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Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, February 18, 2010 

1:00 – 3:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Marti Hope Gonzales (chair), Melissa Anderson, Nancy Carpenter, Chris Cramer, Shawn 

Curley, Janet Fitzakerley, Kathryn Hanna, Walt Jacobs, Jan McCulloch, Kate 
VandenBosch, Cathrine Wambach, Becky Yust 

 
Absent: Carol Chomsky, Caroline Hayes, Emily Hoover, Brian Isetts, Jeff Kahn, Russell Luepker, 

Michael Oakes, Martin Sampson 
 
Guests:  Deans Connie Delaney and John Finnegan 
  
Other: none 
 
[In these minutes:  clarifications; (1) Faculty Senate docket and related matters; (2) discussion with 
Academic Health Center deans; (3) draft motion on copyright, open access, and related issues; (4) draft 
motion on public service and public engagement; (5) support for the Coalition on Intercollegiate 
Athletics] 
 
 
Clarifications 
 
The following clarifications follow from the notes of the meeting of the CIC faculty leaders concerning 
the presidential search. 
 
--  Regarding the Presidential Search Committee:  A number of faculty will be selected to serve on the 
Search Advisory Committee.  These are NOT "positional" appointments, meaning one associated with a 
position of leadership that the individual currently holds. 
 
-- Regarding administrative participation in the search process, a dean from the Twin Cities will be asked 
to serve on the Search Advisory Committee.  Senior administrators who report to the current President are 
not asked to serve on the committee. 
 
1. Faculty Senate Docket & Related Matters 
 
 Professor Gonzales convened the meeting at 1:05 and began by reviewing the items in the Faculty 
Senate docket.  There will be an hour on the University Senate docket devoted to the budget (because the 
budget is of concern to more than just the faculty).  
 
 She also noted a proposal for a bylaw change to eliminate the current Nominating Committee 
and, for the purposes of identifying candidates for this Committee, to replace it with a group consisting of 
current and immediate past voting members of this Committee (except for the chair and vice chair) as 
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well as the current ex officio committee chairs.  The Committee on Committees would be given the 
responsibility for replacing its own members.  The difficulty, she reported, is that few members of the 
Nominating Committee are able to attend meetings, so that only 2-3-4 people are selecting FCC 
candidates.  This has been a problem for several years and the system is broken.  By constituting the 
nominating group as proposed, most of them would be present for an FCC meeting and it could convene 
immediately after an FCC meeting to identify candidates. 
 
 The Committee approved the proposal unanimously, suggested adding the most recent report on 
graduate education to the Faculty Senate docket, and then unanimously approved the docket. 
 
 Professor Gonzales reported on what had occurred at a meeting of faculty concerned about the 
implications of the coming budget cuts. 
 
2. Discussion with Academic Health Center Deans 
 
 Professor Gonzales now welcomed Deans Delaney (Nursing) and Finnegan (Public Health) to 
discuss issues of concern to the Academic Health Center (AHC) deans.  The conversation began with a 
scrutiny of metaphors to describe the upcoming budget situation:  cliff, crisis, or abyss were the terms 
mentioned. 
 
 Professor Finnegan reported that the deans have been in regular communication with Provost 
Sullivan, Senior Vice President Cerra, and the President's executive team about budget issues, both with 
respect to FY11 and to FY12 and beyond.   
 

There are a lot of options available for dealing with the short term (next year); the give-and-take 
with the governance committees and the deans has led the President to think carefully about those options 
(and with one exception, the decisions have not been made).  The issue of the 27th pay period is likely 
settled because the General Counsel has advised the President that the pay period is an obligation the 
University cannot escape—and that if it tried do so, there would likely be litigation.  Other options on the 
table include the 2% salary increase, probably framed as a 2% salary pool because the deans have asked 
for maximum flexibility in administering it.  They would deliver the 2% increase where legally required 
to do so, but they would like maximum flexibility with faculty and P&A staff to deal with priorities (e.g., 
market forces, retention, extraordinary merit, and promotions).  There has also been discussion of 
delaying the 2% increases by six months where permissible (e.g., faculty and P&A staff), an idea the 
President is considering.  So there are a number of things on the table, Dean Finnegan observed. 
 
 A point he has made, as have others, is that FY11 is the movie trailer to the horror film of 
FY2012 and beyond.  His concern is that the focus has been on FY11 when the real concern is what 
happens in 2012-13.  The numbers for his school (Public Health) are frightening—and Public Health has 
more access to different revenue streams than many colleges.  FY2011 is just a warm-up for the main act 
and it is essential the University be transparent about how different it will be in the future.  Over a five-
year period the University will likely lose up to 40% of its state support, which could decline from $700 
million a few years ago to perhaps $400 million.  That, Dean Finnegan commented, is transformative.  
There is no multi-billion endowment that will appear to save the institution, so there will be enormous 
impacts on tuition and cuts that will have to be made. 
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 They have also advised the President that they hope the approach will not be to just let more air 
out of the balloon, Dean Finnegan reported.  There must be strategic decisions.  All the deans have asked 
for blue-ribbon committees; at the end of the day, they will have to deal with massive cuts.  All of the 
recommendations will be linked to the compact process, but in his view, the compact process needs a 
drastic overhaul because it is not serving the purpose intended.   
 
 Dean Delaney said that the deans agree with the views Dean Finnegan has expressed and they are 
emphasizing that next year is just the warm-up.  Not only will there be a different university (although 
there is no sense what it might look like, and the shape may come from the work of the blue-ribbon 
committees), one hopes there will be a call to action.  The 27-pay-period problem has been ten years in 
the making, and when something is known for ten years, one does not expect it to become a crisis.  She 
also agreed that there is need for a dialogue about the compact process, about how budget decisions are 
made, and (per the deans), how across-the-board cuts will not aid achievement of the University's 
aspirational goals.  What is needed is the boldness to be transparent and to make tough decisions about 
survivability and excellence of the University, decisions that all must participate in making. 
 
 Dean Finnegan said he wished to underscore Dean Delaney's comments.  He wished there were 
more understanding across the University about what it is facing and the implications.  There will be a lot 
of suffering as the University goes through the process it faces; people do what needs to be done if they 
understand what is happening and the process is transparent.  A little inspiration would not hurt, either.  
They want to leave the University a better place than they found it and not let it spiral into mediocrity.  
One cannot wave a magic wand, and these are times when best practices and strategic planning can get 
the institution through.  But one is afraid the University will make things up as it goes along and people 
will get angry.  Organizations can fragment and break up under those circumstances. 
 
 What not to do was shown by the University of Iowa.  The University of Minnesota just reviewed 
graduate education and did a good job.  At Iowa they're cutting programs on the basis of task force 
recommendations, but it appears that none of the programs being cut were those of the task force 
members.  The University (of Minnesota's) approach was the right one because it put accountability 
where it should be.  One will see the right academic and financial decisions made when people are 
accountable. 
 
 Dean Delaney said, apropos of Iowa, that there was an article in one of the local newspapers 
about the online for-profit providers of higher education reporting a 37% profit.  The article mentioned 
extraordinary enrollment growth in students from Minnesota (as a result of people losing their jobs, and 
so on).  That is a small example of the deliberation in which the University needs to engage.  It is not in 
that market, and it would be a big revolution for the University to show its true affect on lives in the state.  
If she were a legislator, she would be asking why the state is investing in the University and MnSCU 
when people are flocking to for-profit (and more expensive) online providers.  Her point, she said, is that 
the University needs to look at the landscape as it plans for its future.   
 
 Professor VandenBosch asked if the priorities for the 2% compensation increase were those of the 
deans or the administration.  They are shared, Dean Finnegan said; it is a give-and-take discussion.  The 
deans identified several areas where they would like maximum flexibility.   
 
 Professor Jacobs said that the Committee has not heard very much about the "super-blue-ribbon" 
committee, on which Professors Luepker and Martin serve (the advancing excellence steering 
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committee); what is the deans' understanding of its role?  They know it's there, Dean Finnegan replied, 
but they do not know the process for how items get to it.  He said that he had his budget meeting with 
Senior Vice President Cerra, Vice President Pfutzenreuter, et al, and presented a two-page summary of 
School of Public Health planning issues and data to go along with it.  In the past, they spent a lot of time 
in discussion taking seriously the idea that there would be University investment in programs, but he has 
seen little that is important to the goals of the Public Health faculty and stakeholders.  As a result, he has 
stopped putting too much attention on the compact process and has instead conducted discussions in the 
school.   
 
 As they go through this financial period, Dean Finnegan remarked, some colleges are seeing how 
little state money they will receive, levels that will be significantly below those of 2006.  The School of 
Public Health will spend $6 million more on cost-pool charges that it receives in state funding.  The cost-
pool charges have increased 20% since 2006.  For a period Public Health, Carlson, and Law were the only 
colleges that faced cost-pool charges greater than their state support; now many of the colleges face that 
same situation.  That raises the question about how state funds are allocated and to which parts of the 
mission.  His perception is that many of the allocations are legacy decisions and that the institution is not 
looking seriously at them in light of the likely 40% cut in state funding.  They face declining state 
funding, increasing cost-pool charges, and do not have management systems that are mature enough to 
deal with the situation.   
 
 The University is also facing a leadership change.  The Board of Regents is likely to accelerate 
the search for a new president.  Other officers will also leave; Senior Vice President Cerra has made it 
clear he will be leaving, as have a couple of the other vice presidents.  The next 12-24 months will have a 
big impact on decision-making; his concern, Dean Finnegan related, is that the University attract the best 
leader possible.  If the institution is fighting internally over dollars, a new leader might think twice about 
coming here, but if it is transparent and pulls together, it will be a more attractive place, because a lot of 
public research universities are going though the same thing. 
 
 Professor Wambach said that Dean Delaney's comments implied that one strategy for the 
University could be to increase enrollment.  How are the deans thinking about selectivity, the size of the 
faculty, the number of graduate and undergraduate students, and so on?  Dean Delaney said there is a 
variety of opinions among the deans, so she can speak only for herself.  She spent 20-25 years in an e-
learning world; she does not equate an enrollment cap with not taking more students.  It is a transitional 
world, with new learner styles and types of learning and connectivity.  They look at this constantly in the 
School of Nursing and push the envelope on how to serve more students without compromising quality.  
When she read the newspaper article, she asked herself if the University could have accommodated some 
of those students. 
 
 She also brought this up because Dean Finnegan mentioned the cost pools, Dean Delaney said.  
When she looks at the amount of money the University is spending, she wonders if it is being leveraged 
to the best uses and to reach as many students as possible without compromising quality.  There are a lot 
of top schools with which the University compares itself that are transitioning to the new world, where 
students pick a set of courses to get a degree and do not come to a place to get a degree.  They want to be 
taught by the best teachers. 
 
 Dean Finnegan said that Dean Delaney's point highlights the fact that there is no single economic 
model for education in the University.  Dentistry is capped by its facility limits, as is Veterinary 
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Medicine; the Medical School cannot increase classes by more than about 10%; CLA is likely tapped out.  
The School of Public Health does not face the same constraints as Dentistry, Vet Medicine, and the 
Medical School, but it has constraints in its student-faculty ratio, which they set at 10:1, which is what 
they believe necessary for graduate education.  The number is not arbitrary; it represents best practice.  It 
has allowed them to build the second-largest public-university School of Public Health in the country 
(UNC Chapel Hill is larger, and has about 100 more faculty than Minnesota).  But the 10:1 ratio is based 
on a pre-digital-age algorithm, and the digital world effects on higher education are undermining such 
traditional algorithms.  The School of Public Health has invested much in e-learning and it is now an 
indispensible part of the school's education program and tuition.  How e-learning will affect the faculty's 
teaching role is an evolving situation.  E-learning puts faculty more in the position of advising and 
guiding students rather than the traditional role of lecturer ("guide on the side" rather than "sage on the 
stage").   The other impact that online education has had is on such things as the 1922 statement by the 
Senate that a credit equals three hours of work, one in class and two outside.  What happens when a 
student does not WANT to take 15 weeks to do a course, and would rather do it in 6 or 10 weeks?  The 
University does not quite have the flexibility to allow that to happen and it needs to rethink the role of 
faculty.  The world is going through a revolution, moving away from the lecture/didactic teaching, and it 
is not clear that the world will be geared to handle credit hours.  The University needs to think about this, 
because people will vote with their feet if they see higher education here as irrelevant and that they can do 
it elsewhere better and faster.  The University does have its brand name, however, and if it is not allowed 
to slide into mediocrity, that is very powerful. 
 
 In terms of increased capacity, they are cultivating relationships with the coordinate campuses, 
Dean Delaney reported, as part of their partnerships to maximize what can be done in those locations, to 
identify what can add value for the campus, the profession, and the University.  Accomplishing that 
depends on technology and sound partnerships. 
 
 The transition in the University presidency coincides with the budget cliff, Professor Hanna 
pointed out, and there are two ways to respond the transformation:  The outgoing administration can do it 
or it can leave it to the new administration.  Have the deans talked about the best approach?  They have 
and are not unanimous on the issue, Dean Finnegan said.  In his opinion, they would like a smooth 
leadership transition (something on which President Bruininks agrees).  The Board of Regents see the 
2012 legislative session as very important so would like to have the new leader chosen by then, with a 
six-month overlap between President Bruininks and his successor.  The Board would like to see the same 
kind of transition in the office of the Senior Vice President for the Academic Health Center.  Some 
believe that if the new president is present at the next legislative session, and there is a solid phalanx with 
President Bruininks and the deans, they will be more persuasive than if the new president is not there.  It 
is not clear that the new president will have much of a honeymoon with the legislature, but somehow he 
or she must help establish the understanding that higher education is Minnesota's future.  That will be a 
hard sell, but the new president will be key. 
 
 Professor Gonzales thanked Deans Delaney and Finnegan for joining the Committee. 
 
 Following the departure of Deans Delaney and Finnegan, it was noted that while one might 
denigrate Iowa's process, they are doing what needs to be done.  The contradiction in cutting programs, 
however, is that doing so reduces tuition income.  Another is that by making staff cuts, there are fewer 
people left, who must then work harder in some areas and get less or little done in other areas (e.g., 
research).  A problem with the budget model is that it is tied to annual enrollment, which also creates 
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problems  with the cost-pool charges.  To some extent the University is talking out of both sides of its 
mouth:  It encourages faculty/units to be entrepreneurial, but then it takes the money to cover budget cuts. 
 
3. Draft Motion on Copyright, Open Access, and Related Issues 
 
 Professor Gonzales next asked Committee members to consider a statement that she had asked be 
drafted in light of the discussion the CIC faculty leaders held last November.  The draft was prepared in 
consultation with University Librarian Wendy Lougee. 
 

The faculty senate leaders of the CIC institutions recommend to their colleagues, and to 
the CIC provosts, that the CIC institutions jointly adopt a policy on the retention of certain 
elements of copyright for all works produced by faculty members at the CIC institutions. 

 
1.  We recommend that each faculty senate endorse, and the institutions adopt, the 

following policy: 
 

[Each faculty member grants to (institution name) nonexclusive rights to make articles 
and scholarly works available for academic purposes, and for the purpose of archiving and 
dissemination.] 

 
[Each institution retains nonexclusive rights to make articles and scholarly works 

available for academic purposes, and for the purpose of archiving and dissemination.]   
 

2.  We recommend that each faculty senate endorse, and the institutions adopt, the policy 
that Open Access deposit of scholarly works is the standard institutional practice. 

 
Links for further reading: 

 
The MIT Open Access Self-Archiving Policy 
http://www.eprints.org/openaccess/policysignup/fullinfo.php 

 
SPARC Resources on Open Access 
http://www.arl.org/sparc/openaccess/ 

 
Creative Commons Licensing 
http://creativecommons.org/about/what-is-cc 

 
The first bracketed option is one that faculty at some institutions have adopted; the second is one that the 
MIT faculty have adopted.  The latter means that the institution, by faculty decision, retains certain rights 
that the faculty member may not sign away to a publisher.  In both cases, there is an opt-out clause 
intended to protect junior faculty who would otherwise be unable to publish in the journals they need to in 
order to achieve tenure.  
 
 Committee members had a number of comments about the proposal. 
 
--  What does "for academic purposes" mean? 
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-- What does "dissemination" mean?  What restrictions are there on dissemination?  Can one give 
the work away to anyone? 
 
-- What if a journal absolutely refuses to go along with the reservations?  This could restrict the 
journals in which faculty could publish. 
 
-- The minutes of the CIC discussion contain this sentence:  "[Open Access] would help reclaim 
promotion and tenure, which in biomedical fields has been abandoned to journals."  What does that 
mean? 
 
-- There seem to be two motivations for this proposal, not necessarily aligned one with the other. 
First, there is the financial aspect, where journal publishers are viewed as practitioners of predatory 
pricing and must be stopped.  Second, certain fields seem to be concerned that journals are exercising (or 
have been ceded) an undue level of control with respect to distinguishing "good" work from "bad."  It is 
not obvious that a particular open-access solution to one of these issues, assuming their validity, 
necessarily addresses the other, nor indeed is the validity of either issue yet well established, although 
there is no question that the cost of certain publishers' products has risen sharply in recent years. 
  
-- There is a question about peer review; some open-access journals have none, and faculty 
members do not want to have to do peer review themselves on articles that are contained in a dossier.  
(There are open-access journals that do rely on peer review, it was also noted.) 
 
-- An opt-out clause would satisfy the problem for junior faculty, but all faculty members are 
involved in publishing, and it would be unwise to insist on non-exclusivity clauses.  Faculty members 
choose journals for good reasons. 
 
-- One can remember the day when faculty members used course packs and the charge to the 
student was for the printing cost.  Now the copyright costs are huge so faculty members don't use course 
packs, which restricts their ability to use materials.  Journals are restricting use in order to generate 
revenue; the journal gets free submission of articles, receive expert advice, and then charge institutions to 
give it back.  It is a strange system. 
 
-- A student can copy the material but one cannot do so for the class as a whole ahead of time.  How 
can it be illegal for someone else to do it, rather than the student?  They can also simply download items 
from the web (although there is a lawsuit pending on that issue). 
 
-- The question is how librarians can control the cost of journals when universities provide the 
people and do the work—and then are charged for the product of the work. 
 
-- NIH regulations require that publications reporting research it has funded be available within a 
year and that has not affected journal processes.  Would it if the work were required to be available within 
a day? 
 
 The Committee agreed that it wished to hear from Ms. Lougee before deciding on whether to 
consider any statement further. 
 
4. Draft Motion on Public Service and Public Engagement 
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 Professor Gonzales next asked Committee members to consider another draft statement that was 
prepared as a result of discussion at the CIC faculty leaders' meeting. 
 

Public perceptions of higher education in general and our own universities in particular—
including legislators’ perceptions—are often shaped by media reports.  In an era of shrinking 
financial support for public institutions, it is important that the institutions reach out in as many 
ways as possible to engender public support for their missions.  In November, 2009, the CIC 
faculty leaders discussed the role of faculty members and faculty governance in helping to shape 
public relations.  They recommend to their colleagues and to the CIC provosts consideration of 
the following steps. 

 
  1.  Provide stipends for faculty to talk to outside groups. 
 

2.  Create an outreach/engagement corps, volunteers who get on a bus and periodically go 
to communities, meet with leaders, and have town-hall meetings in order to say what faculty do 
and what benefits they bring to the state. The effort should be coordinated by the provost's office.  
Compile a database of faculty work done in the state. 

 
3.  Create a faculty PAC to focus on the power brokers.  Have gatherings in homes and 

other locations and draw on the "public figures" of the institution (including, for example, well-
known faculty and athletic coaches).  

 
4.  Recommend to the faculty senate and other appropriate bodies at the institution the 

need to reconsider the role that external service and outreach play in evaluating candidates for 
promotion and tenure and for merit salary increases.  Faculty members must be asked to 
reconsider the relative importance of external service and outreach when they serve on 
promotion-and-tenure committees. 

 
This topic received extended discussion at the CIC meeting, Professor Gonzales reported, and the ideas 
received strong support from those present. 
 
 Professor Yust said that this can be confusing because the University has a definition of public 
engagement/outreach, and such activity appears in Section 7.11 of the tenure code, and outreach is 
embedded in many departmental 7.12 statements.  In the late 1990s departments redefined outreach, 
which faculty do not see as part of teaching or research.  One can do research in the community or stay in 
the lab; one can teach in the community or in the classroom.  One can also do service inside or outside the 
institution.   
 
 The issue is what impediments exist to faculty doing more community outreach or public-
relations activities, Professor Gonzales said.  How can they be taken into account when they do NOT 
overlap with teaching or research?  In item #1, the faculty would be paid, Professor Yust said, and item #2 
is the work of the faculty legislative liaisons.  Professor Curley suggested that items #1 and #4 are similar:  
one suggests providing money and the other recognition in the promotion-and-tenure process. 
 
 Professor Anderson said the point is that the well-being of a university is tied up with public 
perceptions and there is a need for statements that institutions recognize the activities and that faculty take 
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responsibility for them.  The problem, Professor Curley said, is that the activities have no practical 
implications for the faculty in terms of recognition. 
 
 If the recognition is to be meaningful, it must be tied in with promotion-and-tenure documents, 
Professor McCulloch said.  Why would faculty engage in these activities if they are not included?  There 
are ways to incorporate engagement in teaching and research, but it is easier in some departments than in 
others and those differences would need to be acknowledged. 
 
 It has to be recognized that there is a University Relations office, Professor Yust said, and each 
college has a public-relations office, but people still complain that the public does not know what the 
faculty are doing.  There is also the legislative network, so people are engaging in outreach and 
engagement to some extent already.  She said she was not sure this is a problem here. 
 
 Professor Cramer commented that NSF, for example, will not consider funding a proposal that 
does not specifically address outreach in science and engineering.  The real problem is that no one knows 
a professor (e.g., politicians), so it is easy to dislike or misunderstand them.  He said he liked this 
sentence in the draft:  "In an era of shrinking financial support for public institutions, it is important that 
the institutions reach out in as many ways as possible to engender public support for their missions."  If 
the University had a better program of outreach, with more interaction with faculty, that could help. 
 

Professor VandenBosch said that faculty should want to represent the university to the 
community because it is a good thing to do, but to tie it to promotion and tenure is not necessarily 
appropriate.  When evaluating progress towards tenure, it is appropriate to consider outreach activities 
related to one's scholarly expertise, as spelled out in departmental 7.12 statements.  Therefore, if it is 
important in one's job to do outreach and external service, one should be evaluated on it, but unrelated 
outreach activities (e.g. to enhance image of the University) should not be required or considered in the 
tenure process.  But there should be recognition for a valuable service role, Professor Cramer said.  
Outreach does enhance the University's image indirectly, Professor Hanna said; she said she is in a 
number of local groups but is often the only faculty member from the University; group members wonder 
why more do not participate?  Because it does not help in promotion and tenure. 
 
 Professor Anderson suggested dropping #4 and aiming the remainder at senior faculty, and 
suggest that they bear collective responsibility for the institution and are expected to contribute to its well-
being.  The activities require a lot of time and what is needed to be relevant to a field is discipline-
specific, Professor Yust said.   
 
 Professor Carpenter concluded that this proposal is a non-starter and would not make sense as 
legislation.  Professor Curley said that there is a problem, however, but it is not clear what the solution is.  
There have often been discussions of the fact that the general public does not know what the faculty do or 
who they are—the one statement in the minutes of the CIC discussion noted that even students do not 
know what the faculty do.  Some faculty feel they have no role in public engagement or outreach of a 
kind that would help the University's image, Professor Yust said. 
 
 Professor McCulloch said she would not favor loosening the tenure code.  It is possible to view 
engagement in a different way without doing that.  Moreover, she asked, why does the University have all 
the public-relations people it does if the faculty are going to be doing this kind of outreach?   
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 The Committee concluded it would not pursue this issue. 
 
5. Support for the Coalition on Intercollegiate Athletics 
 
 Committee members reviewed a letter from the co-chair of the Coalition on Intercollegiate 
Athletics asking that member institutions consider a one-time contribution of $100, which would pay the 
costs of allowing the Coalition to obtain 501(c)(3) status, and thus able to raise funds from foundations 
and other sources.  At present the Coalition has no dues and no budget, but its work should continue and 
the demands on the co-chairs are significant.  The Coalition wishes to raise a small amount of money to 
provide administrative support, to maintain the website, and to help pay for the annual meetings.   
 
 The Committee voted unanimously to ask the President to contribute the requested $100. 
 
 Professor Gonzales adjourned the meeting at 3:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


