
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, June 3, 2004 

1:30 – 3:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 

Present: Arthur Erdman (chair pro tem), Jean Bauer, Susan Brorson, Charles Campbell, Tom 
Clayton, Gary Davis, Dan Feeney, Emily Hoover, Scott Lanyon, Marvin Marshak, Jeff 
Ratliff-Crain, Martin Sampson 

 
Absent: Judith Martin, Gary Balas, John Fossum, Marc Jenkins, Mary Jo Kane, Fred Morrison, 

Carol Wells 
 
Guests: President Robert Bruininks 
  
Other: Donna Saathoff (Office of the Chief of Staff) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) budget principles; (2) faculty athletics representatives terms of office; (3) 
committee chair stipends; (4) discussion with President Bruininks (committee chair stipends, ad hoc 
working groups, interdisciplinary initiatives, education of students); (5) reviews of administrators] 
 
 
1. Budget Principles 
 
 Professor Erdman, continuing to chair meetings while Professor Martin is in China, convened the 
meeting at 1:30 and turned to Professor Campbell to lead a discussion of the budget principles in light of 
the comments made by members of the Senate Committee on Finance and Planning. 
 
 Professor Campbell recalled that the original set of principles were developed by the Academic 
Health Center Finance and Planning Committee, amended by the Senate Committee on Finance and 
Planning, further amended by this Committee, and then sent to the members of the Senate Committee on 
Finance and Planning (SCFP) for further comment.  Because SCFP did not have another meeting 
scheduled before this one, he has provided the SCFP comments.  He noted also one addition suggested by 
University Services Vice President O'Brien (which provoked a dissent from one member of SCFP).  The 
document is now on the floor for discussion by this Committee. 
 
 Professor Erdman inquired of Professor Feeney whether he believed the principles originally 
articulated by the Academic Health Center Finance and Planning Committee have been preserved, given 
the amendments to the document.  Professor Feeney said they have; the changes have improved the 
document, he said, and it seems to be garnering administrative support as the discussions take place.  He 
said he was sure the revised document would be supported by the AHC Finance and Planning Committee.  
Professor Campbell noted that Vice President Pfutzenreuter had participated actively in the discussions 
when the principles were before SCFP.  
 

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

Senate or Twin Cities Campus Assembly; none of the comments, conclusions, or actions reported in these minutes 
represents the views of, nor are they binding on, the Senate or Assembly, the Administration, or the Board of 
Regents. 
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 Professor Campbell moved that Vice President O'Brien's addition (item "g") to the principles be 
approved.  (The full set of principles appears later in these minutes.)  That addition was as follows: 
 

"Principle 3:   Ensure the most efficient use of resources (e.g., staff, space, technology, 
equipment) at all organizational levels and avoid inefficient duplication of services  

 
Suggested actions 
. . .  

 
g. utilize a roles and responsibilities process to assign functions based on core 

competencies, eliminate unnecessary duplication, and rationalize the University 
structure" 

 
The motion was approved unanimously. 
 
 Professor Feeney then moved that the principles be approved as amended.   
 
 Professor Hoover inquired what the meaning of Principle 6(d) meant.   
 

"Principle 6:  Continue to allow for reallocation and investment in strategic priorities   
  

Suggested actions 
. . . 

 
d. develop a rationale for use of state appropriation dollars and allocate based on defined 

institutional priorities" 
 
Professor Feeney explained that it referred to 0100 funds, not state special appropriations. 
 

Professor Ratliff-Crain inquired about the meaning of 6(c).  ("c. resist historical practice of 
keeping units 'whole' in a period of budget transition")  Professor Feeney said that in the past, budget 
changes have sometimes been made while simultaneously holding units or groups harmless.  He said one 
can question whether that was a good judgment.  There have been a lot of incremental changes but little 
has changed.  The issue is looking at where the University is in terms of allocation of state funds, ICR 
funds, etc.  Does this mean that one would not get rid of a college, Professor Hoover asked?  No, 
Professor Feeney said, but it does question the practice of providing a central supplement if there is a shift 
in revenue streams that affects some colleges more than others so that there is no net change.  If there are 
to be changes in revenue streams or allocations, they need to made over time, but the point is not to make 
budgetary changes that have no effect.  Professor Sampson said that if the University needs to make a 
change, the change should be effective, but that is not the same as discarding much of the institution as 
implied by the phrasing. Instead, under budget stress the University needs to defend many parts of what it 
historically has been, as well as needing capacity for effective change.  It was agreed that Professors 
Campbell, Feeney, and Sampson would develop alternative language for 6(c). 
 
 Professor Erdman asked Professors Brorson and Ratliff-Crain if they believed the proposed 
principles reflected the needs of the coordinate campuses.  Professor Ratliff-Crain said there was nothing 
inherently frightening in them and that they seem like a good set of principles, once the concern about 
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6(c) is cleared up.  Professor Brorson agreed and said, apropos 6(c), the University should not put money 
someplace just because it has put money there in the past; dollars should follow strategy. 
 
 Professor Erdman said that a second issue for him was whether the Committee members have 
looked ahead to see if there is anything in the principles that will handcuff the administration or make it 
too onerous to make decisions.  Professor Campbell said SCFP discussed the principles fully, with the 
active participation of Vice Presidents O'Brien and Pfutzenreuter, and there was no sense that this would 
be a problem. 
 
 The Committee voted unanimously to approve the amended budget principles, which read as 
follows: 
 

Budgetary Principles for a Changing Economic Environment 
 

The Faculty Consultative Committee and the Senate Committee on Finance and Planning are 
encouraged to learn the University administration will revisit the University’s existing IMG budget 
framework for FY06.   Renewed attention to University core budget principles is critical during this time 
of diminishing state resources, which results in creeping privatization of higher education.  Following 
some deliberation, and with thanks to the Academic Health Center Finance and Planning Committee for 
developing an initial draft of principles, and to the Senate Committee on Finance and Planning for 
reviewing and amending the AHC draft, the Faculty Consultative Committee offers the following budget 
principles and proposed actions for consideration. 
 
The University’s budget model should … 
 
Principle 1:  Be grounded in a set of institutional values and priorities in support of the University's 
mission 
 
Suggested actions 
 
a. develop, articulate, and promulgate a statement of the institutional values and priorities 
b. evaluate candidate budget models based on the degree to which they support and facilitate the 

values and priorities 
 
Principle 2:   Be accessible, predictable, and transparent  
 
Suggested actions 
 
a. use a one-year lag to determine central assessment base 
b. keep assessment rates stable 
c. eliminate multiple assessments on the same dollars 
d. use reasonable and well-understood measures to assess central costs 
e. ensure that data from which these measures are derived are available to units 
f. aim for administrative ease at the unit level 
g. make academic program subsidies explicit rather than implicit 
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Principle 3:   Ensure the most efficient use of resources (e.g., staff, space, technology, equipment) at all 
organizational levels and avoid inefficient duplication of services  
 
Suggested actions 
 
a. align assessments with consumption of services (e.g. cost of student services based on number of 

students utilizing services; cost of HR, payroll, benefits based on number of employees; cost of 
accounting, budget and finance, SPA based on dollar expenditures; cost of space, including 
facilities management services) 

b. provide incentives and demand accountability for centralized services to be cost efficient and cost 
effective and protect against the inappropriate shift of effort or fees to local units 

c. on an annual basis, align and justify increases in central service costs to demand for services 
d. provide cost/benefit analyses, at both the central and unit level, of proposed business practices 

and policies before they are implemented 
e. require local units that choose to do business in non-standard ways to pay the full cost of such 

choices (conversely, provide central financial support for only standard ways of doing business) 
f. provide incentives at the local level to support the generation of revenue and coordinate those 

incentives centrally to avoid duplication costly to the institution 
g. utilize a roles and responsibilities process to assign functions based on core competencies, 

eliminate unnecessary duplication, and rationalize the University structure 
 
Principle 4:  Include a mechanism for independent review of all central administrative budgets 
 
Suggested action 
 
a. create a central budget committee, that includes deans and faculty, charged to review all central 

administrative/service unit budgets and to make budget recommendations to the President  
 
Principle 5: Create additional incentives, including financial incentives, to foster collaboration and 
interdisciplinary activities between academic units 
 
Suggested actions 
 
a. develop alternative funding models for interdisciplinary education 
b. develop principled models for sharing ICR resulting from collaborative research across colleges 

and centers 
 
Principle 6:  Continue to allow for reallocation and investment in strategic priorities   
 
Suggested actions 
 
a. avoid across-the board reductions that erode the overall quality of the institution 
b. selectively reallocate funds to and expand investments in programs that are consistent with 

institutional priorities, even if other programs must be reduced or eliminated in scope 
c. effect sensible, strategic budget change, overcome inertias that historically have prevented 

meaningful change 
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d. develop a rationale for use of state appropriation dollars and allocate based on defined 
institutional priorities 

 
Principle 7:  Principles 1-6 apply equally well to colleges and departments and the Committee suggests 
that the deans use them as well. 
 
2. Faculty Athletics Representative Terms 
 
 Professor Erdman recalled that the Committee at its May 6 meeting heard reports from the two 
Faculty Athletics Representatives (FARs) and the chairs of the two athletic committees.  Professors Brady 
and Weinberg, the two FARs, pointed out that they are in the fourth of their six-year terms (they are 
eligible to serve two consecutive three-year terms, but no more) and that the learning curve for the 
position is quite steep.  They also noted that they serve concurrent terms and that it would be better to 
have staggered terms.  After the May 6 meeting, Professor Martin suggested that this Committee might 
wish to reconsider the six-year limit. 
 
 Professor Erdman distributed copies of the current bylaw setting the FAR terms, a message from 
the Director of Compliance, Mr. Kara, about the effectiveness of FARs as they learn more about the 
office, and a message from Professor Brady about the importance of building relationships in order to 
keep a program with integrity and in which athletes excel as students and as athletes.  Professor Erdman 
said he has heard a lot of good things about Professors Brady and Weinberg in their role as FARs and said 
he believed the program has turned the corner from events of several years ago.   
 

The Committee discussed why the six-year limit was adopted when the current bylaws were 
approved a number of years ago.  One reason is to recognize that there is the potential problem that any 
one in a position for a long time can "drift to the other side of the fence," as Professor Marshak phrased it. 
 
 The Committee reviewed the manner in which the FARs are selected (the President solicits 
nominations from the faculty, from the two athletic committees, and then consults with this Committee 
about the appointment).  Professor Marshak urged that whatever is done be within the rules that are 
established; he said he was bothered by appointments of senior administrators that do not follow the rules.  
He said he wanted to see the FARs appointed by a standard process.  Committee members discussed 
whether there should be term limits or permissible reappointment subject to appropriate review. 
 
 Professor Sampson appeared to speak for a number of Committee members when he expressed 
concern about possibly limiting the effectiveness of the Twin Cities FARs at the national level.  The Big 
Ten is important at the national level, he observed, and Mr. Kara said it takes about five years for an 
individual to be able to have an effect at that level, so this is a case where his normal preference for 
turnover in a position is supplanted by his concern that the University's representatives be able to exert 
influence in conference and national athletic governing bodies.  What happens at other Big Ten schools, 
Professor Lanyon asked?  At least in the past, it was said, they served at the pleasure of the president, and 
a number served for very long periods.  In this milieu, Professor Sampson said, it is a special situation 
where long service will be to the University's advantage.   
 
 Professor Erdman said he saw three reasons to support removing the six-year limit:  because of 
the special situation that Professor Sampson has pointed out, because there are superb individuals in the 
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position, and because it is during the NCAA presidency of Myles Brand that effective changes in college 
athletics may be made--and that if they do not occur then, it may be awhile before they do.   
 
 The question is how long someone can last in the position and not become co-opted by their 
involvement with athletics, Professor Marshak said.  After further deliberation about what change might 
be made, the Committee voted unanimously to recommend to the Assembly the following bylaw change. 
 

Current:  A faculty athletics representative must be a member of the regular faculty who 
holds permanent tenure, and may not hold an administrative office higher than that of a 
department head or chair. The faculty athletics representatives will serve at the pleasure of the 
President for a three (3) year term. No one may serve more than six (6) consecutive years in this 
office. 

 
Proposed:  A faculty athletics representative must be a member of the regular faculty who holds 
permanent tenure, and may not hold an administrative office higher than that of a department head or 
chair. The faculty athletics representatives will serve at the pleasure of the President for a three (3) year 
term. Normally, individuals will not serve more than six (6) consecutive years in this office, but the 
President may, with approval of the Faculty Consultative Committee, reappoint an individual as faculty 
athletics representative for additional terms of up to three years.  So long as the University has two faculty 
athletics representatives from the Twin Cities campus, every effort should be made to ensure that their 
terms are staggered. 
 
3. Committee Chair Stipends 
 
 Before the President joined the meeting, Professor Erdman reported that in the pre-FCC meeting 
with the President, he had raised with the President raised the question of the stipend for the FARs, which 
has been set as a percentage of individual salaries, so it varies depending on who holds the position.  Vice 
President Brown has suggested that this Committee consider changing the stipend so that it is more 
predictable.  Professor Erdman said he also raised with the President the issue of stipends for certain 
Senate/Assembly committee chairs.  A special subcommittee appointed by FCC about three years ago 
recommended gradual increases in the stipends (which had not been changed since the early 1990s).  The 
President indicated he would ask his staff if this was the right time to consider changing the stipends.  
Professor Erdman said he had raised with the President the point that the faculty are always trying to get 
new blood into the governance system, and the current stipend ($5000) is disproportionate to the amount 
of time some committee chairs must spend on governance responsibilities; this limits who can serve in 
these positions (one almost needs to be a department chair or a faculty member in an endowed chair 
position).   
 
 Another recommendation with financial implications, Professor Erdman said, is that Professors 
Brady and Weinberg have suggested there be a six-month overlap between when their terms end and a 
new FAR is appointed.   
 

Professor Feeney recalled that he had been involved with the report of the special subcommittee.  
When the stipends were originally set, the intent was that a faculty member serving as chair of a 
committee that meets frequently and has a lot of business would be able to buy out of one course; the 
stipend, after ten years, does not come close to allowing that.  The subcommittee recommended that there 
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be a gradual improvement in the stipend.  If the Senate and administration want good people to fill these 
positions, they must allow for the possibility of a course release, if needed. 
 
4. Discussion with President Bruininks 
 
 Professor Erdman now welcomed the President to the meeting.  Committee members discussed a 
number of items with the President. 
 
-- The President said that stipends for committee chairs should be increased modestly according to a 

schedule that will ultimately achieve the goal recommended by a special subcommittee appointed 
by the Faculty Consultative Committee three years ago, preferably within three years.  If there is 
consensus on the schedule, implementation is long overdue.  He said he will figure out a way to 
fund the increases (which will amount to a few thousand dollars) and agreed to keep the objective 
of stipends equaling 7.5% of the average University nine-month full professor salary.   

 
-- The President reviewed his workplan for 2004-05, and specifically the various ad hoc working 

groups he wants in place:  on the biennial budget, on the internal budget model (the budgeting 
system), on strategic planning/positioning, on long-range financial planning, on human capital 
strategy, on capital planning/priorities, and on service and continuous improvement.  The work of 
the first three groups would be completed initially later in this calendar year; the others would 
extend into 2005.  The Faculty Consultative Committee has nominated individuals to serve on 
each of the groups. 

 
 The President said he wants to keep the working groups small but then consult extensively on the 

result of their efforts.  The first group, on the biennial request, must be done by September; the 
University needs to get on its case with the state.  The second group, on the budget model, is 
needed because it is time to revamp and simplify the University's budget structure; its work must 
be done by December 20 in order that changes can be incorporated for the 2005-06 budget.  The 
President also commented that the University must get serious about space utilization in order to 
keep space costs under control.  On the matter of service and continuous improvement, the 
University needs to get the story out that it knows how to manage itself; there are ways to save 
money, the President said, that are also respectful of the academic culture. 

 
-- The President said he has drafted a response to the Committee's questions about the 

interdisciplinary initiatives that were raised at the May 17 meeting.  He discussed the initiatives 
and said they grew out of the academic culture and involved hundreds of faculty members.  He 
distributed copies of a memo to the Committee outlining the development and status of the 
initiatives.  Investment decisions concerning the initiatives, he noted, are made in the regular 
budget process and they must compete with other budget demands. 

 
-- Another major issue on his mind, the President related, is the education of students.  He said he 

would like the focus to be on aspirations and positive outcomes.  He said he wants to keep higher 
education affordable and accessible (so there must be attention to finances), but also wants to pay 
attention to the quality of learning and the outcomes (such as increased graduation rates).   
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 The President said that with the change in the office of the Senior Vice President for Academic 
Affairs and Provost, he would like the help of the Committee in getting going on these issues.  There will 
be little transition gap.   
 
-- The President and the Committee discussed the political situation in St. Paul. 
 
-- The President reiterated his view that the University of Minnesota cannot "privatize" to the extent 
that Michigan and Virginia have.  The University has a partnership with the state, he said, but it cannot 
thrive if things keep going in the direction they have been in recent years. 
 
 Professor Erdman thanked the President for joining the meeting. 
 
5. Reviews of Administrators 
 
 Professor Hoover noted the schedule of reviews of vice presidents and deans that had been 
provided to the Committee.  She asked what the plans are for reviews.  Professor Erdman suggested that 
this be a topic of conversation when the President next meets with the Committee. 
 
 Professor Erdman then adjourned the meeting at 3:15. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


