good and bad ways to roll out this idea.  It could be sensitive, given upcoming budget cuts.   
 
 Professor Hartmann reported briefly on the work of FAOCIA (on which he serves ex officio 
voting).  The news has been good and the committee has been proactive.  FAOCIA evaluates the culture 
of each sport and will look at football this fall.  There has been a concern, the last couple of years, about 
the Kane-Leo report on academic issues.  On most issues, FAOCIA receives the reports it needs with 
respect to tracking athletes, but there has been a hole in that it has not felt it understood the admissions 
process.  Neither committee wants to be involved in admissions but they have not been able to obtain the 
principles involved.  They are working with Vice Provost McMaster to learn about priorities and the 
principles that guide admissions thinking about athletics.  The committees have no involvement in 
athletics, although the Faculty Athletics Representatives do, and they report to the committees on what is 
happening.  They do not have a specific concern about admissions, Professor Hartmann said, they just 
want to be responsible in doing their jobs. 
 
 On the topic of game-day preparations, there has been a group working on it for about a year.  He 
serves on the group because of his position on ACA.  They have done a lot of research on what is done at 
games around the country and are getting ready to send out communications on the implications for 
faculty, staff, and students on those seven Saturdays per year.  The alcohol policy is complicated because 
other schools have not had to contend with moving from a stadium that permits alcohol to one that does 
not.  The University does not want students to drink at games but it also does not want season-ticket 
holders to refrain from buying tickets because they cannot have alcohol.  Alcohol will be available only in 
the club rooms and the boxes. 
 
 Other major issues are tailgating and parking.  Those with contracts will not be able to park in 
their usual facility on game days; there will be one ramp on each campus (East Bank, West Bank, St. 
Paul) at which contract-holders can park on those days.  The plan is to sell all other parking to season-
ticket holders.  This Committee has been concerned about hospital and Campus Club issues, Professor 
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Chomsky said; are those being addressed?  Professor Hartmann said he believes they have; the group has 
talked to a large number of constituents.  The University will discourage people from coming to campus 
on game days, a practice that is normal at most institutions.  Professor Hancher pointed out that the 
Campus Club is in the black because of events held there, especially on Saturdays.  There will be 
financial costs to organizations on campus such as the Campus Club; who will cover those costs?   
 
 Tailgating will be permitted only in designated lots, Professor Hartmann reported, and, for a one-
year pilot, in some ramps (but no grilling/fires in ramps).  Alcohol will be allowed, experimentally.  The 
hope is that if the University does this right, it can control behavior, something that cannot be done at the 
Metrodome.  It may be utopian but the hope is to get a handle on potential problems.   
 
 Professor Durfee said he hoped faculty, staff, and students will be flexible in responding to the 
situation.  Professor Hoover thanked Professor Hartmann for his report. 
 
2. Consultation on Policies 
 
 Professor Hoover next drew the attention of Committee members to a multi-page table listing all 
the Regents' and administrative policies and procedures and suggesting which policy changes should be 
brought to which Senate committees and/or governance bodies (e.g., Council of Academic Professionals 
and Administrators, Civil Service Committee) and, where appropriate, to which Senate (Faculty or 
University).  The recommendations were developed by several subcommittees drawn from various Senate 
committees that reviewed each policy and procedure.  She noted that the recommended consultation path 
for the policies is the minimum; any committee, including this one, can refer policy changes for other 
discussions as needed.   
 
 This list does not include the educational policies currently under review (all of which come 
through the Senate Committee on Educational Policy and the Faculty Consultative Committee for action 
by the Faculty Senate).  It was agreed that the educational policies should also be referred to the Student 
Senate Consultative Committee for comment.   
 
 The Committee also briefly reviewed the Policy Review Guidelines, which indicate how the 
process should work, and voted unanimously in favor of them.  Professor Chomsky noted that the 
guidelines are intended to be flexible so they do not cause the policy-review process to become so bogged 
down that nothing can be accomplished.   
 
 There are also a few existing Senate policies that need to be moved to the University's policy 
website and need to be included in the list of policies and associated consultation path. 
 
 When this Committee approves the final version of the recommended consultation path for all 
policies, the proposal will be forwarded to the President's Policy Committee for approval. 
 
3. Chair, Advisory Board, Office for Conflict Resolution 
 
 Professor Hoover explained that this Committee has the responsibility for appointing the chair of 
the advisory board for the Office for Conflict Resolution.  There are two faculty members on the advisory 
committee, one appointed by the Committee on Committees and one appointed by this Committee; the 
latter individual has served as chair for a number of years.  She moved that the faculty member currently 
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appointed by the Committee on Committees be appointed as chair, by this Committee, and that the 
Committee on Committees be asked to then fill the faculty vacancy that would be created.  The 
Committee voted unanimously in favor of Professor Hoover's motion. 
 
 Professor Hoover thanked everyone for staying late and adjourned the meeting at 4:25. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota  
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