
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, September 28, 2006 

12:00 – 2:00 
N204 Mondale Hall 

 
 

Present: Carol Chomsky, (chair), Gary Balas, Jean Bauer, Nancy Carpenter, William Durfee, 
Emily Hoover, Mary Jo Kane, Kathleen Krichbaum, Scott Lanyon, Judith Martin, 
Richard McCormick, Steven Ruggles, Martin Sampson, Geoffrey Sirc, John Sullivan, 
Jennifer Windsor 

 
Absent: Barbara Elliott (but not counted as absent because of a lack of a telephone connection), 

Megan Gunnar, Nelson Rhodus 
 
Guests:  President Robert Bruininks 
  
Other: Kathryn Stuckert (Office of the Chief of Staff) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) committee business; (2) committee chair reports (faculty salaries, Provost's 
Research Council, openness in research, assessment and liberal education requirements); (3) discussion 
with President Bruininks] 
 
 
1. Committee Business 
 
 Professor Chomsky convened the meeting at 12:10 and began by announcing that she and 
Professor Lanyon had concluded that it would be appropriate, in light of the meetings with department 
chairs on the Twin Cities campus, for FCC members also to meet with faculty leaders on the Morris 
campus.  She and Professor Lanyon will visit Morris on December 15; she invited other Committee 
members to join them.   
 

When the President joins the meeting he will discuss the biennial request.  In her pre-FCC 
meeting with the President, she reported briefly on the meetings with department chairs, Professor 
Chomsky reported.  She said she had told the President that the Committee would prepare a written report 
of the important issues; he was very receptive and said he may wish to have others join in the 
conversation when he and the Committee discuss the issues raised. 
 
 Professor Sampson reported that Associate Vice President Donna Peterson will be glad to join the 
Committee to discuss the University’s lobbying relationship with state government. 
 

[Continued later in the meeting.]  The Committee agreed to have a conversation with Dr. Sigler 
about admissions, graduation rates, and diversity issues. 
 
 The Committee discussed the role and membership of the Senate Consultative Committee.  It was 
agreed that rather than change reporting lines of committee chairs, chairs of appropriate committees 
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should be invited informally to join SCC meetings when issues germane to their committees are on the 
agenda. 
 
 Professor Chomsky then told her colleagues that when the new Senate constitution and bylaws 
were adopted, one provision appears to have inadvertently been dropped.  In the past, when there were 
new or revised athletic policies for the Twin Cities campus (usually forwarded from the Faculty 
Academic Oversight Committee for Intercollegiate Athletics), the Twin Cities members of FCC exercised 
final authority to approve the changes (but the changes were reported to the Twin Cities Campus 
Assembly—the Twin Cities subset of the Senate—for information.  Because that provision was dropped, 
athletic academic policies must now be approved by the Twin Cities members of the Faculty Senate (and 
non-athletic policies by the Twin Cities members of the University Senate), though the FCC can act on 
behalf of the Twin Cities portion of the Faculty Senate if the Senate is not in session.  She suggested the 
Committee should consider returning to the previous system so it is not necessary to bring every athletic 
policy change to the Senate. 
 
2. Committee Chair Reports 
 
 Professor Chomsky next asked the four committee chairs who serve ex officio on the Committee 
to provide any updates they wished. 
 
 Professor Sirc began by reporting that the Committee on Faculty Affairs (SCFA) has met twice 
thus far this fall and has discussed faculty development issues, the enhanced program for new department 
chairs/heads, a faculty handbook, and identified items it wished to see on upcoming agendas (who teaches 
what classes, results from the COACHE (national) survey of faculty, a respectful workplace policy, 
family friendly policies, and faculty mentoring).  The Committee heard about faculty salaries from Dr. 
Howard (Institutional Research) and looked at the question—raised by Regents Professor Tom Clayton—
of whether there should be any cost-of-living component to salary increases.  He has asked Dr. Howard to 
do a study of the correlation between institutional rankings and faculty salaries (the Committee was told 
that informal conversation suggested a strong correlation but there were no data available); he said he 
would bring the results to the Committee.  He and Professor Clayton (chair of the Academic Freedom and 
Tenure Committee) have worked out which committee will do what in terms of revising the tenure code 
(SCFA members will review Academic Freedom and Tenure minutes and will be provided drafts of 
language for comment).   
 
 SCFA also approved a new policy on the evaluation of endowed chairs.  Professor Chomsky said 
that this Committee will take it up in the near future.   
 
 Professor Kane asked what SCFA's reaction was to Professor Clayton's question about adding a 
cost-of-living component to faculty salary increases.  Professor Sirc said that SCFA members appeared 
generally to approve the idea because it would be fairer.  Professor McCormick noted that the University 
of California system has cost-of-living increases in addition to special merit.  Would a faculty member 
who is under-performing receive a cost-of-living increase, Professor Kane asked?  He or she would.  
Professor Windsor commented that salary increases are so low that giving a cost-of-living increment 
would not change very much.  Professor Chomsky said it would be helpful to have data on how salaries 
are distributed across the University; some units basically deliver cost-of-living increases and put some 
funds into special merit.  Professor McCormick pointed out that the colleges are required to have an all-
merit system, a practice that this Committee has agreed to.  All talk about that practice as strict policy 
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(although there is no "policy" requiring it).  Professor Sampson said that for many years the country has 
had low inflation, and the attractiveness of a cost-of-living component changes in times of high annual 
inflation.  In times of high annual inflation, productive people whose work appears every few years in the 
form of books get zapped by high inflation in the intervening years. In that context, cost of living 
adjustments can support merit.  Professor Chomsky recalled that the COACHE survey results suggest 
junior faculty care more about collegiality than about salaries.  The Committee took no action on this 
item. 
 
 Professor Ruggles reported next for the Senate Research Committee.  They had a lively 
discussion about the budget model and raised questions that will ultimately come to this Committee. 
 
 He reported that he serves as the faculty representative on the Provost's Research Council, which 
has been an interesting experience.  The Council distributes a considerable amount of money (centrally-
allocated funds to support research initiatives) and he is concerned that the decisions may not always be 
based on well-developed plans.  Most of the allocations are to presidential or other top-down initiatives 
and often represent continuing commitments of $1 million per year or more.  He said he would like the 
Senate Research Committee to explore how decisions are made:  what happens before a proposal comes 
to the Provost's Research Council?  It would be helpful to know where the initial ideas come from and to 
find out if there are ways for peer review to be used and whether there is room for bottom-up initiatives. 
 
 Professor Martin said that sentiment has been expressed in recent years that the President should 
have the ability to make choices about where the University should go and that he should have the funds 
to support the decisions.  Professor Ruggles said that the ideas for presidential initiatives must come from 
somewhere.  A related issue is whether investments are being targeted effectively.   
 
 How does a request come to the Provost's Research Council, Professor Kane asked?  It must be 
solicited, Professor Ruggles said; there is no call for proposals.  He said the question is how to decide on 
the allocation of centrally-allocated research funds and the way to get something like peer review or 
expert testimony.  He said that most of the proposals do not seem to be well developed, compared with 
usual standards for judging proposals.  There is a need for quality control and accountability, Professor 
Sullivan commented.  And there should probably be an element of competition, Professor Ruggles said; if 
there was not a guarantee of funding, the proposals would likely be better. 
 
 Professor Balas recalled that the Senate Research Committee raised a few years ago the question 
of how presidential research initiatives get started.  The Committee was told there would be more faculty 
participation in the decisions; the Committee also advocated a more open process.  They also heard from 
department chairs that initiatives get started but then there is no or insufficient follow-up funding.  He 
said it was valid to bring up the questions again and surmised that the Provost would be willing to discuss 
them. 
 
 Professor Chomsky next noted several handouts related to the Code of Conduct.  She reported 
that Mr. Schumacher, the University's compliance officer, had asked how much consulting he should do:  
would a discussion with the Senate Research Committee be sufficient or should it go farther?  She said it 
is currently scheduled to be brought to the Senate Consultative Committee.   
   
 Professor Balas said he wished to let the Committee know about an outstanding outcome as a 
result of work of the Subcommittee on Openness in Research and the Senate Research Committee.  The 
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Subcommittee (which he chairs) voted to grant an exception to the openness-in-research policy but on the 
condition that the University should be active nationally in getting the restrictions lifted.  Mark Bohnhorst 
in the General Counsel's office wrote to the federal government (DARPA) and laid out the University's 
position; federal officials thought it was an excellent explanation and decided to change the policy 
nationally.  The University has also had two visitors from the Department of Commerce to discuss 
restrictions on publications and research data—they are reaching out to obtain information.  He said that 
both Vice President Mulcahy and Mr. Bohnhorst have been strong defenders of openness in research and 
that he is glad they are representing the University. 
 
 Professor Chomsky suggested, and the Committee concurred, that Vice President Mulcahy and 
Mr. Bohnhorst should receive the thanks of this Committee for their work. 
 
 Professor Martin reported briefly for the Senate Committee on Finance and Planning (SCFP).  
The budget subcommittee met for the first time, SCFP met with Vice President O'Brien about the food 
and beverage contract and adopted a resolution that is to be presented to the Senate for action later in the 
day, and Senior Vice President Jones and Vice President Pfutzenreuter are coming to SCFP (and then to 
this Committee) next week to discuss the biennial request. 
 
 Professor Martin also reported that SCFP was consulted about the support services compact 
process.  The support unit compacts are due in December and it was thought that the support services 
should be connected to the academic side of the house; SCFP suggested that each support service should 
consult with the appropriate Senate committee as one way to increase and enhance that connection. 
 
 Professor McCormick now reported for the Senate Committee on Educational Policy (SCEP).  
The Committee has met only once; the major issues will be looking at strategic positioning 
recommendations for undergraduate and graduate education, the mandated questions on the teaching 
evaluation form (a subcommittee chaired by David Langley is developing new questions), review of the 
liberal education requirements on the Twin Cities campus, learning outcomes (which are moving the 
University in the direction of assessment, and which will need to be aligned with any new liberal 
education requirements).  The last matter will come to this Committee and to the Faculty Senate.   
 
 Will the assessment be formative or summative, Professor Windsor asked?  Professor 
McCormick said that no one involved in the discussions is thinking about standardized testing; they are 
looking at things like portfolios.  Professor Sullivan reported that former Provost Roger Benjamin, when 
at the Rand Corporation, developed a method to measure analytic improvement as a result of college 
courses; the instrument has been adopted at quite a few major research universities.  The discussion is 
about large areas and adoption of standards, Professor Chomsky said, and then asking units and individual 
faculty to be mindful of the standards, to identify which they are focusing on and how they will assess 
performance.  Having tools would be helpful, and in particular tools faculty believe are appropriate to 
their fields.  Much of what has been developed has been based on the accreditation review, Professor 
McCormick said, and the idea is to get faculty buy-in, and then support from colleges and departments.  
Faculty are to identify specific goals, and they will need to be aligned with liberal education requirements. 
 
 Seven or eight outcomes have been identified for undergraduates, Professor Krichbaum said, but 
they have never gotten to professional or graduate education; those outcomes are based on an extensive 
review of the literature.  The information was distributed to the colleges and there was good discussion.  It 
is difficult to imagine the liberal education requirements would not fit the outcomes.  They will, Professor 
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McCormick said; the hope is that the liberal education requirements will be redone to suggest the 
outcomes.  But the idea is not to mandate from the top but to generate faculty support.   
 
 Professor Chomsky asked if the subcommittee looking at evaluation questions will suggest 
additional questions and a test bank.  It will, Professor McCormick said.  He also said that SCEP would 
be glad to consider a joint meeting with SCFA to discuss the questions.   
 

Will there be pre-tests and post-tests of students to see if they have improved as a result of a 
course, Professor Sullivan asked?  There will not be, Professor McCormick said; some are calling for 
mandated testing, but not people at the University.  If asked how they know if they should approve a 
course as meeting liberal education requirements, and they want evidence, where will it come from, 
Professor Sullivan inquired?  Professor McCormick said he believed the thinking is in the direction of 
portfolios and for students to reflect on what they have learned in the course. 
 
 Professor McCormick reported that he had had lunch with Regent Peter Bell, who chairs the 
Board's Educational Policy and Planning Committee.  The Committee discussed the relationship between 
Senate and Board committees. 
 
 Professor Chomsky thanked the Committee chairs for their reports. 
 
3. Discussion with President Bruininks 
 
 The President joined the meeting near its end.  He outlined in broad strokes the likely biennial 
request:  75% of the request would go to the core activities of the University; 70% of that 75% will go to 
compensation and benefits.  He said he intends to inform the legislature that they will see the request for 
market- and merit-focused salary increases again in the future because it is part of the strategy to increase 
the University's competitiveness. 
 
 The President mentioned that the scholarship/fellowship initiative has been extremely successful:  
the University has gone from raising $5-7 million per year for scholarships to raising $35-40 million per 
year.  They are close to the goal of a $150-million endowment and he said he will suggest that the 
campaign continue until an endowment of $250 million is achieved. 
 
 The President also referred to a study of the economic return of the University to the state; he 
described it as very sophisticated and one worth the attention of the Committee. 
 
 Professor Windsor inquired if the public message about being in the top three was a segue into 
the four goals listed on a handout the Committee had received about the University's budget and strategic 
positioning investments (the four goals are exceptional students, exceptional faculty and staff, exceptional 
organization, and exceptional innovation).  The President said the University needs an aspirational goal 
and cannot come across as arrogant with respect to students.  What makes the University distinctive is 
that it is the state's research university; it must distinguish itself from the rest of the higher education 
community in the state and should help start an overdue dialogue about higher education in Minnesota:  if 
the approach is to be populist, dividing the resources among all the institutions in the state more or less 
equally, the quality of the University, especially the Twin Cities, will erode.  There is no gold standard for 
what constitutes being in the top three, the President observed; it means the University is really excellent 
in educating students, in research, in technology transfer, in its public mission, etc.  At the same time, the 
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University must guard against arrogance.  The state cannot be great, and thrive in a knowledge-based 
world, without a major research university.  There are few places in the world that can do so.  Being 
among the top three is a worthy aspirational goal. 
 
 The President said that consultation on "Driven to Discover" was very important, and in 
particular that the campaign not ignore the importance of education.  Corporations see the University's 
graduates as its most important contribution:  their employees.   
 
 Professor Balas asked if faculty compensation would be awarded as in the past or if there would 
be a new model.  President Bruininks noted that the University has delivered faculty salary increases 
several ways in the past; they will be market-drive and merit-based, he said, and there will be no across-
the-board component.  He said he was open to advice on the nuances of how the increases should be 
delivered.   
 
 Professor Chomsky thanked the President for joining the meeting and adjourned it at 2:20. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


