
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, October 3, 2002 

12:00 – 2:00 
448 Social Sciences 

 
 

Present: Dan Feeney (chair), Gary Balas, Muriel Bebeau, Susan Brorson, Tom Clayton, Arthur 
Erdman, John Fossum, Marti Hope Gonzales, Marc Jenkins, Mary Jo Kane, Marvin 
Marshak, Judith Martin, Mary McEvoy, Jeff Ratliff-Crain, Martin Sampson, Charles 
Speaks 

 
Absent: Les Drewes, Candace Kruttschnitt 
 
Guests:  Vice President Kathleen O'Brien; Interim Vice President David Hamilton 
  
Other: none 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) clarification on the presidential search letter to Regent Reed; (2) discussion with 
Vice President O'Brien (her background, responsibilities, and plan; the stadium; reviews of support 
service units; searches; Twin Cities food service); (3) discussion with Interim Vice President Hamilton 
(his responsibilities and priorities; support for researchers from SPA, PTM, etc.; policy on defaults; use of 
human subjects; patents and licensing; research infrastructure); (4) a candidacy; (5) report of the chair 
(stadium, topics of discussion with the deans)] 
 
 
1. Clarification to the Statement on the Presidential Search 
 
 In its letter to Regents' Chair Maureen Reed on July 3, 2002, the Committee included the 
following language: 
 

We are also concerned that the pool of final candidates might include candidates who 
have followed the typical pattern of career advancement to end up presidents of second-tier 
institutions (a state university or a smaller institution).  With all due respect, many such 
individuals are capable but uninspiring administrators whom the University should not consider 
hiring. 

 
The Committee concluded the language was not as felicitously chosen as it might have been.  The 

Committee did NOT intend to demean or denigrate the many outstanding presidents of small institutions.  
Its members are perfectly aware of, and have great respect for, the outstanding chief executives that have 
served at such places as Carleton, Macalester, and small state institutions.  That list includes individuals 
who serve or have served as chief executives of the University's smaller campuses.  What the Committee 
MEANT to assert is that individuals who have ONLY that experience are not likely to be ready to be a 
president of the University of Minnesota.   
 
 

                                                           
* These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University of Minnesota 

Senate or Twin Cities Campus Assembly; none of the comments, conclusions, or actions reported in these minutes 
represents the views of, nor are they binding on, the Senate or Assembly, the Administration, or the Board of 
Regents. 

Comment [TC1]: This has already 
been said, hasn’t it? 
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2. Discussion with Vice President Kathleen O'Brien 
 
 Professor Feeney convened the meeting at 12:00 and welcomed new University Services Vice 
President Kathleen O'Brien.  He asked if there were initiatives she was planning or activities in which 
faculty governance would be involved. 
 
 Ms. O'Brien thanked the Committee for the invitation to join it and noted that she has been 
involved with the University for about 30 years, starting with when she was a graduate student in History.  
She represented the University ward when she served on the Minneapolis City Council, she served as 
Chief of Staff to President Nils Hasselmo, and worked with the University on a number of projects while 
she served as Minneapolis City Coordinator under Mayor Sharon Sayles Belton.  She said she was 
delighted to return to the University as Vice President for University Services. 
 
 Her responsibilities as vice president are comparable to those she had as City Coordinator.  As 
Vice President, she is responsible for three major areas:  auxiliary services (dining, housing, the bindery, 
the bookstores, etc., important business operations in the University); facilities (maintenance, operation, 
design and construction); and campus safety and health (emergency preparedness, the police, 
Environmental Health and Safety).  Her charge as vice president is to make sure each area serves the 
academic mission; if the units perform well, people will not even know what they are doing.  Her goals 
are that services are transparent and to ensure the University works well.   
 
 Ms. O'Brien itemized a number of plans and activities in which she is involved. 
 
-- She is completing the redraft of the emergency preparedness plan; she said she would like to 
bring it back to the Committee later in the semester.  The plan is close to being complete; next comes 
readiness and training. 
 
-- She is assessing the design and construction process. 
 
-- Interim President Bruininks has asked her to keep the campus neat and clean; it is not to be 
allowed to become "tacky" just because President Yudof has left.  He set a new standard and there will be 
an ongoing commitment to cleanliness and appearance. 
 
-- Vice President Carrier and Dean Muscoplat are leading an effort to examine the productivity of 
support services; she will be a member of the executive group guiding the work.  She said she knows of 
the Committee's interest in support service accountability and will want to speak with it about the work of 
the group. 
 
-- She is on the team looking at the design of a possible new football stadium. 
 
 She concluded that she is enjoying getting back to the University, meeting new people, and re-
establishing relationships. 
 
 Professor Feeney pointed out issues of concern to the Committee.  One is the accountability of 
support services to the academic mission, as Vice President O'Brien already noted.  Originally the 
Committee was going to appoint and charge a group; the effort evolved into a joint task force with the 
administration.  A second issue is the stadium; has any "point person" been appointed, he asked? 
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 Ms. O'Brien said they are working as a work group, with Vice President Kathy Brown assisting 
Vice President Gardebring, General Counsel Mark Rotenberg, Associate Vice President Pfutzenreuter, 
and her.  The five of them meet every Friday morning for an hour to share information. 
 
 Professor Feeney said the Committee is coordinating faculty governance activities with respect to 
the stadium.  There are a number of committees that have issues involving a stadium; he thought it wise 
to coordinate responses so committees are not going off in different directions.  Any concerns should be 
addressed to those five individuals, he asked?  They should, Ms. O'Brien affirmed. 
 
 With respect to the stadium, is there anything on the horizon--beyond the elements of the 
statement the Committee already adopted--that they should be addressing, Professor Feeney asked?  They 
are trying to be sure they weigh in on issues and that the faculty voice is heard; they are not taking a 
position on whether there SHOULD be a stadium, or if it should be University-only stadium, because that 
could affect the negotiation of the Memorandum of Understanding with the Vikings.  At some point, 
however, the Committee may wish to make such a statement, he observed.   
 
 Ms. O'Brien said she thought the Committee statement was comprehensive and helpful.  What 
makes the situation difficult is that the University does not know who the Governor will be, who the 
legislative leaders will be, and even whether or not the stadium proposal will become "real."  As the fall 
progresses there will be more negotiation and more information to help the Committee's deliberations, she 
said, and to help the administration identify the path it should follow.  Professor Feeney said the Senate 
committee chairs would work as a group so they can refer issues appropriately.  He said he hopes that the 
faculty and staff feel the issues are being addressed. 
 
 Returning to an earlier topic, Ms. O'Brien said she was pleased the University was at a point of 
talking about a formal evaluation system for units; up to now the reviews have been episodic.  She said it 
is very important to know for support/auxiliary units if they are doing the right things well, to have 
benchmarks with peers, to identify best practices at public research universities, and to obtain feedback 
from users.  In some instances, she commented, B-level services are acceptable (she cited the City of 
Minneapolis, which has opted for plowing rather than snow removal, which would cost about 10 times as 
much).  The support units could be doing things well that are not important and doing not so well things 
that are important.  There is a need for discussions (e.g., with this Committee), measurements, and 
identification of trends.  There is also need to have a system in place that can identify activities that have 
become more important than they were in the past (e.g., security systems).  It is important for the 
administration to be able to assess services and whether managers are doing their jobs and whether they 
are accountable to the University and the people of Minnesota.  She was working on these same issues at 
the City, she observed. 
 
 Professor Erdman said that when one does this kind of analysis one must establish a baseline.  
With respect to custodial services, he asked, how does she see the attitude of employees on campus?  Ms. 
O'Brien recalled that she had been interviewed by President Yudof two days before he left the campus; 
the working environment and workforce morale were a concern to him.  As she has spoken with 
employees and with the auditors she has realized there will be work environment issues on her agenda.  
She said she also worked on this at the City:  how to engage people in their contribution to the mission of 
the University and how to work with a diverse workforce.  She said she believes one builds morale by 
engaging every person in the University mission (organized labor helped with this at the City).  She said it 
is not possible to achieve excellence on the business side of the University if it cannot do the same on the 
cultural side.   



Faculty Consultative Committee 
October 3, 2002 
 
 

4

 
 Professor Speaks noted a concern he has raised with Executive Vice President Maziar that he 
hopes she--Vice President O'Brien--can say is misguided.  The University is now working on its biennial 
request and next year will work on its capital request.  There are always a number of challenges in the 
budget, including how to fund capital debt service.  But there seems to be a disconnect between the two 
processes even though there are huge financial "tails" from the capital request because of the debt service.  
The University has to curtail its voracious capital requests because the debt is so expensive, he said. 
 
 Ms. O'Brien said that when she first took the position of Chief of Staff to President Hasselmo in 
1989, the bonding bill request and capital budget were mixed together; the University has come a long 
way since then.  With the identification of HEAPR (Higher Education Asset Preservation and 
Replacement) funds, the University is getting better at grappling with how to provide space.  In 1990 the 
University had very little information about space; today there is much more and the institution is going 
in the right direction.  The question is how, as an academic institution, the University makes decisions, 
she said.  There are, for example, incentives to seek new buildings.  The University needs to analyze how 
it makes decisions and investments, she concluded. 
 
 Professor Speaks said that every president starts out by saying that faculty and staff salaries are 
the number one priority--but they do not end up that way.  The administration has to work backwards:  
after capital debt, "Fitz's list" of things that MUST be done, utilities, and other obligations that must be 
paid, faculty and staff salaries fall to the bottom.  Vice President O'Brien agreed that what is spent on new 
buildings cannot be spent on salaries.   
 
 On another topic, Professor Marshak cited the search for the director of housing as an example of 
what happens when University services form silos.  The search committee was composed primarily of 
people from Housing; none of the finalists had experience at a Big Ten or peer institution.  The University 
talks about improving the undergraduate experience and looks to Wisconsin and Cambridge; Housing 
looks to Kent, DeKalb, and Grand Forks.  There is nothing wrong with the people who were considered 
but there seems to be a disconnect in the goals and context that are relevant, he said.  How will she 
address this, he asked?  Is he wrong? 
 
 Ms. O'Brien said her philosophy is that when there is a tough job to fill, one must just try to hire 
the best person possible and use a firm to identify people who are not looking for a job—and recruit them.  
Minnesota leadership positions should be attractive.  This is a great university, but people will not come 
unless they are asked.  An ad in the Chronicle of Higher Education is not enough. 
 
 Professor Ratliff-Crain pointed out that the coordinate campuses are very separate from the Twin 
Cities support services but it is coming to be more and more rankling that the coordinate campuses must 
pay common goods taxes; there is a sense that they are funding Twin Cities activities.  There is also the 
problem that models for the Twin Cities campus, built on economies of scale, are then applied to the 
coordinate campuses.  Is it on her calendar to visit the coordinate campuses and talk about these issues, he 
asked?  Ms. O'Brien said she was recently at Crookston for two days, she is scheduled to go to Duluth, 
and is trying to identify a date to go to Morris; she said she recognizes that she is a system officer.  She 
recalled also that she had visited each campus every quarter when working for President Hasselmo.  She 
also pointed out that she had done a lot of work on the biennial budget and capital request as well (as she 
did while at the City) and has sat through the bonding conference committees since the mid-1980's.  She 
followed University projects closely and helped with them.  She said she is familiar with the projects on 
the coordinate campuses as a result. 
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 "Food!" Professor Martin exclaimed.  She said she wanted to hear about food on campus, and 
commented that Ms. O'Brien's predecessor endured an hour-long harangue from the Committee about 
University Dining Services.  It is instructive, she said, that departments can now order from D'Amico--
and given the choice, they do.  The Coke contract will soon expire; how the money will be used needs to 
be thought about (such as improving the quality of food or of campus life--and not dedicated to athletics). 
Finally, with respect to the undergraduate experience, Professor Martin said she often teaches at night, 
and people cannot get food because everything closes; the only choices are packaged food, which is 
dismal.  If the University is serious about keeping students on campus, it cannot have this awful irregular 
food service that does not extend to evenings and weekends.  Professor Marshak added that there is need 
to revisit the salted-snack contract:  there are no Twinkies and his blood pressure isn't helped by the 
snacks that all have salt.  The campus is cleaner but the food is still expensive and the selections are poor, 
Professor Martin concluded. 
 
 Professor Sampson piggy-backed on these comments.  He said there are a number of things he 
finds incongruent with an academic institution.  Library hours are not longer during final exams (the 
claim is made that the student employees themselves have finals; Professor Ratliff-Crain said the Morris 
campus has the same problem with student employees) and food runs out during finals week.  If there is 
one time the University should support students, it is then--but they receive no support from the food 
service.  He said he has also observed first-year students buying food and liquids because they assume 
they will have a place to sit and consume it.  There is not such space; a week later, those students are not 
back.  The University is the loser, in providing no space and charging high prices, but so are the students, 
who have no place to have breakfast or have a soda with a friend while studying.  It must be that these 
services are charged by the square inch of space they take, he said, and the result is a serious problem for 
the University. 
 
 Ms. O'Brien thanked the Committee for these observations.  
 
 Professor Speaks said that the Committee on Finance and Planning can take up the issues and 
speak with food services.   
 
 Professor Fossum said that in looking at support services and setting priorities, Ms. O'Brien will 
need to be careful about not establishing a pecking order of how important employees are, depending on 
whether they are in a high-priority area.  He said it is important to establish a closer relationship with 
employees and said he would STRONGLY recommend the administration reconsider the proposal for 
tuition remission for dependents of employees.  Professor Speaks asked that the report on the subject be 
sent to Ms. O'Brien. 
 
 Professor Feeney thanked Ms. O'Brien for joining the meeting.  He said they appreciated the 
caliber of service and experience she brings to the University. 
 
3. Discussion with Interim Vice President for Research David Hamilton 
 
 Professor Feeney next welcomed Interim Vice President Hamilton to the meeting.   
 
 Professor Hamilton said he welcomed the opportunity to meet with the Committee and that just 
because he was wearing a tie did not mean he had changed by becoming an administrator.  He observed 
that he is INTERIM vice president; most of the Committee members know him well and that he does not 
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like to sit still; he is interpreting his position as Vice President for Research.  There are things he must do, 
things he has inherited, and he will also set his own priorities. 
 
 The office of the Vice President for Research has been split from the Graduate School, a change 
that was easy because he and Dr. Bloomfield, Interim Dean of the Graduate School, have worked together 
for years.  There are five units that report to him:  Sponsored Projects Administration, Patents and 
Technology Marketing, Oversight Analysis and Reporting, Regulatory Affairs (which includes the 
Institutional Review Board, dealing with use of human subjects in research, and the Institutional Animal 
Care and Use Committee), and what he described as electronic research administration.  The latter 
consists of all the systems that support the other units, grouped together so they work together and in the 
same direction.  Sponsored Financial Reporting--the unit that sends out bills and pays invoices--does not 
report to him, it reports to the Controller.  That arrangement confuses a lot of people and he said he would 
like to hear from the Committee on how these units should be organized.  Should Sponsored Projects 
Administration and Sponsored Financial Reporting report to different people?  Should there be a dotted-
line relationship?  Later in the meeting Professor Balas said there is a disconnect between the two units 
and expressed the view that they should report to the same person.  
 
 Dr. Hamilton said he has four priorities for his office.  First and most important, all of the units 
that report to him are service units; they must provide service.  He is finding that they are not as efficient 
as they could be; he is working "hard and fast" on this issue but changes will not come overnight--but 
there will be changes. 
 
 Second, the University is obligated to adhere to federal law 106-107, which requires federal 
agencies to develop electronic systems to award funds and to develop mechanisms for recipients to apply 
for funds.  The University is far ahead on this front but it still has a ways to go.  One problem is that 
federal agencies have known about the law for about two years; it takes effect May, 2003, and they are 
only now beginning to respond to it.  The University is part of a federal demonstration project in 
partnership with federal agencies that includes about 90 institutions of different sizes that will work on 
standardization and stability in the application of the law. 
 
 Third, he is trying to increase patent and technology marketing efforts.  He has been meeting with 
a lot of people over the last several weeks, including venture capitalists, business people, and various 
board members, who play a role in stimulating University-business interactions.  He is also working with 
the Board of Regents in this area. 
 
 Fourth, the University must participate as a research university in community interactions, what 
Professor Fogelman calls civic engagement.  When Professor Fogelman talked with the Senate Research 
Committee last year, Dr. Hamilton said he was one of the doubters—how could he as a cell biologist 
engage the community in research that he should be doing?  He realizes now that he should be educating 
the community on what he is doing and ask what issues it has.  The Mini Med School is an example of 
this kind of effort, and it has a long waiting list of participants.  He said he is trying to talk with deans and 
directors about these kinds of endeavors. 
 
 Professor Speaks congratulated Dr. Hamilton on the increase in the University's research funding.  
Dr. Hamilton repeated what he was quoted as saying in the reports:  the administration had nothing to do 
with the increase; it was all the result of faculty work.  The support services try to make it a seamless 
process.  Professor Jenkins said that Forms Nirvana had helped.  As did AREPA, Dr. Hamilton inquired, 
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facetiously?  He said that a completely new form is being developed, to be available November, so that if 
one has no conflicts to report it should take no more than about three minutes to complete. 
 
 Professor Erdman said he thought there had been a significant improvement in support from 
Patents and Technology Marketing and Sponsored Projects Administration, although there is still a ways 
to go.  Dr. Hamilton said he knew that but that he did NOT know all the things that people perceive must 
be done.  It must also be difficult to deal with so many license disclosures by faculty, Professor Erdman 
said, and decide on the number of administrators needed, but it is clear that there is a lot of intellectual 
property being generated on the campus.  Anything that would help make decisions more swiftly would 
be good, Professor Erdman said.  When there is a pending contract with industry, and companies with 5 
employees have to deal with the same contract as a company with 50,000 employees, that is often the end 
of the conversation because the contract is so overpowering.  The University has been trying to negotiate 
master agreements with companies so that approval is automatic but they are finding that when they have 
such agreements the company does not want to use them.   
 
 Professor Erdman said there are also rumors that when a company defaults, the PI is responsible.  
That is not true, Dr. Hamilton said.  It is a Controller's Office policy; the PI is not responsible but the 
department is.  The PI is not personally responsible and should not be.  It is a necessary policy but it is not 
in full form yet, Dr. Hamilton said; there are significant issues that need to be dealt with.  One thing the 
University can do it put up a list of companies that have defaulted and warn PIs about them (although 
there is question whether such a list would be legally actionable).   Professor Speaks recalled that the 
Committee on Finance and Planning had asked for follow-up information from the Controller, Mr. Volna, 
and had never received it. 
 
 Professor Erdman said that things have improved and that he is happier with the services he 
receives now.  Customer relations management is the term he uses, Dr. Hamilton said.  He said he knows 
academics do not like the term customer but these are service units that must keep in touch with PIs. 
 
 Professor Sampson said he wondered about the legal liability issue when it comes to publishing a 
list of companies that default.  If companies are notified they will be on the list if they default, he 
expressed doubt that the University could be sued successfully.  The financial implications of the policy 
requiring departments to pay in the case of defaults are very bad.  This is a big problem, Dr. Hamilton 
agreed, and pointed out that he and Mr. Volna have promised the Senate Research Committee that they 
would look at the issues.  The Senate Research Committee had an animated discussion of this subject, 
Professor Balas reported, with the Committee and Mr. Volna having a difference of opinion.  One 
possibility they discussed was using a small portion of ICR funds as a pool to ensure against defaults.  
The problem is that it is always companies that default, not the federal government, but the ICR rate for 
companies is lower than for the government (23% versus 48%, Dr. Hamilton said).  That makes no sense, 
Professor Balas said, and there is no reason the University should charge companies less than it charges 
the government.  Professor Sampson said the Foundation could set up a modest fund.  Professor Speaks 
said that Committee members don't know the best source of the money but there needs to be a fund set up.  
 
 The potential liability could be reduced by due diligence on the part of the University ahead of 
time, Professor Fossum said, by looking at the ability of an organization to follow through on its 
commitments.  That would be good, Dr. Hamilton agreed, but it would take time, and what the units in his 
office get the most criticism about is the amount of time it takes for a transaction.  He said there will be a 
PI portal, identifying where a grant is, who is responsible, etc.  Usually the delay is with the company; the 
PI could intervene with his or her contacts at the company in that case. 
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 Is human subjects review under his office, Professor Martin asked?  It is, Dr. Hamilton affirmed.  
The review of the use of human subjects makes a lot of sense in many parts of the University, she said, 
but those in the social sciences who send people surveys do not believe they are "messing with people's 
minds"; even students are expected to go through human subjects review before doing a survey.  In one 
case, a student went through the entire process and was then told her project was exempt.  Can he do 
something about this, she asked?  Dr. Hamilton said he can; this is part of the service culture issue.  They 
will be doing a survey of PIs, in conjunction with this Committee. 
 
 Patents and licensing are growing at the University, Professor Balas observed.  The move to 
obtain patents means faculty will hold their work close, which does not lead to an open exchange of 
information in a university.  Dr. Hamilton agreed and said that with the Bayh-Dole act, there is a legal 
obligation to disclose patentable inventions--but the law also provides that the disclosure is protected.  
Any steps he can take to encourage openness would be desirable, Professor Balas said.  Dr. Hamilton said 
he is convinced that a lot of problems arise because people are not told enough and their expectations 
differ from reality.  He said he has talked with University Relations about a program to inform people 
what Sponsored Projects Administration is and what it does.  It may be that frustration with SPA comes 
because people expect it to do more than it can. 
 
 Professor Feeney recalled that there was discussion a year ago about the campus research 
infrastructure; he asked if Dr. Hamilton would speak about it.  Dr. Hamilton said he has noticed over the 
years that the University is willing and able to spend a lot of money in an area someone pushes on and 
talks loudly about, which may lead to such things as purchasing three or four of the same instrument, 
which is not a good use of money.  But things that are absolutely essential for the average productive 
faculty member to do his or her work might not receive the same support.  The University has to 
guarantee the infrastructure for the average faculty member.  He said he has changed research directions 
because he could not obtain the instrumentation he needed to pursue a particular line of work.  There is a 
need for institutional policies in this area, he said. 
 
 Professor Balas said he would like to have a conversation about the split of the Graduate School 
and the Vice President for Research, whether it should be continued, and what the possible benefits and 
drawbacks might be.  Dr. Hamilton agreed this should be an area of active debate.  One reason he thinks it 
is a good idea is that it means there is a chance for a professor of English or Philosophy to be Dean of the 
Graduate School; he said he thought those chances were remote in a merged office. 
 
 Professor Feeney thanked Dr. Hamilton for joining the meeting.  Dr. Hamilton said that if 
Committee members have any issues they want taken up they should call him. 
 
4. Candidacy 
 
 It was noted that one Committee member will be a candidate for president.  That will have 
nothing to do with FCC matters and the person will not be involved in any discussions about the 
presidential search. 
 
5. Report of the Chair 
 
 Professor Feeney reported on several matters. 
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-- The faculty voice on the stadium must not be lost; committees have issues.  The two athletics 
committees must be kept involved.  Professor Speaks noted that Mr. Swanson in Associate Vice President 
Pfutzenreuter's office is chairing a subcommittee on alternate academic uses of space in the stadium (a 
group that includes him as well as Professors Erdman and Martin).  Mr. Swanson told them that the deans 
said (1) there is nothing in the six-year capital plans of the colleges that would fit in the stadium and (2) it 
could be a bad strategy to identify space in the stadium because the legislature could then say, if asked for 
other academic space, that it had already provided it in the stadium.  On the other hand, Professor Speaks 
said, if the University does not identify academic space, it could well be asked why it had not done so.  Or 
it could be told to find such space, Professor Feeney added.  Professor Speaks said he did not know which 
is the better argument but that the University should still look at the possibility of academic space in any 
stadium.  And in the general area of the stadium, Professor Erdman suggested. 
 
 But there was just discussion about the University's appetite for buildings and the increase in debt 
costs, Professor Balas protested.  Everyone dreams about new buildings, he said, but the University must 
be a good steward and recognize that they must be paid for.  And it must also recognize that that is the 
ONLY space left close to the University for academic buildings for the next 50 years or more, Professor 
Martin said; the campus may have enough space now, but for 50 years, she asked? 
 
 Professor Feeney said this would be a discussion item with the Twin Cities deans. 
 
 Professor Kane said the deans should also be asked whether they view the stadium as something 
that is GOING to happen or are they willing to take the view IF it happens, not WHEN.   She said she 
continues to object that this project is moving along the joint-use path far too quickly.  Professor Speaks 
recalled that (1) when asked at a meeting of the Committee on Finance and Planning what he predicted, 
Mr. Pfutzenreuter said if he were a wealthy betting man he would be on when, not if; (2) he (Professor 
Speaks) related this comment to Regent Reed and Executive Vice President Maziar at the FCC retreat, 
and Regent Reed emphasized that this was not a train already moving down the track; and (3) when he 
(Professor Speaks) related Regent Reed's comment to Mr. Pfutzenreuter, the latter responded that 
reasonable people can disagree.   
 
-- At the second meeting with the deans the subject of the value of service committees will be 
discussed and how to enable faculty to do so without getting "beat up" in their own departments as a 
result.  The University must get to the point where faculty are not penalized for service.  At present, not 
only is there no incentive but faculty are penalized. 
 
-- The revised governance document(s) will come to the Committee at its next meeting.  They must 
not miss this opportunity to act on this matter, Professor Feeney warned, because it may not come again 
soon. 
 
 Professor Feeney adjourned the meeting at 1:50. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 


