
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, February 27, 2003 

11:30 – 1:30 
4300D Carlson School of Management 

 
 

Present: Dan Feeney (chair), Gary Balas, Muriel Bebeau, Susan Brorson, Tom Clayton, Gary 
Davis, Arthur Erdman, John Fossum, Marti Hope Gonzales, Marc Jenkins, Mary Jo 
Kane, Candace Kruttschnitt, Marvin Marshak, Judith Martin, Fred Morrison, Jeff Ratliff-
Crain, Martin Sampson, Charles Speaks 

 
Absent: none 
 
Guests:  none 
  
Other: none 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) update on the regental election; (2) retirement plan/post-retirement health care; (3) 
governance policy; (4) Benefits Advisory Committee nominees; (5) Institutional Review Board; (6) 
budget priorities] 
 
 
1. Update on the Board of Regents 
 
 Professor Feeney convened the meeting at 11:30 and turned to Professor Marshak.  Professor 
Marshak reported the results of the Joint Committee nominations on the election of regents.  He thanked 
Professors Kane, Martin, and Morrison, who had monitored the process, kept the Committee informed, 
and had discussed its progress with various interested parties.  
 
2. Retirement Plan 
 
 Professor Feeney reported that he had spoken with the President about the possibility of moving 
1.5% of the University's 13%-of-salary contribution to the Faculty Retirement Plan into the Post-
Retirement Health Care Savings Plan; the total University contribution would remain the same but the 
money would be directed into two different pools.  He said he had asked the Committee on Faculty 
Affairs to consider the proposal. 
 
 Professor Fossum reported that the Faculty Affairs was of the view that it was too early to 
consider the proposal.  While the University's retirement plan may be better than that of its peers, the 
University's faculty salaries rank significantly below that of the faculty at the top 30 research universities, 
and even if one adds the retirement plan contribution to salaries, the University's compensation package 
(counting those two items) still ranks below that of many of its peers.  The Retirement Subcommittee will 
meet a couple of times in the next month to consider the proposal and will report back. 
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3. Governance Policy 
 
 Professor Feeney reported that even though the Faculty Senate approved the governance policy, 
he has opened up discussions with the Medical School about possible changes to the policy that might 
make them more comfortable with it.  The policy will not be undermined, and the intent will not change, 
but minor alterations may make it more acceptable.  He added that their concern about colleagues with a 
status "substantially equal to tenure" has no meaning outside the Medical School so that they will have to 
recognize there are limits to how far the policy can be altered. 
 
 Professor Sampson complimented Professor Feeney on how he had handled the development of 
the policy, avoiding a division of the faculty and obtaining the support of the P&A staff. 
 
 On a related matter, Professor Feeney reported, one point that Professor Tierney (the visiting 
scholar from USC) mentioned was that there seemed to be a split between the tenured/tenure-track faculty 
and others who are doing similar work or important professional work at the University; Tierney 
suggested that the University of Minnesota might help the rest of the country if it could identify ways to 
eliminate or reduce that division.  The governance policy, with its provisions for participation of all 
relevant groups in decisions, is one step in dealing with this split.  The Committee leadership and staff 
will consider other initiatives to bring back to the Committee. 
  
4. Benefits Advisory Committee 
 
 Professor Morrison had written to Professor Feeney reminding him that the Committee needed to 
nominate two individuals to fill a faculty position on the Benefits Advisory Committee.  The Committee 
agreed on two names. 
 
5. Institutional Review Board 
 
 Professor Ratliff-Crain reported that he had been involved in discussions about the Institutional 
Review Board (IRB) and wanted to inform the Committee about progress.  Mr. Bianco (the University's 
institutional compliance officer) and IRB staff had met with a number of people to identify ways to 
improve relationships.  One step they are taking is to pilot a second social science committee to deal with 
student research proposals (from undergraduate to doctoral).  This committee will keep in mind the 
pedagogical value of research.  Individuals who make research proposals are also now receiving 
responses very quickly from the IRB, which is a great improvement. 
 
 Professor Balas noted that the Senate Research Committee had made a number of comments 
about the survey to be sent to PIs who had gone through the IRB process.  He suggested that anyone who 
had last-minute comments should get them in no later than tomorrow. 
 
6. Budget Priorities 
 
 The Committee turned now to a list of budget priorities upon which the individual Committee 
members had expressed views, "voted," during the preceding week; the goal of the discussion was to 
identify a set of budget principles/suggestions to be forwarded to the Provost's Budget Advisory Task 
Force. 
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 Professor Feeney observed that in these discussions, Committee members do not and should not 
speak for their own units, although their experiences will inform their judgments and comments, but that 
they represent the faculty as a whole.  Committee members will not be called upon to defend their own 
units. 
 
 First, the Committee discussed a variety of options the University might consider with respect to 
tuition. It was agreed that a statement on tuition would be drafted. 
 
 Second, there was strong agreement on emphasizing the need to maintain the quality of the 
institution, if necessary at the expense of accessibility and being all things to all Minnesotans, and that the 
University must stop doing certain things or face mediocrity.  The conclusions of the Pawlenty 
Commission, which included a commendation for the University's breadth as part of its strength, would 
be a necessary part of any statement on retention of quality. 
 
 Also part of this principle must be (1) a call for use of appropriate criteria to assess quality and 
(2) a statement that the University must shrink.  The criteria used to assess quality should not be exclusive 
research-driven. 
 
 Professor Morrison maintained that this Committee must continue to and repeatedly emphasize 
this point if it wished to avoid across-the-board cuts.  This is the primary group to make that point, he 
said, because there will be pressures not to make targeted reductions. 
 
 Third, although there was speculation about the possibility of mergers of various units, the 
Committee concluded that its responsibility is to suggest principles, not specific administration actions.  
That is the difference between governance and management, Professor Morrison observed.  Professor 
Marshak maintained, and others on the Committee agreed, that the attack should be on overhead and 
administrative costs.  Professor Morrison said the general principle should be to control administrative 
costs and pointed out that University expenditures for administration have grown at a faster rate than 
expenditures for research and instruction. 
 

Fourth, the Committee looked at institutional "support" usage and related expenditures by units.  
Professor Feeney suggested there be a reassessment of who pays for what and that support for units 
should not necessarily be across the board.  Professor Marshak noted that of the $200 million of the funds 
going to non-academic units is for space costs but that on the other hand the University probably wished 
to avoid "postalization" (that is, charging a unit every time it uses a particular support service).  Professor 
Morrison recalled that charging for space was part of the original Incentives for Managed Growth plan 
but that element was eliminated because there were so many different kinds of buildings that it was nearly 
impossible to establish appropriate rates and it was difficult to establish baselines.  In terms of 
"postalization," he said, one could charge for every use of a support service (e.g., the General Counsel's 
office) or view it as insurance.  The question is whether the use of support services is random across units 
or if there are particular units that use support services more heavily than others; if the latter, he 
suggested, those users should perhaps be charged.  On the other hand, Professor Balas observed, if 
something is free (space) units will use more of it than they perhaps need. 

 
Professor Speaks suggested the Committee inquire why the allocation of funds to support units 

has increased much more than for the University as a whole.  This could also mean inquiring about 
overhead in support units, Professor Martin added.  And it may be that some items have been lumped in 
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the "common goods" category and allowed to grow more than they should have, Professor Ratliff-Crain 
observed.   

 
Fifth, the Committee agreed without much discussion that the University must use targeted cuts 

and targeted reinvestments and must minimize if not eliminate anything resembling "across the board" 
cuts. 

 
 Sixth, the Committee took up the question of minimizing and controlling "nonessential" 
employment costs and sparing essential benefits such as retirement and health care.  If the University 
freezes salaries and reduces benefits, Professor Kruttschnitt said, people will leave like lemmings; the 
most mobile will leave quickly.  Moreover, Professor Gonzales said, the administration has repeatedly 
contended that even if salaries are lower, the insurance/fringe benefits at the University help retain 
people; if the benefits are cut as well, that argument will have no leg to stand on.  Nonetheless, the 
Committee concurred that some of the University's employment rules might warrant evaluation.   
 
 Professor Balas expressed the hope that the administration would try to address these questions 
for the long term, not in such a way that the same questions would recur in four or five years. 
 

Seventh, The Committee affirmed that the University must decrease administrative staffing at all 
levels, especially central administration.   

 
 The Committee also took up briefly the issue of faculty who hold A-based appointments.  
Professor Morrison cautioned, with respect to this issue and to the remainder of the long list, that the 
Committee should differentiate between specific suggestions and general principles.  It was agreed that 
the Committee would take up, at its next meeting, the remainder of the items on the list that a sufficient 
number of Committee members believed important.   
 
 Professor Feeney adjourned the meeting at 1:30. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 


