
 Minutes* 
 
 Faculty Consultative Committee 
 Thursday, March 5, 1998 
 1:00 - 4:00 
 Room 238 Morrill Hall 
 
 
Present:  Victor Bloomfield (chair), Kent Bales, Carole Bland, Gary Davis, Mary Dempsey, Gary 

Gardner, Virginia Gray, M. Janice Hogan, David Hamilton, Russell Hobbie, Leonard Kuhi, 
Fred Morrison, Matthew Tirrell 

 
Absent:  Laura Coffin Koch, Michael Korth, Marvin Marshak, Harvey Peterson 
 
Guests:  Executive Vice President Robert Bruininks; Vice Provost Robert Jones; Associate Vice 

President Richard Pfutzenreuter 
 
Others:  Deb Cran (Academic Affairs); Maureen Smith (University Relations) 
 
[In these minutes:  With Dr. Bruininks:  legislative request, NTS rates, sabbaticals, biology reorganization; 
FCC representative to the Biological Sciences Policy Council; under IMG, establishment of a pool of central 
funds for new initiatives] 
 
 
1.   Issues Pending 
 
 Professor Bloomfield convened the meeting at 1:10 and turned to a long list of 71 "issues pending" 
that had been prepared and distributed to Committee members.  Committee members reviewed a number of 
items, and identified those it wished to discuss with Dr. Bruininks. 
 
2.   Discussion with Executive Vice President Bruininks 
 
 Professor Bloomfield welcomed Dr. Bruininks to the meeting, who began the discussion by 
reviewing the status of the University's request before the legislature.  He said he was very optimistic about 
the outcome of the session.  There are four major issues in the budget that need addressing, he told the 
Committee:  compensation, Networking and Telecommunications Services (NTS) rates, tuition policy, and 
how to deal with budget expenses in a complex organization as the University moves to IMG.  Other issues 
that also must be taken up include sabbatical leaves, promotion and tenure, and reorganization of the 
biological sciences.  He then turned to Mr. Pfutzenreuter for a review of the request. 
 
 Mr. Pfutzenreuter distributed a table showing the University's original supplemental request of $41.5 
million and the status of the request in the two houses of the legislature.  Of the $22 million in recurring and 
$19.5 million in non-recurring funds the University had requested, Mr. Pfutzenreuter predicted the 
University would receive perhaps $23 million in recurring funds and $12 million in non-recurring.  He 
pointed out that even if the appropriation is favorable, there will remain an unfunded gap in the budget; the 
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supplemental request was never intended to cover the full budget needs. 
 
 Dr. Bruininks said that while there are still problems, they will be confronted directly, and the 
University will probably not spend some money on things that it would be desirable to fund.  Some costs 
will be shifted, some things will not be funded, and some things must be funded.  In some cases, for next 
year, recurring funds can be spent on non-recurring expenses, because faculty searches will take a year.  One 
possibility is to eliminate the enterprise projects tax on the colleges.  Professor Gardner urged this option be 
adopted, because the cut to departments for the tax is demoralizing. 
 
 Dr. Bruininks repeated his belief that a rollercoaster budget makes people gun-shy and risk averse 
and leads them to make decisions not in the best interests of the University's future. 
 
 One issue that has arisen is that IMG is being implemented without identifying a way of providing 
for central funding of initiatives.  There must be some capacity to move dollars to high priorities and to 
reshape the academic enterprise over time, including reductions in units. 
 
 Asked about whether the University would be required to pay the 1/3 debt service on new buildings, 
Mr. Pfutzenreuter said that the Senate proposes to require it but the House may not--but the House has a 
smaller bill.  If there is no debt service obligation for the University, it will be because of a smaller capital 
appropriation. 
 
 Dr. Bruininks then said that NTS rates are being restructured because of new federal rules 
concerning charges against grants.  These rates touch every budget in the University, and the changes will 
affect departments differentially.  The administration will implement the rates with sensitivity to that 
disparate impact; Dr. Bruininks said the implementation would be no worse than revenue-neutral.  Across 
the University there will be cost-savings to departments, but there will be increases in some places (e.g., 
student labs).  Those units that are hit the hardest will be provided bridge funding, but the dean will have to 
solve the problem.  There is also a proposal to put the faculty-staff modem pool into the rates and pay the 
costs, and not charge them to projects.  The number of free hours could increase from 30 to 50. 
 
 Mr. Pfutzenreuter explained that in some colleges, every department will lose money, in others, all 
will gain, and in others there will be gainers and losers.  The deans will be provided information and funds to 
make up the net loss.  Professor Gardner cautioned that this needed to be solved for the long-term, because 
since department support is so low, now departments rely on salary savings from sabbaticals to pay 
telephone bills.  Dr. Bruininks said this problem can be worked out in the colleges, with consultation, and 
that his office would work together with the colleges to help.  Professor Hamilton added that the rates must 
not inhibit access and upgrades; Mr. Pfutzenreuter reported that there will be a proposal to spend $4.5 
million in improvements to the fiber backbone, with the money to be recovered over time in the rates. 
 
 Professor Gray inquired about the possibility of people who have nothing to do with the University 
using it for their Internet connection to run businesses; are costs escalating from usage by others?  Professor 
Gardner said many faculty are bothered by the monthly charge when they must use the Internet for web page 
development and work from home. 
 
 Dr. Bruininks said that the tuition policy will call for a 3% increase in undergraduate revenues, and 
that equalizing the upper and lower division rates will continue.  Colleges have become more sensitive to 
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rates, he said, and he doubted many would increase tuition beyond the rate of inflation. 
 
 Dr. Jones then spoke to the issue of sabbatical leaves under semesters.  Professor Bales recalled that 
SCFA had developed a proposal for full-salary leaves after nine years, and that the deans are worried about 
the costs of the proposal.  The proposal seems too expensive, so one alternative may be a full year leave on 
2/3 pay or a semester leave on full pay.  The single quarter leave system would be transferred to semesters.  
There are two models, Dr. Jones said:  1/2 year at full pay and 1 year at 2/3 pay, or 1/2 year at full pay and 
one year at 1/2 pay. 
 
 The goal, Dr. Bruininks said, is to use the semester conversion as an opportunity to improve the way 
the University does business and decentralize decision-making so colleges can do better.  They must be sure 
the colleges can afford the plan, but want to materially improve it and put more money into it.  Professor 
Bales commented that the draft does decentralize decision-making, but it is not clear how this will be more 
beneficial without more money put into the program; the deans fear there will be no money for an improved 
plan.  Dr. Bruininks agreed, and said that while it would cost more money, the improvement is desirable.  He 
said there is a range of possibilities and does not want to see people run scared early; he agreed that unit 
costs must be taken into account. 
 
 Professor Gardner suggested that the legislature might be unwilling to fund an improved sabbatical 
program, but might be receptive to funding faculty support.  Dr. Bruininks commented that creative funding 
will be necessary, and that in the information age, the University would not do well with a substandard 
human resources strategy. 
 
 The Committee reviewed a table showing the rates at which faculty took sabbaticals, by college.  
The rate is generally low; CLA and IT have the highest rates, the Medical School among the lowest. 
 
 Professor Gardner commented that faculty development is the deferred maintenance of intellectual 
capital.   
 
 Professor Bales said that the SCFA discussions have halted, because all rests on the assurance that 
there will be new funds available.  If the plan is really to be made better, there has to be talk of funding, and 
SCFA will not talk about ANY plan until it learns about the availability of funding.  Dr. Bruininks agreed. 
 
 Dr. Bruininks reported next that his office will manage the promotion and tenure process.  The 
Graduate School will review all files, including those from the AHC.  So will his office, but less intensively 
than the Graduate School, and the process is now being set up for doing so in order that there is campus-
wide oversight.  What is new, Professor Dempsey pointed out, is that the AHC recommendations will not 
stop with the AHC; Dr. Bruininks said that Dr. Cerra is very comfortable with this process. 
 
 The biological sciences reorganization is going well, Dr. Bruininks reported.  The process has been 
recharged, following a recent meeting with Dr. Cerra and others, and preliminary decisions on governance 
and management have been made.  The Biological Sciences Policy Council will be chaired by Dean Elde; 
people will be added to represent Academic Affairs and the Academic Health Center.  He said he would also 
like an FCC appointee.  The Council will include the deans of CBS, IT, the Medical School, and the 
Graduate School. 
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 There will be a small external committee to assess the status of the reorganization and how to 
improve it, Dr. Bruininks, and there will also be an informal faculty advisory committee.  Both groups will 
work on the same questions and will advise the Policy Council.  The allocation of funds will be made by his 
office, after receiving recommendations through this process.  Professor Tirrell emphasized that this process 
is not only about reorganization but also about changing course and future investments in the core biology 
fields and the interfaces with other disciplines. 
 
 Professor Hamilton inquired if the process would include opinions from people other than those on 
the committees would be heard; Dr. Bruininks said this was important and said they would need help in 
having maximum participation and a good cross-section of views. 
 
 Professor Gardner expressed concern that reorganization of biology is being defined as how better to 
support the AHC; the key will be to keeping an independent biology.  Dr. Bruininks said support of the AHC 
was not the goal, and the direction will be set by hearing from the many who are involved. 
 
 Professor Bloomfield thanked Dr. Bruininks for joining the meeting. 
 
3.   FCC Representative, Biological Sciences Policy Council 
 
 Professor Tirrell explained the genesis of the recent meeting about the biology reorganization that 
had been held and said he had been charged to learn who the FCC representative would be.  He suggested 
that Professor Bloomfield represent FCC.  After brief discussion, it was agreed that Professor Bloomfield 
would serve, with the understanding that he would advise the Committee about who should be appointed in 
the future, as he learns about how the process is working. 
 
 Professor Gardner said he was very concerned that the reorganization was top-down and was 
intended to save money and increase the University's NRC rankings.  Core programs will be in the Medical 
School, which puts a particular cast on those fields for the entire University.  Over time, he said, there will be 
a shift away from basic biology towards human health issues, and there must an independent group.  One 
consequence of this may be a questioning of the existence of the College of Biological Sciences.  Professor 
Tirrell agreed this was an important issue, but said he believed there were checks and controls in place that 
would require an all-University perspective. 
 
 Professor Hamilton said the University wants to emulate places that have strong biology and a 
strong Medical School; there is now the potential that biology will disappear into the Medical School, even 
though there are several positive aspects to the changes as well.  He said he worried about the future of Plant 
Biology and Ecology, Evolution, and Behavior. 
 
 The Committee was of the view that the external reviewers that Dr. Bruininks mentioned should be 
academics, not from industry and the medical device business.  The focus should be on basic biology.   
 
 Professor Hamilton said his view was that the best way to deal with basic biology was to put money 
into it, rather than go through all these structural changes which might not achieve what the University is 
after.  There could be reorganization of colleges, but retention of a college of biology was important. 
 
 Professor Bloomfield asserted that as long as he was a member of the Biological Sciences Policy 
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Council or participated in any other way in biology reorganization, he would strongly defend the continued 
existence of the College of Biological Sciences and the University-wide mission of basic biology. 
 
4.   Issues Coming 
 
 Professor Morrison reported that issues were coming to which the Committee might wish to pay 
attention.  They include parking rates, initial discussion of the next biennial request and the role of FCC and 
the Finance and Planning Committee in those discussions, the structure of Finance and Operations (Finance 
and Planning has been asked to make a recommendation, and will do so), and the disposition of the funds 
from the sale of the hospital. 
 
 Professor Bloomfield reported that he had raised with the President the question of the FCC chair 
serving on the Executive Council; the President put off any decision on it.  He said that the Committee 
needed to make known its priorities as the budget is set, although it would not make the decisions. 
 
5.   IMG and Central Funding 
 
 Professor Kuhi inquired how, under IMG, new ideas are to receive support.  Certainly FCC does not 
want to be in the position of saying "there should be a new emphasis on ichthyology." 
 
 Professor Morrison explained that in the original IMG plan, new programs were to be supported in 
one of two ways:  by college deans, who would see a niche the college move into and provide funding to do 
so; or funds would be reserved in central coffers from the state subsidy and allocated in a targeted fashion.  
There is now concern that those two mechanisms will not be sufficient.  One alternative would be a tax on 
revenues (all funds?), every year.  The question of how to provide central funds that can be directed to 
educational initiatives is being given thought. 
 
 Committee members discussed the advantages and drawbacks of various ways in which central 
funds might be obtained, including a tax on increases in income and the disadvantages of a retrenchment-like 
tax.  Professor Morrison said that the idea is NOT to create a system that imposes a 2% retrenchment so the 
provost can do good things; that creates too much bad.  
 
 This in turn led to further discussion of the role of this Committee and the Finance and Planning 
Committee in the budget process.  Professor Bloomfield maintained that the Committee should agree on 
priorities for categories of spending--faculty salaries, sabbaticals, etc., but not on funding recommendations 
for specific units.  Professor Morrison commented that there was considerable examination of priorities and 
how to balance the budget that led to the supplemental request; the Finance and Planning Committee made 
recommendations, many of which the administration accepted and some of which it did not.   
 
 Professor Bloomfield said he did not believe the Committee should become involved in intellectual 
areas of emphasis; those should be left to the faculty and administrators with expertise in them.  There are 
other means for faculty to make their views known beyond this Committee, Professor Gray pointed out (e.g., 
faculty see deans all the time, and faculty senators also get their views across).  As for cross-college issues, 
Professor Bloomfield maintained, most of the time "the deans should argue it out."  The role of FCC is to be 
sure that faculty views are taken into account. 
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 The Committee reviewed briefly faculty retention data for last year.  157 faculty left:  3 were fired, 
69 resigned, 79 retired, and 12 left for reasons unknown.  Of the 69 who resigned, 34 went to another 
university, 11 went into the private sector, 1 went into the public sector, and what happened to the other 17 is 
unknown.  For the ten years 1985-86 to 1995-96, the number of faculty who left ranged between 130 and 
150, except for 94-95 (when 208 left) and 95-96 (when 114 left). 
 
 Professor Bloomfield adjourned the meeting at 3:30. 
 
       -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


