
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, April 2, 2009 

1:00 – 2:15 
7 Mondale Hall 

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

Shawn Curley, Janet Fitzakerley, Marti Hope Gonzales, Michael Hancher, Kathryn 
Hanna, Caroline Hayes, Judith Martin, Martin Sampson, Cathrine Wambach, Becky Yust 

 
Absent: Dan Dahlberg, William Durfee, Brian Isetts, Michael Oakes, Nelson Rhodus 
 
Guests:  none 
  
Other: none 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) committee business; (2) Policy on Reorganization; (3) legislative liaison report; (4) 
Senate budget matters] 
 
 
1. Committee Business 
 
 Professor Hoover convened the meeting at 1:00 and brought up several items for discussion or 
action. 
 
--  Professor Durfee was absent because he was attending a meeting of the committee chaired by Dean 
Crouch to review the proposed changes in the Graduate School (on which he serves).  There has been 
agreement that the name of the committee will be changed to better reflect that it is looking at what to do 
about graduate education rather than simply implementing  an already prepared plan . 
 
--  It was agreed that the chair of this Committee would arrange to meet with the Committee on 
Committees at its first meeting in the fall in order to emphasize the importance of the work of the 
committee and participation by the faculty in the appointment of other Senate committees. 
 
--  The Committee approved unanimously the slate of candidates for the Committee on Committees 
prepared by the Nominating Committee, and voted its thanks to the Nominating Committee for its work. 
 
2. Policy on Reorganization 
 
 The Committee turned its attention to the Policy on Reorganization, referred to in a resolution on 
the Faculty Senate docket.  Professor Martin explained the background of the policy, developed after an 
effort to close General College in the 1990s and a reorganization of the biological sciences; there was a 
sense, she said, that if there are to be significant changes in academic programs at the University, there 
should be a process by which the changes will be reviewed and discussed.  The policy was specifically 
addressed to the reorganization of academic units.  Committee members were not of one mind whether 
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the policy provisions on reorganization of campuses and collegiate units apply to the Graduate School, as 
it refers to "establishment of new collegiate units, the merger or elimination of existing collegiate units, or 
the addition to an existing campus/college of a major new mission with college- or campus-wide impact 
or ramification."  There was general agreement that the provision on administrative reorganization, which 
calls for presentation to governance committees for information and discussion of proposals to make 
significant changes in senior administrative positions or organization, had not been followed.  ["III. 
Administrative Reorganization:  (2) When the president contemplates (a) the establishment or elimination 
of senior administrative position(s) of high rank (e.g., vice president, provost, chancellor), or (b) a major 
reorganization of the central administration, he or she shall present a proposal to the Senate Consultative 
Committee (or separately to the Faculty Consultative Committee and Student Consultative Committee) 
for information and discussion. Approval of the committee(s) for such proposals is not required."]  
Professor Balas surmised the administration would say it HAS met and discussed the proposal with the 
governance system.  Professor Chomsky suggested there is a difference in tone between what happened 
and what the policy language calls for; in this case, the consultation occurred only after objections from 
the governance system and others arose.  Professor Hancher inquired why the process set out in Section 
III(2) of the policy had not been followed; Professor Hoover speculated that it was because the 
administration simply forgot about the policy (as did this Committee, she noted). 

 Professor Curley said there are three distinctions that are important, and sometimes 
confused, in discussions:  (1) whether the Graduate School is an academic or administrative unit; 
(2) the process as it began versus the way the process is moving forward, and (3) actions that 
might be taken (e.g., dissolution of the Graduate School) versus the process whereby actions are 
developed and decided.  Professor Martin commented that it is unlikely anything will happen in the 
next year.    

 It was also agreed that Professor Hoover would contact the Provost about the process that will be 
used with the report prepared by Dean Crouch's committee:  will the report be circulated for comments 
and then perhaps revised before final presentation to the Provost?   

3. Legislative Liaison Report 

 Professor Sampson provided information about various bills being introduced at the legislature 
that would affect the University (very few of any significance).  The appropriations/budget picture 
remains uncertain, given the different approaches of the two houses of the legislature.  He also touched 
briefly on proposed legislation affecting the selection of members of the Board of Regents. 

4. Senate Budget Matters 

 Professor Hoover reported on a proposal to reduce the stipends paid to certain Senate committee 
chairs.  The Committee agreed it would take up the proposal at the April 16 Senate Consultative 
Committee meeting. 

 Professor Hoover adjourned the meeting at 2:15. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


