
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, August 12, 2010 

1:00 – 3:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Kate VandenBosch (chair), Melissa Anderson, Elizabeth Boyle, Colin Campbell, Chris 

Cramer, Shawn Curley, Marti Hope Gonzales, Michael Hancher, Kathryn Hanna, 
Caroline Hayes, Brian Isetts, Russell Luepker, Jan McCulloch, George Sheets 

 
Absent: None counted for a summer meeting 
 
Guests: Vice President Kathryn Brown, Lynn Zentner (Office of Compliance); Michael Volna 

(Controller); Vice Provost and Dean of Graduate Education Henning Schroeder 
 
Other: Jill Christiansen (Office of the President), Michele Gross (Policy Office) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) administrative conflict-of-interest policy; (2) policy on Hospitality, Alcohol, and 
Other Special Expenses; (3) graduate education issues; (4) committee business] 
 
 
1. Administrative Conflict-of-Interest Policy 
 
 Professor VandenBosch convened the meeting at 1:00 and welcomed Ms. Zentner to the meeting 
to discuss the most recent revision of the administration conflict-of-interest (COI) policy.   
 
  Ms. Zentner began by thanking the Committee for its attention to the draft policy and said 
that the Committee has been instrumental in reviewing the drafts.  She briefly reviewed the evolution of 
the draft policy and reminded Committee members that it now proposes to divide those covered by the 
policy into two groups, those who are involved in higher-risk activities and those who are not.  Higher-
risk activities include clinical care (of both humans and animals), human subjects research, technology 
commercialization, influencing the content of health education, and taking action on behalf of the 
University that could benefit the commercial interests of a business entity and, at the same, time create 
opportunity for or further an existing financial relationship between a covered individual and that business 
entity.  There is much discretion at the local level (dean, department head, or unit head) to establish 
appropriate standards and restrictions for those covered individuals who are not engaged in any of the 
higher risk activities.    There is a de minimus gift policy (it is not permissible to accept anything with a 
value greater than $25) and recognition of international customs and expectations regarding the giving 
and receipt of gifts.   
 
 Ms. Zentner also provided to the Committee a summary of the website comments they had 
received (only 17), and noted that they were thoughtful and well-reasoned.  It may be, she said, that they 
received so few comments because the policy as revised now seems to most people to be a reasonable 
one. 
 

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

Senate; none of the comments, conclusions, or actions reported in these minutes represents the views of, nor are they 
binding on, the Senate, the Administration, or the Board of Regents. 
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 The version of the policy presented today will be revised slightly in light of the comments 
received over the summer, presented to the President's Policy Committee on September 16, to the Senate 
Consultative Committee the same day, and brought to the University Senate on September 30. 
 
 Last week they rolled out Appendix A to the administrative COI policy, which governs covered 
individuals involved in clinical care in the Academic Health Center.  Ms. Zentner commented that while it 
was perhaps a little odd to adopt an appendix before adopting the policy to which it is appended, she  
explained that leadership in the Academic Health Center were eager to implement a policy that would 
govern relationships with industry in the clinical-care context.  Ms Zentner explained that there are 
covered individuals outside the AHC who are also engaged in clinical care, and the ultimate goal is to 
have one clinical-care policy that will apply to these individuals as well as those in the AHC.   Ms. 
Zentner is in the process of setting up a meeting with the leadership of those other colleges and schools so 
that she and Senior Vice President Cerra have an opportunity to review and discuss the provisions of the 
clinical policy with them, obtain their views, and write a clinical-care appendix that will have University-
wide application.   The provisions governing clinical care are the most restrictive in the policy. 
 
 Professor VandenBosch now welcomed Vice President Kathryn Brown.  Vice President Brown 
observed, as had Ms. Zentner, that many on the Committee had been actively involved in the broad 
consultation process that the policy had been through.  She noted that the discussion began with the 
administrative COI policy, moved to the Board of Regents' COI policy, and then returned to the 
administrative policy.  She agreed that the administrative policy should be taken to the University Senate; 
if problems are identified in that discussion, she would like to have a small group of faculty work them 
out.  She said she did not see the Senate discussion as an up-or-down vote but to identify any remaining 
problems to be resolved.  She complimented the faculty on the role they had played in consulting on the 
draft policy and also complimented Ms. Zentner on the process she had followed. 
 
 Professor Campbell commented that the timing of the adoption of Appendix A was confusing.  
Faculty in the Academic Health Center had received an email message that the Appendix had gone 
through the 30-day consultation period, but no one knew anything about it.  He said that the Appendix 
had not been brought to the Academic Health Center Faculty Consultative committee and that he did not 
know with whom there had been consultation.  Ms. Zentner said she had not been involved in the 
consultative process that took place in the AHC regarding the Appendix but understood that Dr. Cerra had 
met with the deans, who in turn were to have taken the Appendix to their schools for consultation.  He 
then met with the deans again.  As that process was taking place, Dr. Cerra forwarded comments and 
questions to her that he had received from the School of Dentistry; she incorporated one of the requested 
text changes.  During that same period, Dr. Cerra also forwarded questions that he had received from 
Veterinary Medicine; those questions did not prompt text changes to the draft appendix.  Because many 
of the questions raised by Veterinary Med and the School of Dentistry were definitional in nature, 
however, Ms. Zentner recommended that the definitions in the draft University-wide policy be 
incorporated into the Appendix.  They were.   The standards and restrictions set forth in the Appendix 
reflect many of the provisions set forth in the November 2009 draft of the University-wide policy and the 
most-restrictive provisions of the July 1 draft. 
 

According to Ms. Zentner, efforts to create a policy to govern relationships between (1) 
University faculty and staff and (2) industry began in the Medical School, initially as the result of a report 
of recommendations prepared by a committee co-chaired by Leo Furcht and Denis Clohisy, and later as a 
result of work done and recommendations issued under the leadership of former Dean Deborah Powell.  
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While Dean Powell's work continued, she and Dr. Cerra formed a committee to address these issues.  
Over time, a decision was made to develop a policy that would have University-wide application.  The 
recommendations that resulted from the earlier efforts were taken into consideration by the committee 
that she and Dr. Cerra co-chaired.   
 
 Professor Campbell said the process had been unsatisfactory.  It is not consultation if Dr. Cerra 
talked only to the deans, after which all the faculty receive an email saying the 30-day comment period 
had ended.  He said he did not blame Vice President Brown or Ms. Zentner but observed that only a small 
group in the Academic Health Center had seen the Appendix before it was put in place.  That is not 
usually the way the University operates, he commented.  Vice President Brown agreed Professor 
Campbell's criticism was fair and pointed out that the document can be changed in the future as the need 
arises.  Professor Luepker noted that he is a faculty member in the Academic Health Center and had not 
seen Appendix A prior to its adoption; it appears the faculty were not consulted, he said. 
 
 Professor McCulloch inquired if COI is always in one direction.  What about the case when she 
gives a gift?  Is that the same kind of problem?  Or is it not a cause for worry because it is not a COI for 
her to give a gift?  Ms. Zentner said it was a good question but that they had focused largely on those 
circumstances in which the University or an employee of the University is the recipient of gifts or other 
benefits from a business entity. 
 
 Professor Curley said, apropos of Professor Campbell's comments, that it is a matter of concern if 
Academic Health Center faculty have not seen Appendix A.  When the policy comes to the University 
Senate, will Appendix A be a part of it?  Vice President Brown said they can be separated and that she did 
not want controversy about Appendix A to serve as a bar to adoption of the institutional policy as laid out 
in the main document.  She said they will address the problems with Appendix A in the future and 
expressed concern that the faculty had not seen Appendix A.  She suggested the two be separated and 
Appendix A brought back at a later time.  She noted that there had been no discussion about whether to 
bring Appendix A to the University Senate. 
 
 If there is a small faculty group asked to deal with any questions that arise at the University 
Senate discussion, Professor Anderson asked, when will the policy go into effect?  If there are significant 
concerns, Vice President Brown said, they will have to be addressed and the revisions taken back to the 
President's Policy Committee, although not back to the Senate.  There is no deadline, she said, but it 
would be best for everyone if the matter is brought to closure.  She said she would propose moving 
quickly after the Senate discussion to get the policy into effect.  The small number of comments they 
received over the summer suggest that people do not have a lot of problems with the draft.   
 
 Citing an exchange that had been circulated regarding the uncertain meaning of a word in the 
policy, Professor Hancher asked more generally how questions of interpretation would be addressed when 
they arise.  What process will be used to adjudicate disputes over interpretation?  Ms. Zentner responded 
that many of the provisions of the policy will not be monitored by the University.  For example, someone 
from the University is not going to attend sales-and-marketing events to make sure that faculty members 
who may be giving a presentation comply with the policy.  The policy relies on good-faith reporting of 
financial and business interests and good-faith compliance with the policy.  Her office can provide 
answers to questions that people may have, and they will also create FAQs focused on recurring 
questions, but discretion will also repose in unit leadership.  Ms. Zentner's office is also working with 
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Human Resources and with a committee convened to guide the development of a conflict-o- interest 
training module that will be available later in the year.     
 
 But what happens when there is a direct disagreement about the application of a term or phrase in 
the policy, Professor Hancher asked?  The policy will not be "policed," Vice President Brown said.  If a 
question about COI arises, it will go to one of the COI committees, where there will be discussion and the 
issue worked out.  This is not a black-and-white document, she said; it expands the principles enunciated 
in the Regents' policy and there will be room for interpretation of almost every aspect of the policy.  They 
are trying to create a culture of compliance, and if there are differences in interpretation, those differences 
can be resolved.  This is not intended to be a policy that leads to punitive measures, she said.  If a 
committee has the last word in settling questions of interpretation, the policy should say so, Professor 
Hancher suggested.  Vice President Brown said that interpretations could come from Ms. Zentner's office, 
or at the college level, or from a COI committee; the COI committees are not charged to issue 
interpretations.  The process is about educating people, helping them understand the policy, and 
developing a compliance culture. Ms. Zentner added that there almost always is a clear distinction 
between an intentional violation of the policy and a misunderstanding about what the policy requires.  
The vast majority of the time people try to do the right thing. 
 
 Professor VandenBosch said it was her understanding that there would be a vote on the policy at 
the University Senate meeting.  Vice President Brown said that she would like to discuss with the 
leadership how to frame the issue at the Senate meeting.  She said that if there is more work to be done, 
she would like a small faculty group to do it; she said she wants the consultative process to continue and 
the process to move along.  Professor Gonzales said it would be wise to have a sense of any concerns that 
might be raised at the Senate meeting; if there are no major ones, and a consensus that the policy is a good 
idea, that would enable the administration to activate the policy and/or to make any changes that are 
needed before it goes into effect.  If they wish to develop a self-policing culture, Professor Curley added, 
the administration should want the policy as an action item, indicating the faculty endorse the policy.   
 
 Vice President Brown thanked everyone who had been involved in the process.  Professor 
VandenBosch thanked Mss. Brown and Zentner for joining the meeting. 
 
2. Policy on Hospitality, Alcohol, and Other Special Expenses 
 
 Professor VandenBosch turned now to Mr. Volna to discuss the policy on Hospitality, Alcohol, 
and Other Special Expenses.  Committee members had received a draft revision of the policy earlier in the 
summer and made a number of comments about it.   
 
 Mr. Volna thanked the Committee for the opportunity to talk about the policy revisions and said 
the comments from Committee members had been helpful.  The policy has been on the books for a dozen 
years or more and is used a great deal by finance people in departments when they are faced with a 
decision about allowing or reimbursing expenses.  With the proposed revisions they wished to update the 
policy and consolidate the appendices into a single grid that people can use to determine which expenses 
may be reimbursed or covered. 
 
 One question raised by Committee members was about dues and professional memberships.  The 
intent was never to say they are not allowable, Mr. Volna explained; the question is about taxability.  (The 
proposed language in the grid provided that professional dues "must be a condition of employment or 
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required for the employee's job to be allowable.")  Many faculty members belong to professional 
organizations and see them as essential; those dues may be paid from University accounts, which is 
entirely appropriate.  Professor Cramer commented that the language about a job requirement, which it is 
not for most faculty members, has meant that many faculty members have paid dues out of their own 
pocket, but Mr. Volna has said it is acceptable to pay them from public or private non-sponsored funds.  
Mr. Volna said that the University is not REQUIRED to pay them, but if a department has the funds, it 
may do so.  He noted that the policy allows colleges and units to adopt more restrictive policies (but not 
policies that are less restrictive).  They will change the language to make it clear that paying dues is 
allowable; the payments may or may not be taxable income.   
 

A number of Committee members also questioned the allowability of golf expenses; Mr. Volna 
pointed out that the University owns a golf course and it is used for fund-raising.  He agreed that the 
policy needs to clarify when such use is appropriate.   

 
There is a section in the policy on selling alcohol and it is a challenge to clearly articulate the 

rules about selling alcohol on University property.  The basic distinction is between departmental and 
public events.  A departmental event is typically small and not open to the public; for such events, a 
department can purchase wine, for example, and serve it (but only using private non-sponsored funds).  
The University hosts public events, and also rents venues to third parties; if alcohol is being sold or 
served, the host is required to use a caterer that has a state license to sell alcohol.  There are three venues 
at the University where it is required that the host use University Dining Services (which is licensed to 
serve alcohol):  TCF Bank Stadium, Northrop Auditorium, and the Arboretum.  At other sites a host may 
use any vendor.  Professor Sheets suggested that the grid be revised to include the explanation of 
departmental events that Mr. Volna just offered, because that is where people will look to find out what is 
permissible. 

 
Professor Hanna said that the policy needs to take into account campus-life student clubs, which 

could run afoul of the prohibition on making charitable donations when they have raised funds for that 
express purpose.  She and Mr. Volna agreed to talk after the meeting about how reasonable exceptions 
could be allowed for student clubs that make donations to other groups. 

 
Professor Hanna also reported that when she served as chair of the Committee on Faculty Affairs, 

she had received communications that some faculty are getting pushback on how they can use faculty 
professional-development funds or the funds provided to Regents Professors.  They are being penny-
anted.   

 
Professor Hancher commented on a matter that Professor Chomsky had raised in an earlier 

message to the Committee:   "There's nothing wrong with incurring expenses that are listed as 'No' in the 
grid, you just can't expect reimbursement.  As currently stated, it appears to be a violation of the policy to 
incur an expense that isn't reimbursable."  Professor Chomsky surmised that that was not the intent.  
Professor Hancher made the point himself as well:  The grid speaks of "allowability" absolutely, when 
only reimbursement was in question, and he suggested curing the problem by inserting the word 
"Reimbursement" before the word "Allowability" in the heading of the grid.  Mr. Volna pointed out that 
"reimbursement" is after-the-fact payment but the grid is meant also to cover prepayments.  Professor 
Hancher concluded that there may be some expenditures that are appropriate but for which the University 
will not pay. 
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Professor Luepker said that he noticed on the grid that the most flexible money is non-sponsored 
private funds.  How many funds like that are there around the University?  Do a lot of departments have 
non-sponsored private funds?  They are the most flexible, Mr. Volna agreed, but said he did not know the 
number of departments that have such funds; it varies with the college.   

 
Professor VandenBosch summarized by saying that there is considerable interest in the policy and 

that Committee members are willing to help fine-tune the wording.  She suggested that Mr. Volna 
forward the next draft so that Committee members can comment by email.  She thanked Mr. Volna for 
joining the meeting. 
 
3. Graduate Education Issues 
 
 Professor VandenBosch welcomed Vice Provost Schroeder to the meeting to discuss changes in 
the Graduate School and items that arose at the recent meeting of the CIC Graduate Deans. 
 
 Vice Provost Schroeder said he would begin with items where there has been concrete progress.  
As of the end of August, all programs will have access to applicant information, as will the Graduate 
School, so the process can move more quickly.   
 
 They are in the process of forming several groups and provisional graduate-education council 
invitations have gone out, Dr. Schroeder reported.  That group replaces the Policy and Review Council 
process and has two functions:  governance for new Ph.D. programs and preparation of the elections for 
the permanent graduate-education council.  The new council will have the same percentage of faculty and 
graduate students as the old system did.  The first meeting of the graduate/professional education 
assembly will take place on November 2 (a body recommended by the working groups on graduate 
education, which will be open to interested faculty, graduate and professional students and directors of 
graduate and professional programs).  The assembly will provide a place to discuss ideas that were 
previously taken up within P&R Councils, such as best practices for program administration and graduate 
faculty development, and will foster broad interactions across disciplines and between graduate and 
professional education.  He has invited the graduate dean from Princeton, who chaired a national 
commission on graduate education that produced the report "The Path Forward," to give the keynote 
address at the assembly meeting and to open discussion about where the University of Minnesota is right 
now. 
 
 Vice Provost Schroeder said he wished to put one issue on the table for discussion.  The 
President's letter in June, 2009, mentioned Graduate School commencement and said the Provost should 
consult with the deans, this Committee, and the Graduate School dean about whether commencement 
should be decentralized.  The President's view was that it should be but he asked that the issue be 
discussed.  The Provost has since asked him to raise the issue.  The Provost has since asked him to raise 
the issue.  Several deans are working together to consider a joint graduate commencement, while at least 
one other college is planning its own graduate event.  Does the Committee have an opinion, he asked? 
 
 Professor Gonzales asked, apropos of centralization versus decentralization of commencement, if 
anyone had thought about the costs.  That is one factor that should be considered, and presumably the 
University should go with the cheaper option.  Vice Provost Schroeder said that the Graduate School 
previously had a line item for commencement expenses but does not any longer; it could be re-created, if 
necessary.  He said he believed most schools would combine graduate commencement with their existing 
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ceremonies in a way that graduate students will be appreciated as well as seen as part of the college.  The 
staff of the Graduate School is helping prepare colleges for the graduate portions of their commencement.  
Professor Gonzales asked if he had a sense for which approach was more cost-effective.  To do the 
analysis one would need to look both at the dollars and the time people in the Graduate School spent on 
commencement, Dr. Schroeder replied; it took an enormous amount of preparation time.  He said he 
could imagine that if it is integrated into existing college ceremonies, it might not be more expensive. 
 
 The situation will be different by college, Professor Sheets observed.  CLA will have a large 
number of graduate students to recognize, which would make the entire ceremony last for hours and it 
would not be effective.  With respect to centralization or decentralization, he commented that there is a 
public-relations/recognition advantage to a centralized ceremony.  Law and Medicine have been separate, 
Dr. Schroeder said, as have Pharmacy and the other health-professional schools.  Only programs 
administered through the Graduate School participated in the Graduate School commencement.   
 

Decentralization will reduce the visibility of the ceremony to the public, Professor Sheets 
maintained; collecting in one place those who are awarded advanced degrees is a way to demonstrate the 
advanced studies at the University; if the ceremonies are within the college commencements, the graduate 
aspect will be lost.  That is why the deans with large groups of graduate students are re-creating a 
centralized graduate commencement, Dr. Schroeder said.  But he will not shake the students' hands at that 
event; those deans will.  The visibility will be taken care of.  He said he thought the May Graduate School 
ceremony was positive but he did not feel he should be the one to extend congratulations and hand out the 
certificate—the students' work did not happen under his or Graduate School supervision.  The students' 
connection is to their academic unit.  The students did their work in the lab/field/library/studio, not in the 
Graduate School, and distributed commencements would encourage more participation of graduate 
faculty in the celebration, perhaps involving advisors in the hooding of degree recipients. 

 
Professor McCulloch had two comments.  One, with a two and one-half hour undergraduate 

ceremony, to add more will mean the undergraduates will leave and there will be a half-filled uninterested 
audience for the graduate portion of the ceremony.  Two, if the dollars for commencement are no long in 
the Graduate School budget, have they been transferred to the colleges to help them pay additional 
commencement costs?  Or are people who already have full plates just being given more to do?  She said 
she was not sure it is efficient to parcel out graduate commencement to 18 colleges, and shifting expenses 
from one place to another.  Dr. Schroeder said there is consideration being given to the need for central 
support, although not from the Graduate School.   

 
Professor Campbell said he respected Dr. Schroeder's opinion but that the students in his program 

(Pharmacology in the Medical School) have more in common with Chemistry and Biochemistry than with 
the Medical School.  This is a metaphor for moving power to the colleges and it effecting change on the 
ground—there are a lot more rules and a changing dynamic.  Dr. Schroeder said they have a group of 
college representatives for graduate education (associate deans or directors of graduate study) meeting 
every month.  The deans are appointing their people, Professor Campbell responded, and these are not 
individuals elected by the rank and file faculty.  The Graduate Education Council will be an elected body, 
Dr. Schroeder pointed out; DGSs are selected in different ways.   

 
Professor Curley said that there are a number of differences across colleges.  He reported that he 

is the DGS for the Carlson School Ph.D. program, which separated from the Graduate School 
commencement and combined it with those receiving professional degrees.  The cost was minimal.  He 
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agreed with the notion that these students would feel a much stronger bond to the Carlson School and said 
that the visibility was greater because they can do ceremonial things that they could not do before (e.g., 
the student's adviser does the hooding).  So there are positive success stories about decentralizing 
graduate commencement. 

 
Professor Luepker noted that he is a DGS and much is changing in his school because the dean is 

changing it.  It is worthwhile, as this enormous shift takes place, to look and see what the effects are.  As 
a DGS, he has more to do but no more people or support to cover the increased activity.  The impact is 
that the money that the college has transferred to pay the cost pool for the Graduate School should be 
going back to the school, but in this environment the dollars are simply disappearing.  Dr. Schroeder 
pointed out that the block grants for FY11 have all been given out; for FY12, there has been talk of 
various models of how the money paid into the cost pool of the Graduate School that went to fellowships 
and block grants should be provided.  The money will not go away and will go to the colleges after FY11.  
The cost pool beginning on July 1, 2011 will be much smaller, and the difference will remain in the 
colleges to cover the cost of graduate program support.  For example, funds previously collected to 
support Graduate School first year fellowships will be retained in the colleges and can be used more 
flexibly to build competitive support packages for students. 

 
Professor VandenBosch said it appears there is a gap this year: The new financial model, which 

may involve savings that can be used for support of graduate programs, will not be implemented until 
next year.  However, due to the shift this year of some responsibilities from the graduate school to 
programs, programs are already asked to handle more, with no more current support for staff.  Dr. 
Schroeder agreed and said they are preparing a flow chart indicating which work processes  will go to the 
colleges and which will stay in the Graduate School.  The gap and the increased work load at the college 
level is a recurring concern of the college reps, he said, and they are defining how large it is.  He said he 
did not believe it would be that large and will report on it in September or October. 

  
Professor Curley recapitulated:  On July 1, 2011, the Graduate School cost-pool fund will 

decrease, as well as the money returning to the colleges as block grants, etc.  The administration's 
message has been that the money that the colleges are not putting into the Graduate School cost pool still 
will be used for graduate education by the colleges.  How will the assurance be handled?  Part of the 
worry is that the dollars will go away.  The final version of the recommendations of the working groups 
was quite specific, Dr. Schroeder responded:  The funds must be used for direct student support.  The 
Provost was very specific about that and he said he believed they will be dealt with meticulously.  These 
are funds that deans will be held responsible for in the compact process for using for graduate 
education—this has not been a major topic at compacts in the past because the money flowed through the 
Graduate School, but now the deans will need to speak to the use of the funds every year.  He said he 
understood the point and has heard it voiced in every session he has been involved with, and it will be 
addressed.  The deans know that the University's research endeavors are based on graduate education, but 
he will continue to drive the message home. 

 
Professor VandenBosch said she found the information on the Graduate School website about the 

transition to date to be very transparent—but it is not clear what happens next.  There will be a 
collaborative process looking at a number of scenarios, Dr. Schroeder said, based on recommendations 
last spring.  There should be a clearer picture in September or October for student recruitment.  People are 
interested in consultation, Professor VandenBosch said—and also in having a timely decision.  He related 
that he had talked with the graduate dean at UCSD, which is known for strong biomedical programs; it is 
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very clear that when they allocate funds, they take into account in the liberal arts the lack of access to 
NSF and NIH grants.  This is a university and good programs that have market disadvantages need to be 
supported. 

 
Professor VandenBosch thanked Vice Provost Schroeder for joining the meeting.   

 
4. Committee Business 
 
 Professor VandenBosch brought several items of business to the table.  First, the Committee 
needs to discuss the recommendation from the Committee on Finance and Planning (SCFP) that the 
University give serious consideration to creating a full third (summer) semester.  SCFP asked that this 
Committee decide whether to pursue the matter.  Professor Luepker reported that the recommendation 
originally came from SCFP's consideration of space-use information from University Services; a summer 
semester would allow more efficient use of University buildings and could also help students graduate 
more rapidly.  A summer semester would have a lot of implications for space and for faculty time. 
 
 Committee members agreed that with a new administration coming, it is a good idea for to 
consider innovative ideas and that asking a group to consider the potential advantages and disadvantages 
is a good idea.  The discussion could also be brought to the Senate.  This bold idea should not be seen 
only as a cost-saving measure but could also mean additional funds that could be used for strategic 
initiatives, salaries, and so on.  The Committee on Educational Policy could consider the academic side; 
the Committee on Finance and Planning could ask Vice President O'Brien about the implications for the 
physical plant and institutional services.  
  
 Professor Curley suggested using a small ad hoc committee, similar to the metrics-and-measures 
committee that Professor Jennifer Windsor chaired a few years ago.  Such a group should be asked to 
identify colleges and universities that have moved to a third semester, the pluses and minuses, and the 
possible pitfalls.  [After the meeting, Professors VandenBosch and Cramer concluded this was a good 
suggestion and developed a charge for the group.] 
 

* * * 
 
 Professor VandenBosch next recalled the message from the President about appointment of the 
interim leadership of the Academic Health Center.  Except for Vice President Mulcahy, the committee 
appointed to assist in identifying the interim leadership is composed entirely of representatives from the 
Academic Health Center.  Should there be one or two faculty members from non-AHC units that 
collaborate with the AHC? 
 
    Professor Luepker commented that he had read both the President's memo and a follow-up memo 
from Senior Vice President Cerra, which indicated that there will be a restructuring of the AHC, with the 
non-Medical-School deans reporting to Provost Sullivan on promotion and tenure and academic affairs.  
Also, a group of deans in other areas will convene with the AHC deans to consider interdisciplinary issues 
in the life and health sciences.  Given these factors, Professor Luepker agreed that appointing faculty from 
outside the AHC would be a wise idea.  
 

Professor VandenBosch said she and Professor Cramer would write to the President about 
appointing additional representatives from the broader University community.  It may be late in the game 
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to advise on the interim leadership, but if the committee will also advise on the AHC restructuring, it 
would be appropriate to add one or two members. 
 

* * * 
 
 Professor McCulloch asked if there was any update on the presidential search.  Professor 
Gonzales, who serves on the search-advisory committee, reported that the files are available to search-
advisory-committee members and the search is moving along according to the original schedule. 
 

* * * 
 
 Professor Hanna reported that she had planned to provide an update on the discussions about the 
Health-Care Savings Plans, but the President would like to consider benefit issues holistically, rather than 
one at a time.  This Committee has suggested the names of faculty leaders to participate in the discussion 
about potential changes in benefits. 
 
 Professor VandenBosch adjourned the meeting at 3:10. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


