
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, September 27, 2007 

1:15 – 3:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Gary Balas (chair), Nancy Carpenter, Carol Chomsky, Shawn Curley, William Durfee, 

Barbara Elliott, Marti Hope Gonzales, Lois Heller, Emily Hoover, Judith Martin, Martin 
Sampson, Jennifer Windsor, Becky Yust 

 
Absent: Dan Dahlberg, Jeff Kahn, Mary Jo Kane, Nelson Rhodus, Geoffrey Sirc 
 
Guests:  Associate Vice President Robert Kvavik  
  
Other: Kathryn Stuckert (Office of the Chief of Staff) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) report on the St. Paul campus; (2) copyright policy; (3) faculty legislative liaison; 
(4) 2008-09 budget; (5) metrics and measurement subcommittee] 
 
 
1. Report on the St. Paul Campus 
 
 Professor Balas convened the meeting at 1:15 and welcomed Associate Vice President Kvavik to 
the meeting to discuss a draft report entitled "Defining the St. Paul Campus."   
 
 Dr. Kvavik said that the report is a working draft.  He told the Committee that at a meeting about 
the 2008 capital request, the President asked why buildings are put on one campus (Minneapolis or St. 
Paul) rather than another.  That query led him to ask two people, him and Professor Kathryn 
VandenBosch, to develop a plan for the future of the St. Paul campus.  They met with a lot of people to 
solicit comments and suggestions and there will be other opportunities for individuals to comment on the 
report.  They want to obtain as much information as they can so that when the President and vice 
presidents review it, the report has the support of the academic community. 
 
 Much capital planning is driven by the capital budget process and the six-year capital plan, Dr. 
Kvavik said, and the report asks what the St. Paul campus should look like in 10-15 years so that capital 
planning can aim toward that goal.  Dr. Kvavik reviewed briefly the key findings of the report.   
 
 A number of points were raised in the ensuing discussion. 
 
--  Dr. Kvavik said the University has an under-used campus and needs to better use existing space and 
cannot expect to build its way out of space needs.   
 
--  Dr. Kvavik said the current distribution of programs is consistent with the report; the deans whose 
colleges have programs on the St. Paul campus support the report. 
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--  Professor Martin asked whether he envisioned a new budgeting plan; Dr. Kvavik said the University 
has to have a six-year capital plan but that the campus master plan should inform the capital priorities, 
which it really has not done in recent years.  The plans for the St. Paul campus cannot be fully realized 
until 2015-2020; it only receives a new building about every two years.  (He observed that there is a 
capital bill of about $1 billion every two years, of which the University typically receives about $150 
million; when buildings cost $70+ million, that means the University gets two buildings—and actually 
less because HEAPR funds and other costs also come out of the capital appropriation. 
 
--  Professor Hoover commented that no one on the faculty on the St. Paul campus has heard of this 
report; is consulting with them the next step?  It is, Dr. Kvavik said, and he reviewed the consultation that 
has taken place thus far.  Professor Hoover objected that if one is not on the "ground floor" in establishing 
priorities and setting the vision, they become difficult to change later.  She said she has been a St. Paul 
campus faculty member for 25 years, and believes it is great that this plan is being developed, but the 
faculty have not heard about it.  Professor Yust commented that it is surprising that the surrounding 
community has not been heard from, given the emphasis on outreach in the report.  Dr. Kvavik said the 
mayors and members of the community have been contacted and are excited about the report. 
 
--  There has been talk about moving animals or moving research plots; is that part of the plan?  It is not, 
Dr. Kvavik said.  Some of the research plots, however, have poor soil and are used primarily to grow feed 
for the animals.  That is very expensive land not being put to good use.  An important issue that does need 
to be addressed is what spaces will be kept open.  This report is thematic and conceptual and does not 
consider specific sites. 
 
--  It is difficult to say whether the St. Paul campus would become more marginalized if the capital budget 
process were to run its normal course.  One major possibility is biofuels, which the College of Biological 
Sciences is interested in, the legislature likes, and for which there is a facility that might be made to work.  
Dr. Kvavik also said that while St. Paul has sufficient labs, the problem is that they are in poor shape, and 
the approach has been to upgrade them one at a time when a new faculty member arrives.  It would be 
more efficient to upgrade ten at once. 
 
--  There is much talk at the University about interdisciplinarity and not about the core, Professor Balas 
said; what are the core departments that will be on the St. Paul campus?  The ones that are there now, in 
CFANS, CEHD, CCE, Veterinary Science, and Extension, Dr. Kvavik said.  There is need to evaluate 
whether different sets of programs are needed and whether they are making the right use of space.  Will 
core programs be brought in to strengthen those already there?  Perhaps, Dr. Kvavik said, but this will 
never be a finished document; it will evolve.  For example, the Academic Health Center is seeking five 
facilities along the transitway, one for diseases that go from animals to humans; maybe it should be on the 
St. Paul campus and work with Veterinary Medicine and CFANS—the research community needs to talk 
about the possibilities.  This document would allow that to be considered rather than putting the facility 
200 yards from the football stadium.   
 
--  Professor Chomsky agreed it is a good idea to step back and it is good there will be public forums, but 
it is also easy to make it SOUND like there will be input when there really won't be, or for faculty to think 
that their comments will not change anything.  That’s especially true if faculty don’t hear that a matter is 
under consideration until they’re presented with a substantial proposal on the issue.  It would help if 
faculty were told that something is going on and their representatives are talking about it.  There are big 
themes in this report; why cannot people know what is going on?  Dr. Kvavik said he agreed and that he 
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was puzzled why the deans had not communicated with the faculty.  The same is true for the science-
teaching-and-student-services facility; the only decision that has been made is for flat rather than tiered 
classrooms.  The reason tiered classrooms will not be built is that there are enough of them and some are 
being abandoned.  He has received a report from the Office of Classroom Management (OCM) about the 
data and the demand.  There will be a number of tiered classrooms that will become available:  4 in Mayo, 
3 in St. Paul, and a number in Mondale Hall.  The University will make investments in them to make 
them more attractive.  Tiered classrooms are the most expensive to change; the new flat classrooms will 
offer a great deal of flexibility.  If there is an excess of one kind of classroom, why would the University 
build more of them?  Professor Wambach asked if there is a plan to consult with the faculty teaching in 
classrooms what they need.  Dr. Kvavik observed that Mr. Fitzgerald in OCM assigns classrooms based 
on what faculty and departments say they want.  The discussion of classrooms continued. 
 
--  Professor Martin said she has never heard an answer to one question as space has been discussed 
during the last few years.  On the one hand, there is apparently excess space on the St. Paul campus and, 
on the other hand, the Academic Health Center needs more research space.  Is there anything the AHC is 
doing that could be in St. Paul?  Are there potential synergies not being taken advantage of?  Dr. Kvavik 
said the Committee would need to ask Senior Vice President Cerra about that question. 
 
--  Professor Durfee asked if there will be an equivalent planning process for the Minneapolis campus, or 
if strategic positioning problems were responsible for triggering this report.  Dr. Kvavik said he believed 
the Provost was thinking about a plan for the Minneapolis campus, but it will be much harder.  UC San 
Diego has a 20-year plan that will drive the size of the faculty, the number of students, the number of 
residence and dining halls, etc.  The University does not; he has argued that it should, which is why he 
likes this report; right now, decisions are made by who lobbies, who has funds, etc.  The Minneapolis 
campus, he added, is better-defined in terms of zones than is St. Paul. 
 
--  Professor Windsor asked how addressing St. Paul issues fits with strategic positioning.  The themes are 
consistent with strategic-positioning documents, Dr. Kvavik said, with an emphasis on the environment 
and the advancement of science.  He added that it is frustrating to start initiatives and then have no place 
to put them.  Will this document help guide what the University will do in environmental work, she 
asked?  Many Twin Cities faculty deal with the environment, Dr. Kvavik said; this document provides 
that when a building is built, it will be in St. Paul, because there are more people in St. Paul doing that 
kind of work. 
 
 Dr. Kvavik emphasized that the report is a working document and that there will be opportunity 
for input.  He said they would welcome ideas. 
 
2. Copyright Policy 
 
 Professor Balas turned to Professor Chomsky to review her comments on the most recent revision 
of the copyright policy.   
 
 Professor Chomsky said she had gone through the report one more time and had a few 
suggestions. 
 
--  "Presentation materials" should not be included in the list of examples of academic work.  The items 
listed are particular kinds of scholarly, pedagogical, or creative works that by definition can be 
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copyrighted and for which a judicial exception has been made.   Presentation materials may or may not be 
original works of scholarship or pedagogy and have not been recognized by the courts as part of the 
teacher exception.  She said she did not know if the list of items in the policy is exhaustive.   
 
--  In the language about directed work, the term "creation" should not be included because agreement as 
to creation could be quite separate.  The issues are really ownership and use, and that is what must be 
talked about.  It will be important to have implementing procedures to check on these agreements for 
directed work, since the agreements need not be written.  There will be need to see if the University is 
making too many claims or if people are getting pushed into agreements; it may be that there will be 
agreements but that people are not happy about them.  If there is no agreement, the work belongs to the 
faculty member. 
 
 Professor Durfee asked if the policy should require that agreements be written.  It may be that one 
party thinks there is an agreement and the other does not; there have been disagreements such as this in 
parts of the University.  A written agreement would protect the faculty more, Professor Chomsky said, but 
she thought that the drafters of the policy did not believe they always needed to be written.  One 
possibility short of requiring a written agreement would to require an "express" agreement.  Professor 
Balas recalled that he served on the drafting committee and reported that it did not want to require a 
written agreement because it then becomes a contract and different dynamics come into play.  Professor 
Chomsky noted that an oral agreement is also a contract, but perhaps the writing makes a difference. 
 
 Professor Balas reported that one faculty member inquired if the policy covered software; he said 
he wrote to the copyright committee to ask but had not received an answer.  Professor Chomsky said that 
may depend on the nature of the software.  In some earlier policies, software generally was claimed by the 
University; that provision has been omitted.  By not mentioning it, the question is left open.  Some 
software might be creative work while other might not. 
 
 Professor Balas said he preferred the language in the policy "scholarly, pedagogical, or creative 
work" without too many examples, which could start to narrow the focus of the definition.  Professor 
Chomsky agreed, saying that there is a canon of construction that if items are listed, additional items to be 
included under the general description must be like the things that are listed.    
 
 If there are no additional changes, Professor Balas said, the administration would like the 
Committee to adopt a statement approving the draft.  It will be on the October 4 Senate docket for 
discussion.  After that, they will consider any comments and a redrafted policy will be brought to the 
Regents in November.  He said he will ask that the Committee be provided any redrafted version for 
review.  Professor Chomsky suggested the Committee approve the policy for the docket and indicate that 
it is pleased with this version.  Senators should also be notified that it remains a work in progress and that 
the Senate does not have approval authority. 
 
 The Committee voted unanimously to approve the policy for the Senate docket and to support 
changes the copyright committee might wish to make as a result of suggestions from this Committee. 
 
3. Faculty Legislative Liaison 
 
 Professor Balas reported that the President has approved the appointment of Professor Hayes as 
the second faculty legislative liaison. 
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4. 2008-09 Budget 
 
 Professor Balas next related that he had read the September 18 minutes of the Committee on 
Finance and Planning about the 2008-09 budget and learned that there would be only $14 million in new 
investments; he heard the same from the Provost at lunch the previous day.  He asked Professor Martin to 
report on the discussion at her committee. 
 
 Professor Martin reported that Vice President Pfutzenreuter talked about the 2008-09 budget.  
The Committee was not surprised because the information has been available since the end of the 
legislative session:  the University received a lot of new money for this year and very little new money for 
next year.  The way the budget was presented, it sounded like the University received much of what it had 
requested from the state, but the money was front-loaded in the biennium.  Even with the new money, 
some colleges have structural deficits this year because of increases in the cost pools.  The Finance and 
Planning Committee members believed there will be a lot of surprise when people realize how little 
money there will be.   
 
 The Committee held an extended and lively discussion about the budget generally and its 
relationship to strategic positioning, the likelihood that units have potential shortfalls next year, what 
appears to be the flow of funds to interdisciplinary centers (leaving departments squeezed), differences in 
departmental budgetary discretion across colleges, communication between the Provost, the deans, and 
department heads, the changing budget rules, among other things.  The Committee agreed it would raise 
these issues in its upcoming discussions with department heads and chairs. 
 
5. Metrics and Measurement Subcommittee 
 
 Professor Balas reported that Professor Windsor has agreed to chair a metrics-and-measurement 
subcommittee and that Professors Durfee, Hoover, and Kahn have agreed to serve on it.  He has written to 
other faculty members who are expert in metrics and measurement to ask for their assistance and the 
Provost has agreed to provide staff support. 
 
 Professor Balas adjourned the meeting at 3:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 


