
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, May 29, 2003 

1:15 – 3:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 

Present: Dan Feeney (chair), Jean Bauer, Tom Clayton, Marti Hope Gonzales, Mary Jo Kane, 
Candace Kruttschnitt, Judith Martin, Fred Morrison, Jeff Ratliff-Crain, Martin Sampson, 
Charles Speaks, Carol Wells 

 
Absent: none counted for a summer meeting 
 
Guests: Executive Vice President and Provost Christine Maziar, Associate Vice President 

Richard Pfutzenreuter 
  
Other: Elizabeth Wroblewski (Office of the Executive Vice President and Provost) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) two brief athletic matters; (2) emeritus status for P&A staff; (3) periodic surveys of 
the faculty; (4) FCC budget questions; (5) the budget] 
 
 
1. Message from President Bruininks 
 
 President Bruininks sent an email to the chair and vice chair of the Committee on two matters. 
 
 First, he would like a representative from his office to be involved in discussions about issues that 
come before the Coalition on Intercollegiate Athletics. 
 
 Second, he indicated that contrary to what appeared in the newspaper, the University is not 
engaged in any discussions or negotiations with the Minnesota Vikings about a new joint-use football 
stadium.  His position on the matter has not changed. 
 
2. Emeritus Status for P&A Employees 
 
 Professor Feeney reported that he had been involved in discussions with Professor Fossum and 
with representatives from the Council of Academic and Professional Administrators (CAPA) about the 
proposed policy granting emeritus status to P&A employees.  He noted that the Committee had been 
caught off-guard when the proposal was first presented as an item for a Senate docket; he has since had 
time to discuss it with several individuals.  Does the Committee wish to approve it?  He said he would 
favor it and accepts the logic that if one works for the University a long time, it is appropriate to 
recognize the individual and there is no cost associated with the recognition.   
 
 Committee members made a number of points in the ensuing discussion. 
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-- They have spent a lot of time dealing with faculty governance and faculty as the core of the 
University; emeritus status goes with that role. 

 
-- It would be more appropriate to extend the status to those who have been engaged in teaching and 

research, but not to everyone.  But it is not always easy to define "faculty-like" P&A staff.  One 
option would be to restrict the use of the emeritus title to P&A staff who are granted continuous 
appointments. 

 
-- In one sense, the proposal ratifies current practice because P&A staff are often recognized as 

emeritus.  That is an oral practice, not written policy. 
 
-- What do non-University organizations do to recognize former employees?  At law firms, retired 

lawyers become "of counsel." 
 
-- The concern is about diluting the meaning of the title emeritus.  It was surprising to learn that the 

emeritus is given to any faculty member who retires in good standing; it is simply a synonym for 
retired.  It does not confer any special recognition. 

 
-- What problem is this intended to solve?  Are there are a lot of P&A staff asking for emeritus 

status?  It is a matter of perceived equity for people who have worked side by side with faculty 
for years. 

 
-- There is no problem with granting P&A staff the same privileges as retired faculty have; the 

question is about the title.  But might it be that calling for extension of the same privileges will be 
calling for privileges that may not continue to be offered (e.g., email) to anyone?   

 
-- The explanation is that the title emeritus belongs to faculty members.  But what it means at the 

University is that one reached the end of one's appointment without dying in office (or being 
fired). 

 
-- Rather than requiring 10 years of service, perhaps 20 would be more appropriate.  Once eligible, 

one could also maintain health care insurance at his or her own cost.  But no benefits are 
"guaranteed"; the University, however, makes health care available to anyone who meets the 
criteria. 

 
 What most Committee members took exception to was the use of the title emeritus, not the 
benefits.  Professor Morrison suggested that the issue be returned to the Committee on Faculty Affairs 
with the suggestion that the emeritus title seems to be for faculty and that perhaps a different term could 
be used for P&A retirees.  The Committee approved this as a motion. 
 
3. Periodic Surveys of the Faculty 
 
 Professor Feeney noted that Professor Clayton had emailed Committee members recently to 
inquire about the possibility of conducting a periodic survey of the faculty.  The sentiment among 
Committee members, as reflected in the email responses, seemed to be favorable.  Professor Feeney asked 
if such surveys would be different from what Human Resources proposes to do and what would justify 
conducting such surveys. 
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 What justifies them, Professor Clayton responded, is that FCC is to represent the faculty and if it 
is to do so, the faculty should have an opportunity to express their views.  He said he had not thought of 
this as major surveys; questions would be about what people think right now about issues before the 
University.  Professor Speaks said he agreed with Professor Clayton, but with one caution:  the 
Committee should not behave as some politicians do and only follow the polls; the Committee must be 
prepared on occasion to take a position different from one contained in the majority of poll responses. 
 
 Professor Morrison agreed they should be conducted as long as they are not too frequent (no more 
than 2-3 times per academic year) and not too long.  If it can be a "check the box" format, or a scaled 
response, the Committee could have numbers; if it is open-ended, that will require a much bigger effort.  
(The health care website received over 800 responses; tallying them was a big job.)  Professor Martin 
agreed that if it is simple and occasional, she would support the idea.  Questions are who would compile 
the data, in what form, and provide it to whom. 
 
 Professor Ratliff-Crain agreed that too often the Committee has to guess what the faculty are 
thinking.  But he argued that qualitative responses would be more helpful, rather than just having data.  
Any survey should include thumbnail sketches of what the Committee is discussing and invite the faculty 
to chime in.  Professor Gonzales noted that there are general social surveys each year with certain 
questions asked over and over in order to track differences across time and administrations.  Such 
questions could be balanced with others that are more timely.  So develop 4-5 questions to be repeated 
and 2-3 on current issues, Professor Feeney said.  Professor Gonzales also said that asking faculty about 
what concerns them does not equal saying what should be done about those concerns; that is the job of the 
Committee, since the faculty trust Committee members to represent them. 
 
 What questions would the Committee have asked about recently, Professor Bauer inquired?  The 
governance policy, the football stadium, and changes in benefits, Professor Feeney suggested.  Professor 
Clayton said the faculty could be asked what they think about giving the emeritus title to non-faculty.  
Professor Speaks said that a survey will be needed 2-3 times per year, on an ad hoc basis, as needed--and 
the Committee will know when an issue needing a survey comes along.  It would not be a SURVEY, he 
added, it would be a structured inquiry. 
 
 Professor Feeney said this was a matter that could be worked on over the summer.  
 
4. Budget Questions 
 
 Professor Feeney recalled that the Committee had agreed to develop a set of budget questions to 
be provided to the administration.  The Committee agreed on the following list. 
 

1.  Why were increased health care costs passed along to employees when the cuts to 
academic units were not as steep as originally projected? 

 
2.  Are there long-term plans (e.g., 3-5 years) about academic unit priorities should there be 

a continued financial problem beyond 2004-05 [or even if there is another 
rescission/unallotment in 04]? 

 
3.  Are there more anticipated "cuts" coming in the 05 part of the 04-05 budget? 
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4.  Will the amount of benefits cost paid by the employees continue to increase 

proportionally in the future? 
 

5.  Is the Faculty Retirement Plan, for faculty and P & A staff, at risk? 
 

6.  What are the plans to avoid budgetary conflict with MNSCU as the State's higher 
education budget gets tighter? 

 
7.  Has tuition elasticity at the unit level been considered as part of the tuition model? 

 
8.  Is there a commitment to re-examine the fund allocation/disbursement model beyond 

what is now a distant cousin to the true resource-centered management (a.k.a. IMG)? 
 

9. When it comes to sharing the pain, in a year of no salary increases, why were not the 
increases in employee costs for health care proportional to salary?  Someone making 
$50,000 is paying the same increase as someone making $200,000--but the lower-paid 
employee is paying a much higher percentage of salary.  That is not fair. 

 
10. What was the percentage reduction in state funding to each academic and support unit?  It 

appears to range from 2.9% to 31.9%, with an average of 12.5% for academic units and 
5.2% for support units.  These numbers were the result of a formulaic across-the-board 
approach, which in turn depends on what factors are included in the equation. 

 
11. How will tuition dollars be used to substitute for the state funds that were taken away?   
 
12. The University has been suffering a slow death by a thousand cuts.  When will the 

University say, "this is the list of things the University will no longer do"?   
 
13. There are certain items and categories that the legislature refuses to fund.  Some of these 

"needs" are covered by taxing academic units through the so-called IRS.  It is anticipated 
that the IRS will be 7.5% in FY04 and 8.5% of O&M funds for FY05 from academic 
units.  How can academic units continue to pay this increasing tax?  What revenue 
sources are they expected, or directed, to use for this purpose?  What are the comparable 
charges to administrative and support units? 

 
14.   What is the debt service on capital projects for FY04 and FY05, and what is the revenue 

stream used to pay for such debt service? 
 

 What is the purpose of the questions, Professor Kruttschnitt asked?  The questions were to be 
developed and posed, with the administration providing answers in a communication to the University 
community about the budget, in lieu of the Faculty Senate May 22 meeting that was not held because the 
legislature was still in session, Professor Feeney said.  After additional conversation, the Committee 
agreed that there should be an FCC-sponsored forum on the budget, open to all faculty and staff, in mid-
June, but that such a forum would not substitute for the questions FCC would address to the 
administration.  Committee members recognized that many faculty on 9-month appointments might not 
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be around, but felt that there are enough who are and would attend, that the forum should be held.  
Waiting until next fall would be too late because budget parameters would be determined this summer. 
 

Professor Feeney said additional questions should be sent in; they will be forwarded to Vice 
President Brown and responses included in a narrative from the administration.  They can also be 
discussed at the budget forum. 
 
 Professor Wells pointed out that with respect to health care, the question seems to be "how do we 
pay?" rather than "where is all the money going?"  Professor Morrison said the money is not going to high 
salaries for CEOs of HMOs.  Most of the cost increases are in pharmaceuticals and advanced procedures.  
The Benefits Advisory Committee is exploring ways to hold down the cost of pharmaceutics (e.g., a 
wellness program, early identification of people with chronic illnesses in order to address problems early 
at a lower cost).  This is, however, a societal issue that revolves around the pharmaceutical industry. 
 
5. The Budget 
 
 Professor Feeney now welcomed Executive Vice President Maziar and Associate Vice President 
Pfutzenreuter to discuss budget issues.   
 
 Mr. Pfutzenreuter reviewed the provisions of other bills that will affect the University:  
 
-- The "Prairie Island" bill will provide $10 million in one-time money from Xcel Energy for 
research, development, and demonstration projects related to renewable energy, of which $3 million is to 
be allocated to the Morris campus and the West Central Research and Outreach Center (Agricultural 
Experiment Station). 
 
-- There will also be $2 million in recurring funds from Xcel for renewable energy research. 
 
-- There will be funds for the University to plan a facility at Mayo. 
 
-- All the projects vetoed by Governor Ventura are in the bonding bill, in addition to $400,000 for 
the predesign for a building in Rochester to be owned by the University.   
 
 Professor Martin asked if there had been any talk of using the Xcel money to do more with solar 
energy on campus.  Mr. Pfutzenreuter said that he and former Vice President Kruse had talked with Xcel 
about using solar energy but the Public Utilities Commission (PUC) would not allow it in its rate plan so 
the discussions were dropped.  With the differential in price decreasing, Professor Martin said, she said 
she hoped solar energy remained a focus.  Dr. Maziar observed that the interest of the legislature appeared 
to be primarily in biomass and hydrogen energy cells.  Professor Morrison urged that the University 
pursue solar energy as well; the PUC could give the University a special rate for solar energy.  Mr. 
Pfutzenreuter reported that Vice President O'Brien has pointed out that the University does not have a 
clear energy policy; she is right, he said, and if one were developed, there would be questions about how 
to implement it, which could include solar energy.  This is an opportune time for the University to 
position itself as an expert on renewable energy, Dr. Maziar said, and it if stays the course, it will be ready 
when new interest in supporting such efforts is fundable at the federal level.  It is also the right thing to 
do, Professor Martin added. 
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 The Committee discussed the proposed budget forum with Dr. Maziar and Mr. Pfutzenreuter, 
who agreed that it would be a good idea.  Professor Speaks said it would be important to have the forum 
as soon as possible after the legislature adjourns; the faculty and staff have been remarkably quiet, 
tolerant, and patient about the budget issues.  The Committee owes it to them to provide information. 
 
 Professor Morrison then reported that the Legislative Auditor has expressed an interest in doing 
an analysis of faculty salaries.  He observed that if the appropriate comparison group is used (the top 30 
research universities), the results of such an analysis would likely help the University's request for salary 
increases.  Moreover, not all of the Big Ten schools are imposing salary freezes (only four of the ten 
public institutions), so the University will be even LESS competitive next year in both the Big Ten and 
the top 30. 
  
 Professor Feeney thanked Dr. Maziar and Mr. Pfutzenreuter and adjourned the meeting at 2:30. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 
 
  


