
Faculty Consultative Committee (FCC) 
December 19, 2019 
Minutes of the Meeting 
 
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 reflect the views of, nor 
are they binding on, the senate, the administration, or the Board of Regents. 
 
[In these minutes: Committee Business; Interdisciplinary Opportunities for Graduate Students 
Ad Hoc Committee Report; Athletics Discussion] 
 
PRESENT: Amy Pittenger (chair), Phil Buhlmann (vice chair), Mark Bee, Sheri Breen, Colleen 
Flaherty Manchester, Rhonda Franklin, Tabitha Grier-Reed, Lynn Lukkas, Peggy Nelson, Ned 
Patterson, John Deen, Les Drewes, Frank Gigler, Jessica Larson, Julie Olson, Donna 
Spannaus-Martin, Clifford Steer, Carol Chomsky 
 
REGRETS: Michael Kyba, Rob Blair, Jennifer Goodnough 
 
GUESTS: Vice Provost and Dean of Graduate Education Scott Lanyon; Special Assistant to the 
Provost for Grand Challenges Research Raymond Duvall; Faculty Athletics Representative 
Frances Homans; Faculty Athletics Representative Perry Leo; and Jeremiah Carter, director, 
Office of Athletic Compliance 
 
OTHERS ATTENDING: Carla Carlson, Office of the Executive Vice President and Provost; 
Molly Dingel, professor, UMR; Brianne Keeney and Megan Sweet, Office of the President 
 
1. Committee business: Professor Pittenger called the meeting to order and welcomed those 
present. She began with the following updates, a majority of which were from the December 
2019 Board of Regents meeting: 

● The Board of Regents (BOR) approved the hire of Dr. Rachel Croson as the next 
executive vice president and provost, replacing Provost Karen Hanson. 

● Provost Hanson, Professor Kohlstedt, chair, Liberal Education Curriculum Redesign 
Committee, and Vice Provost and Dean of Undergraduate Education McMaster provided 
information on the outcome of the work of the Liberal Education Redesign Committee. 
She encouraged members to listen to the recording of the question and answer portion of 
this BOR agenda item. 

● Representatives from the University of Minnesota Foundation shared the Foundation’s 
vision for the East Gateway project with the BOR. While there was excitement about 
how this project could transform the campus, there were also a lot of financial-related 
questions, e.g., who takes on risk, who is the developer, etc. Piggybacking off of this 
update, Professor Steer commented on the dissatisfaction with the relatively new 
Ambulatory Care Center. A number of people who work in this facility, said Professor 
Steer, feel that the design of the building is not conducive to the services it is intended to 
provide. The rumor is that the building is going to have to be expanded/reconfigured in 
order to make it more efficient. Professor Pittenger acknowledged this comment and 
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noted that she has heard similar concerns about the Ambulatory Care Center. Professor 
Patterson then asked whether there is any new information about the St. Paul Campus 
Strategic Facilities Plan that the FCC heard about last year. Professor Pittenger said she 
has not heard anything but would look into it. 

● On a different note, Professor Pittenger said she serves on the Major Events Planning 
Committee, and wanted to let members know that early next year a draft of a Major 
Events policy will come to the FCC (and likely the Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs) 
for consultation. 

● Regent Beeson is interested in exploring holding some sort of a faculty/BOR meeting to 
bring closure to the strained April 26, 2019 special BOR meeting about historical 
building namings. After some discussion among committee members, Professor Pittenger 
summarized what she heard from the conversation which was that members would be 
interested in adding yet another opportunity during the academic year for the FCC to 
meet with the BOR in an effort to develop stronger relationships. She added that she will 
mention this to President Gabel and the BOR leadership, and will keep the committee 
updated.  

● Also at the December BOR meeting, said Professor Pittenger, there was a discussion 
concerning principles/guidelines to help frame future namings. She added that if 
members have time they may be interested in watching this portion of the BOR meeting 
as well. 

● Last spring, the University partnered with PEN America to host a series of 
community-centered workshops (Free Speech, Hate Speech, and the Future of Campus 
Community at the University of Minnesota) on the Twin Cities campus. That said, in 
March 2020, the University will once again partner with PEN America to hold an event, 
which is still in the process of being planned, and this event will take place on the Morris 
campus. The thought is that maybe some sort of combo event between the Morris and 
Twin Cities’ campuses could be planned. Professor Pittenger said as she learns more 
about this event that she will report back to the committee. 

 
After completing her updates, Professor Pittenger called on Professor Olson, chair, Senate 
Research Committee, to talk about MN-GEMS, a new electronic grant submission and 
management system, which the University has gone out to bid for. After completing the first 
round of screenings, said Professor Olson, two finalists have been identified. The two finalists 
will come to campus in January and provide demonstrations of their systems. An email invitation 
has been sent by the Office of the Vice President for Research to members of the University 
community who have submitted a grant application within the past year inviting them to 
participate in the system demonstrations. That said, Professor Olson asked the committee for 
their thoughts on whether the FCC should send out an all-faculty email informing faculty about 
the upcoming presentations and demonstrations and inviting them to participate as well. After 
some discussion, it was decided that because the message would not necessarily have relevance 
for all faculty that rather than sending out an all-faculty email that FCC members spread the 
word in their collegiate units/departments about these presentations and demonstrations. 
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2. Interdisciplinary Opportunities for Graduate Students Ad Hoc Committee Report:  
Professor Pittenger welcomed Vice Provost and Dean of Graduate Education Scott Lanyon and 
Special Assistant to the Provost for Grand Challenges Research Raymond Duvall who were 
invited to provide information on the Interdisciplinary Opportunities for Graduate Students Ad 
Hoc Committee Report, which had been sent out to FCC members along with the agenda with 
the understanding that the report was not yet ready for broad distribution. Before beginning this 
discussion, Professor Pittenger called for a round of introductions. Following introductions, Dr. 
Duvall began by providing background information about the ad hoc committee that was charged 
by Provost Hanson in November 2018 to increase awareness of and access to existing 
interdisciplinary opportunities and to potentially expand these opportunities for graduate 
students. Provost Hanson’s decision to create the ad hoc committee grew out of complementary 
developments concerning interdisciplinary graduate education over the past few years in both the 
Graduate School and the Grand Challenges Research Program. He noted that these 
complementary developments are described in pages 7 - 9 in the report. That said, at least two 
key conclusions became clear to both the Grand Challenges research team and the Graduate 
School leadership from this work and these included: 

● There is an appreciable demand for and excitement about opportunities for 
interdisciplinary learning in graduate student programs. This demand, interestingly, has 
been documented in the now roughly 20 reports produced over the past 28 years at the 
University of Minnesota on various aspects of graduate education. 

● There are challenges and barriers for some, if not most, graduate students to take 
advantage of interdisciplinary learning opportunities, particularly when interdisciplinary 
scholarship crosses unit boundaries as distinct from those units that are internally 
interdisciplinary. 

 
Over the course of a year, the ad hoc committee did the following, said Dr. Duvall: 

● Conducted an inventory of the existing interdisciplinary learning opportunities for 
graduate students. 

● Researched what other universities are doing to meet the demand for interdisciplinary 
learning opportunities. 

● Drew on insights from a series of discussion groups with graduate students from the 
summer of 2018 as well as innovative steps taken by the Graduate School over the past 
few years. 

● Identified significant barriers for students who wish to pursue interdisciplinary learning. 
● Reflected on possible steps to take as an institution to help students overcome these 

barriers and to support faculty development toward support of interdisciplinary graduate 
educational opportunities. 

 
Dr. Duvall turned to Vice Provost Lanyon to talk about the recommendations that the ad hoc 
committee generated. Vice Provost Lanyon began by noting that the reason members were asked 
not to distribute the report yet is because he and Dr. Duvall are currently in the process of 
socializing the report in an effort to get feedback. How the recommendations are implemented 
will depend, in part, on the feedback that the deans and governance groups provide. 
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Vice Provost Lanyon reiterated Dr. Duvall’s earlier comment about all the times over the past 28 
years that there have been committees talking about interdisciplinary learning opportunities for 
graduate students at the University. While it is clear the University really likes the concept of 
interdisciplinarity, nothing much has changed over the years to make it happen. Vice Provost 
Lanyon then highlighted the ad hoc committee’s recommendations: 

● Charge and fund a central administrative office with coordinating and managing 
interdisciplinary research and scholarship for graduate students. 

● Establish an advisory board to serve as a consultative body to the coordinating office for 
issues pertaining to the University’s priorities for interdisciplinary opportunities that are 
critical to graduate student-centered education. 

● Create a “concierge service,” a central resource (e.g., a website) containing information 
about interdisciplinary opportunities. 

● Offer interdisciplinary professional development opportunities for faculty who are 
interested in learning how to navigate the University as interdisciplinary scholars. 

 
Next, the floor was opened for questions/comments, which included: 

● Professor Flaherty Manchester commented that while her department is interdisciplinary, 
the market that students go on to work in are not necessarily so. How did the ad hoc 
committee think about the hireability of graduate students with interdisciplinary 
backgrounds? The first and most important thing, said Vice Provost Lanyon, is that 
students develop an individual development plan and really think through their career 
path. Graduate students also need to be given training on how to interview for 
interdisciplinary positions as well as how to develop a resume, etc. An issue that 
interdisciplinary graduate students often face is that because they are so excited about the 
interdisciplinary nature of their work, they emphasize that to the detriment of failing to 
emphasize that they are also strong in their discipline. Dr. Duvall added that there is 
increasingly strong evidence that interdisciplinary skills are valuable in markets. A 
number of academic institutions are increasingly searching under interdisciplinary rubrics 
and for interdisciplinary units. Also, outside of the academy, many employers are looking 
for broad professional and interdisciplinary skills. 

● Professor Breen praised the report and said she is very excited about it. She added that 
she sees the report as a well-organized, well thought through approach for providing 
interdisciplinary graduate students with guidance when it matters most. Secondly, she 
commented that graduate students come into graduate programs with varying degrees of 
understanding about graduate programs, which leads some students not to know what 
questions to ask. For those students who are less prepared, the recommendations coming 
out of the ad hoc committee report will help these students figure out what questions they 
should ask. 

● Professor Bee voiced concern about how funds are allocated for interdisciplinary 
programs and cited an example. The current system creates perverse trade-offs for 
college deans. That said, until there is a plan that explicitly addresses this funding issue, 
there will continue to be problems. Vice Provost Lanyon responded by saying that 
programs are being encouraged to develop memorandums of understanding between 
participating colleges that lays out what each college will do, e.g., who will fund the 
teaching assistants, who will fund Welcome Week, etc. To date, however, very few 
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programs have done this, and in cases where it has happened, it actually may have caused 
more harm than good. Professor Bee asked whether there is any possibility that the 
Graduate School will take repossession of interdisciplinary graduate programs. In Vice 
Provost Lanyon’s opinion, it would be hard to switch back from decentralized to 
centralized funding. He added that this needs to be a conversation with the provost. Vice 
Provost Lanyon noted that he will ask the deans about how they handle distribution of 
resources to faculty members in graduate programs who do not have their tenure home in 
that college in order to get a sense for what is happening across the institution. For 
example, as a faculty member in a graduate program where the program is housed in a 
different college than their own, is the faculty member disadvantaged because they do not 
have their appointment in that college?  

● Professor Drewes said he strongly favors interdisciplinary studies. With that said, where 
does the University of Minnesota - Duluth campus fit into the report? Is this discussion 
only about the Twin Cities campus or is it a University-wide discussion? He added that 
he shares Professor Bees’ concerns about the budgeting issue too. Finally, he commented 
that it is critical that any true interdisciplinary program have students experience the 
different discipline points of view in a rigorous manner. Vice Provost Lanyon said the 
Graduate School is a system office so, assuming the report gets implemented under the 
auspices of the Graduate School, it will cover all the campuses to the extent that there are 
graduate students. The issue of how budgets get allocated are critical within these 
graduate programs. 

● Professor Chomsky commented that the Law School has quite a few joint degree 
students, but not fully interdisciplinary in the sense of doing research per se. In her 
opinion, the proposed central administrative office mentioned earlier will need to be 
responsible for where the money goes when students take classes. Vice Provost Lanyon 
said this was discussed by the ad hoc committee and he thought this issue was included in 
the report, but maybe not. He added that there are two issues 1) the tuition allocation 
model (are students being actively discouraged from taking a course in another college), 
2) dual banned graduate tuition (once a graduate student has completed his/her prelims, 
he/she registers either for a single credit or the full load even if the person only wants to 
take one course), which disadvantages graduate students from taking other courses. 

 
Professor Pittenger thanked Vice Provost Lanyon and Dr. Duvall for their time and a good 
discussion. 
 
3. Discussion with the Faculty Athletics Representatives (FARs): Professor Pittenger 
welcomed Faculty Athletics Representatives Professors Perry Leo and Frances Homans as well 
as Jeremiah Carter, director, Athletic Compliance. Before beginning the conversation, Professor 
Pittenger called for a round of introductions. Following introductions, Professor Pittenger said 
the committee is interested in talking and learning about a number of different athletics-related 
topics such as the Fair Pay to Play Act; name, image, likeness laws; and sports wagering; and 
what these issues mean for the University of Minnesota. 
 
Regarding the Fair Pay to Play Act, said Mr. Carter, the law technically does not allow pay for 
play, but actually restricts a university from paying a student athlete for participating in 
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collegiate sports. What the law does say is that California universities are not allowed to prohibit 
a student athlete from profiting from their name, image or likeness associated with their sport or 
otherwise. The effective date of the Fair Pay to Play Act is January 2023. Where this issue gets 
messy is that within NCAA rules, student-athletes are prohibited from using their name, image or 
likeness to profit. It is conceivable that a California student athlete could do something to 
jeopardize his/her eligibility from a NCAA standpoint; the NCAA holds schools responsible for 
paying a player while ineligible to play under NCAA rules, but technically under state law they 
are allowed to do so. Since this legislation was passed in California, there have been a number of 
other states, including Minnesota, that are working on passing similar bills. While no other state 
has passed legislation at this point, there are a number of states that are fairly far along in the 
process, e.g., Florida is looking to have a bill that would go into effect June 2020. 
Also, at the federal level, said Mr. Carter, both the Senate and the House have issued statements 
about general support for student athletes, and working groups have been set up looking at 
putting together legislation at the federal level. Given the NCAA has Division 1 schools in all 50 
states, it would be difficult to try and regulate across 50 different laws. The NCAA, as an 
organization, is moving forward with name, image, likeness NCAA legislation and have directed 
Divisions 1, 2 and 3 to look at what makes sense within their rules. 
 
Professor Leo added that when he and Professor Emily Hoover, former University FAR, met 
with the FCC in the past, they talked about some of the NCAA lawsuits underway, e.g., Jenkins 
v. NCAA, which involve pay to play. Because of the California law, the issue of name, image, 
likeness (NIL) legislation has surpassed the pay to play legislation in terms of being more urgent 
to consider.  
 
Mr. Carter explained that the University’s Athletics Department gets revenue from the Big 10 
and NCAA basically off of men’s basketball and football. This money goes into the Athletics 
Department and is used to support 25 sports, a majority of which are non-revenue generating 
sports. Title IX legislation, added Mr. Carter, requires the University to provide equal 
participation opportunities for men and women, which serves to help distribute this money. The 
problem with pay to play legislation is that the money that comes into revenue generating sports 
stays with the sport that generates the revenue. Therefore, the concern facing college athletics 
departments is how they will be able to continue to support broad-based athletics programs. The 
tricky part about NIL is that college athletics is not a free market like other free markets, he 
noted, and then cited an example to prove his point. NIL is often talked about as a substitute for 
pay to play and frequently used in the recruiting process. The NCAA is having conversations 
now about where it should position itself when it comes to upholding the integrity of the 
recruiting process and not substituting pay to play and letting student-athletes be treated like 
students. Professor Leo then mentioned a recent article the Washington Post, which members 
may find of interest, and noted that it is difficult to see how this all ends with a reasonable 
solution. 
 
If the Minnesota legislature were to pass a pay to play law, asked Professor Olson, how would 
the University control its students from jeopardizing their NCAA eligibility to play? Mr. Carter 
said that he would be surprised if the NCAA decided not to do anything from a national 
standpoint; some sort of NCAA legislation will get passed at some point. He noted that the 
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NCAA is a voluntary membership organization, which the University of Minnesota chooses to 
be a part of, and, because the University chooses to be part of the NCAA, it chooses to abide by 
its rules. Ultimately, if Minnesota passes pay to play legislation before the NCAA rules are 
changed, the University would apply NCAA rules as they are written, as opposed to allowing an 
individual to compete if they were ineligible to do so. Mr. Carter said he does not see the NCAA 
forcing member schools into making these types of decisions on a one-by-one basic because 
nobody wins - not the student athlete, not the school, and not the NCAA. Professor Leo 
commented that there seems to be agreement that having this be a state-to-state decision is 
simply untenable, and there is a lot of the focus now on the part of the NCAA, Big 10 and other 
conferences, to talk with Congress about having national legislation. 
 
The other topic that the FCC was interested in hearing about, said Professor Pittenger, is sports 
wagering. At the fall 2019 Big Ten Academic Governance Conference, faculty leaders from 
Purdue University brought up their new Sports Wagering policy, said Professor Pittenger, and 
wondered what this could potentially mean for the University of Minnesota, and whether things 
are changing on the national landscape along this front. Mr. Carter explained that two years ago 
the Supreme Court legalized sports wagering and left it up to individual states on how they 
would handle it. During the last legislative cycle there was a House member who drafted a bill 
that would legalize sports wagering in the State of Minnesota. The Office of the General Counsel 
(OGC), the Athletics Department and he, said Mr. Carter, worked with the House member on the 
bill’s language. He noted that there are a couple of different state sports wagering models. The 
University proposed using the New Jersey model. Under the New Jersey model, sports wagering 
is legal, but it is illegal to place a wager on any collegiate competition involving a member 
institution from the State of New Jersey, e.g., a person cannot bet on a Rutgers game or a 
Princeton game, and it is also illegal to place wagers on athletic competitions happening in the 
State of New Jersey. Currently, said Mr. Carter, there is not a clear path for this legislation in the 
State of Minnesota. At this point, the University is keeping its ears open for any proposals that 
might be coming forward. At present, it is illegal to wager on sports in Minnesota. 
 
Professor Flaherty Manchester commented that it seems like NIL will increase the Athletic 
Compliance workload. Will the University have to absorb all these potentially new NIL 
compliance-related costs by hiring additional compliance officers, etc.? How this will likely play 
out for the University? In Mr. Carter’s opinion, it will really depend on what the NCAA 
legislation ends up looking like and the federal landscape as well. Everything is very preliminary 
at this time. He added that Mark Emmert, president, NCAA, met with Senators Romney and 
Murphy to discuss potential areas where federal legislation will likely be needed to control costs. 
For example, the NCAA cannot put caps on coaches salaries (violates antitrust legislation), and 
this is one area that has grown exponentially as revenues from college contracts have increased 
over the years. In order to cap coaches salaries, the NCAA would need an antitrust exemption. 
Other professional sports organizations such as the Major League Baseball, National Hockey 
League, National Football League, etc., all have antitrust exemptions, which is how they are able 
to organize and be able to cap salaries. The concern is, especially if the pay to play model is 
adopted without an antitrust exemption, that there would be no way to cap salaries, and teams 
could be operating at a loss. Mr. Carter said the University’s Office of Athletic Compliance has 
eight people responsible for NCAA rules and compliance; this is an area the University has 
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shown a real commitment to over the years. The Office of Athletic Compliance is an independent 
body outside the Athletics Department. 
 
Pay to play is concerning, said Professor Olson, because it would impact all of the University’s 
sports. Professor Leo agreed and noted that some of the legal opinions that have been discussed 
are that if NIL passes, it will be used as an argument for moving pay to play forward.  
 
Professor Steer commented that the notion of risk and injury also needs to be taken into 
consideration when thinking about NIL and student athletes, given their propensity for 
concussion, chronic traumatic encephalopathy, etc.; student athletes are at a high risk for injury. 
 
Professor Franklin asked whether there are any internal efforts underway to communicate with 
incoming student-athletes to help them avoid missteps. Mr. Carter explained that Athletic 
Compliance’s primary concern is the University’s student-athletes, and their first and foremost 
responsibility is to educate student-athletes, coaches, and staff. Athletic Compliance works 
intentionally with the student-athlete development staff to make sure the University’s 
student-athletes understand what NCAA rules apply to them and how violating these rules could 
potentially impact their eligibility to play if they do something impermissible. 
 
Hearing no further questions, Professor Pittenger thanked Professors Leo and Homans, and Mr. 
Carter for the information they provided and a good conversation. 
 
4. Adjournment: Hearing no additional business, Professor Pittenger adjourned the meeting. 
 
Renee Dempsey 
University Senate Office 
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