
 Minutes∗ 
 
 Faculty Consultative Committee 
 March 29, 1990 
 
 
Present: Warren Ibele (chair), W. Andrew Collins, Norman Kerr, Lynnette Mullins, J. Bruce 

Overmier, Burton Shapiro, Michael Steffes, Charlotte Striebel, James VanAlstine 
 
Guests: Eric Huang (SSCC), Barbara Muesing (Regents' Office), Tom Scott, Maureen Smith 

(Brief), Rabun Taylor (Footnote) 
 
 
1.   Report from the Finance and Planning Committee on Athletic Facilities 
 
 Professor Shapiro reported on the discussion the Finance and Planning Committee had held with 
Senior Vice President Donhowe about new athletic facilities and what would be recommended to the 
Board of Regents.  At the end of the meeting, after the Committee had voted unanimously in favor of one 
of the alternatives, Mr. Donhowe had asked if he--Professor Shapiro--would provide a statement of 
faculty support.  It was suggested to Professor Shapiro that such a statement would most appropriately 
appear in Footnote. 
 
 At the request of Committee members, Professor Shapiro outlined briefly the proposals presented 
by Mr. Donhowe to the Finance Committee.  They were: 
 
 A: Build a new arena for hockey and basketball as well as a pavilion for women's athletics and 

other events attended by a smaller number of spectators.  The cost for this alternative 
would be about $70 million, which was unacceptable; the most the University could afford 
would be in the range of $48 million. 

 
 B: Renovate Williams Arena (new roof, heating and ventilation, air conditioning, etc.), 

convert Mariucci Arena to the pavilion, and build a new hockey arena across Fourth Street; 
this project would cost about $35 million.  Of this, about $30 million from bonding and the 
remainder from fund-raising; Mr. Donhowe was reasonably certain this option could be 
funded.  None of the money would be public; the debt service from the bonds would come 
from revenue generated. 

 
 C: Move basketball and hockey to one of four off-campus sites; the general sentiment was this 

would be unacceptable.  While such a move might generate about $750,000 annually for 
the University, this money would have to be devoted to construction of new practice 
facilities (which would not be provided by off-campus venues).  Mr. Donhowe reported 
there is considerable opposition to moving the sports off-campus. 

 
 Professor Shapiro informed the Committee that the Finance and Planning Committee had 
unanimously endorsed alternative "B." 
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 It was noted, on a related matter, that there are significant academic components to the new 
recreational sports facilities, for the School of Physical Education, something to which the Committee has 
not closely attended. 
 
 Professor Steffes cautioned that any actions taken on new facilities should await the deliberations 
of the faculty/regent committee examining athletics.  The original letter from Regent Page to the other 
Board members had expressed a concern about constructing new facilities in advance of a review of the 
future role of athletics.  It was agreed that perhaps it would be useful for Mr. Donhowe to meet with the 
ad hoc committee or for him to at least speak with Regent Page. 
 
 There was discussion of the sites for practice at present as well as possible additional uses of a new 
practice facility if one were built on campus.  There was also interest in knowing what a new practice 
facility would cost; Mr. Donhowe, it was said, reported that the cost was difficult to predict because it 
would depend on what would be included. 
 
 The schedule of events for the Board of Regents is to hear about on-campus alternatives at their 
April meeting, to hear about off-campus sites at a special meeting on April 16, and to discuss the 
alternatives at their May meeting.  Whether or not a decision will be made in May is not clear.  
 
 Professor Ibele inquired if the Committee wished to express any opinion on the matter. It was 
suggested that any decision on facilities should await the report of the ad hoc committee and review of the 
report by the governance system.  Even though the committee was charged by the President and Chair of 
the Board of Regents, it was argued, the Big Ten rules calling for faculty control of athletics would 
suggest that the report would have to go to the Faculty Senate if any changes were proposed. 
 
 Skepticism was expressed by several Committee members about the sentiments to keep sports on 
campus, noting that very few students actually live on campus. 
 
2.   Report of the Chair 
 
 Professor Ibele reported that a meeting has been set up with Mr. Donhowe to discuss the 
connection, if any, between the plan to charge units for space and the efforts to revise the Minnesota 
Facilities Model; the meeting will include, beyond himself, Professors Erdman (Physical Plant and Space 
Allocation subcommittee), Scott (a member of the committee examining the Model), and Shapiro.  Some 
have argued that the two are linked; Mr. Donhowe says that the revised Model is needed for planning and 
can be separated from the plan to charge for space. 
 
 Professor Scott inquired if the Committee had discussed the proposal to charge for space; Professor 
Ibele responded that it had been floating in and out of Committee discussions for some time although it 
had never taken up the subject in depth.  Professor Shapiro commented that it has also come up, from 
time to time, at the Finance and Planning meetings, although it also has not been dealt with the matter 
directly; he said he was not sure what more the Committee could do beyond asking repeatedly what was 
being developed.  Some Committee members opined that plan has already been adopted and will be put in 
place. 
 
 It was noted that the coordinate campuses have a significant interest in the Minnesota Facilities 
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Model because it does not apply to them very well. 
 
 Professor Scott reported that the group to examine the Model has only met once; the discussion had 
been devoted exclusively to the kinds of issues which would be raised in evaluating the Model if it were 
linked to the rental scheme.  Review of the Model itself has not yet taken place, much less how it affects 
different campuses.  The Committee, Professor Scott said, is an administrative group rather than part of 
the governance system. 
 
 Professor Ibele suggested that the Finance Committee specifically inquire about the time schedule 
of the rental plan and tell Mr. Donhowe that it would like the chance to fully explore all the academic 
implications of the issue.  The same, he added, is true of FCC.  It was also noted that there appears to be a 
reluctance to seek out information on how this process drives decision-making at other institutions which 
have adopted it.  Professor Shapiro said the Finance Committee has repeatedly asked for that information 
and has never received it. 
 
 It was suggested that all committees which have requested information from the administration 
review their minutes to determine what has and had not been provided. 
 
 Professor Shapiro promised that the Finance and Planning Committee would take up the matter as 
soon as possible. 
 
3.   The Conduct of Searches 
 
 Professor Ibele recalled that the Committee had asked for a report on the assessment of searches 
and that there is a group examining the conduct and policies for searches.  There is a draft plan, it was 
reported, which will come to the Committee after it has been presented to EEOW and to SCFA.  An open 
hearing will also be held in the very near future. 
 
 Professor Ibele also reported briefly on the status of the search for the Vice President for Finance 
and Operations. 
 
 Committee members also discussed briefly the attendance by FCC members and invitees at the 
interviews of vice presidential candidates; the numbers have been low, perhaps in part because of the 
large number of interviews which have been conducted over the past few months.   
 
4.   Disposition of the Report from the Task Force on Mandatory Retirement 
 
 Professor Ibele next turned to the mandatory retirement report, which, he pointed out, consists of a 
series of recommendations, some of which have significant financial implications. Because of this, and 
because of the understandable reluctance of the Senate to act on a large group of recommendations all at 
once, the report should probably be reported initially for information.  Two items should be reported for 
action, the two which the University is bound to act on in any event:  Taking the cap off retirement (now 
or at the time federal law requires) and elimination of the "notch"1 in the faculty retirement plan (which 

                                                      
    1The "notch" is the 2.5% of the first $5000 of salary on contributed by the University to a faculty member's 
retirement plan--as compared to the 13% contributed for all salary in excess of $5000.  The IRS has ruled that this 
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the IRS has ruled a discriminatory practice). 
 
 The other recommendations, because of their implications and interconnections, should perhaps 
await proper consideration and deliberation by the Senate.  It was suggested, and the Committee appeared 
to concur, that major items of the report should be distributed to appropriate Senate committees for 
review and comment.   
 
 One Committee member observed, however, that such committee actions will invariably favor 
spending additional money (elimination of the notch in the retirement plan, elimination of the waiting 
period in the retirement plan, extension of health care after retirement, extension of health coverage to 
spouse-equivalents).  These are multi-million dollar commitments which must be made within the 
confines of a zero-sum game, bills which will come due and which will hurt the University if not dealt 
with rationally.  Another commented that the University has always been spending money on early 
retirements and related programs; it is reasonable to assume the University will continue to spend about 
the same amount but how it is spent should be examined. 
 
 It was also suggested that a certain sequence of actions appeared to be in order, particularly with 
respect to the elimination of mandatory retirement and establishment of the post-tenure review system:  
The review system should be in place prior to the elimination of mandatory retirement in order to avoid 
the charge that the evaluation was put in place in order to get rid of non-performing older faculty (even 
though the evaluation scheme will apply to all faculty members). 
 
 Committee members exchanged views about the way in which the notch should be eliminated from 
the retirement plan; one argued that it could be eliminated by moving to an overall University 
contribution of less than 13% rather than increasing the contribution on the first $5000 of salary from 
2.5% to 13%.  Another Committee member recounted, in response, that the subject had been thoroughly 
discussed, over many hours, by the subcommittee on the Faculty Retirement Plan (chaired by Professor 
Richard Goldstein), by the Committee on Faculty Affairs, and by the Committee on Finance and 
Planning; the first two committees had unanimously recommended moving to an across-the-board 13% 
and taking the additional funds required out of the salary increases (which would need to be done only 
once).  The Committee on Finance and Planning had not taken action on which alternative should be 
adopted. The estimate is that it would take about 1% of the salary increase. 
 
 The other issue to be placed before the Senate is elimination of mandatory retirement, required by 
federal law to be removed no later than the end of 1992.  It was moved that the cap be lifted at the time 
the law requires, in order to permit time to develop an appropriate evaluation system; it was also moved, 
simultaneously, that the notch in the retirement plan be eliminated by moving to an across-the-board 13% 
contribution (the earlier the better, perhaps July 1, 1991). 
 
 At present, it was noted, there is no movement afoot to develop an evaluation system; one 
Committee member reflected that "it is not clear to me that we can accomplish this task in one, two, 
seven, or ninety years."  Postponing mandatory retirement for two years would thus simply be postponing 
it for two years.  There was concurrence that the development of the review system would be difficult--

                                                                                                                                                                           
notch discriminates against lower-paid employees. 
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but that there should nonetheless be a period of time during which an attempt to devise it could be made 
rather than eliminating mandatory retirement now and making no such attempt.  There is, moreover, an 
obligation to younger faculty to engage in a systematic review, an obligation of tenured faculty to review 
non-tenured faculty.  Theoretically, faculty evaluation now takes place--but in fact does not.  All of this 
was conceded but objection to linking it to the end of mandatory retirement remained. 
 
 It was suggested that the motion should be divided, separating the matter of the notch from the 
matter of mandatory retirement and the evaluation system.  It was moved and seconded that the notch be 
eliminated as soon as possible and that the contribution be 13%.  One Committee member argued that the 
motion should call for the change in a cost-neutral way--on the grounds that the proposal as worded 
would cost $1 million and that the Committee should not take a stand without seeing the actual numbers.  
It was maintained, however, that the Committee should support the recommendations from the other 
committees and that it was preferable to take a slightly lower salary increase once rather than reduce the 
retirement plan contribution.  On vote taken, the motion was adopted, 7 in favor and 1 opposed. 
 
 On the second matter Committee members continued to express doubt that a satisfactory evaluation 
system could be developed, especially in time to be implemented prior the elimination of mandatory 
retirement.  Others pointed out that the annual reviews now conducted are not a wise expenditure of 
faculty time and that research productivity rarely falls into neat annual patterns; review on a three- to five-
year basis could show more substantial results. 
 
 Another Committee proposed that mandatory retirement be eliminated immediately and that an 
evaluation system be developed as quickly as possible.  The evaluation system, it was noted, would 
probably be an incremental effort, based in part on existing mechanisms. 
 
 An inquiry was posed about the extent to which the Faculty Senate would play a leadership role in 
the development of the evaluation system.  The Faculty Senate would probably concur that it should be an 
evolving process and that the scheme should be developed by the faculty--emphatically not by the 
administration.  The question of timing of the implementation will in part be dependent on the mechanism 
to be used.  Others agreed, noting also that it takes a long time to develop this kind of process. 
 
 It was moved and seconded that mandatory retirement be eliminated immediately and that a review 
system be developed as soon as possible.  (Which would mean that anyone slated to retire in June, 1990, 
would no longer be obligated to do so.) 
 
 A number of departments, it was argued, have already made hiring plans based on projected 
retirements; this would put those units in considerable trouble.  Another Committee member suggested 
that "immediately" needed to be clarified but that action should be taken in advance of the deadline--
because it would be ungracious to let it come in the course of events.  Committee members deliberated for 
some while about the possible impact of different dates for eliminating mandatory retirement; there 
appeared to be agreement that some time for planning is necessary.  
 
 It was clarified that the intent of the motion was that no one should be forced to retire after the 
1989-90 academic year, although they should be required to make a decision (during 1990-91 and 
thereafter) in order to permit departments to make appropriate plans.  1989-90 would be the last academic 
year in which there would be mandatory retirement; mandatory retirement would end on July 1, 1990.  
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On vote taken, the motion failed on a tie (4 - 4) vote. 
 
 It was then moved and seconded that mandatory retirement at the University of Minnesota end on 
July 1, 1991 (the 1990-91 academic year would be the last which faculty members would be subject to 
mandatory retirement).  On vote taken, the motion was adopted, 7 in favor and 1 opposed. 
 
5.   Items from the Student Senate Consultative Committee 
 
 Eric Huang, chair of the Student Senate Consultative Committee, briefly joined the meeting to 
report that a group of students from the cultural centers wish to make a presentation on minority issues, 
particularly on recruitment and retention of students, to the University Senate at its next meeting.  
Inasmuch as the SSCC had approved the item, the Committee decided to concur with the request with the 
proviso that a prepared statement be provided in advance for the Senate docket. 
 
 Mr. Huang also reported that the SSCC had voted unanimously to request that the order of the two 
meetings (FCC and SCC) be reversed, that the earlier practice be re-established (FCC and SSCC meet 
separately in the morning and jointly as SCC in the afternoon).  The Committee concurred with this 
request. 
 
6.   Personnel Matters 
 
 The Committee went into closed session to discuss personnel matters. 
 
 The Committee adjourned at 2:45. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


