
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, September 4, 2003 

1:15 – 3:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 

Present: Judith Martin (chair), Jean Bauer, Susan Brorson, Charles Campbell, Tom Clayton, Gary 
Davis, Arthur Erdman, John Fossum, Mary Jo Kane, Marvin Marshak, Fred Morrison, 
Jeff Ratliff-Crain, Martin Sampson, Carol Wells 

 
Absent: Gary Balas, Dan Feeney, Emily Hoover, Marc Jenkins 
 
Guests:  President Robert Bruininks 
  
Other: Professor John Ramsay (ACE Fellow); Vice President and Chief of Staff Kathryn Brown, 

Kathryn Stuckert, Lynn Holleran (Office of the Vice President and Chief of Staff) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) various items of business, including a resolution on costs of centrally-scheduled 
classrooms in new/renovated building, changes to the Faculty Retirement Plan, waiver of the 2-year 
waiting period for probationary faculty for the retirement plan, and the prevalence of salary freezes at 
peer institutions; (2) issues from the FCC retreat, including the stadium, the need for a vision statement 
given the changed environment for the University; (3) discussion with President Bruininks, including the 
changed environment for the University, the Judicial Committee, and RIAA subpoenas] 
 
 
1. Various Items of Business 
 
 Professor Martin convened the meeting at 1:15 and went through several items of business. 
 
-- The Committee agreed to nominate Professor Guy Charles as Senate Parliamentarian, replacing 
Professor McGowan. 
 
-- The Committee will review its charge at its next meeting. 
 
-- The Committee will not identify anyone to serve on the ad hoc committee to consider changing to 
a trimester system.  The students will be asked to nominate individuals to serve. 
 
-- Professor Campbell introduced a resolution from the Committee on Finance and Planning:  
"Capital improvements applicable to centrally-scheduled classrooms should NOT be the financial 
responsibility of the academic unit which houses the facility and should be exempt from the 1/6 cost-
sharing principle which applies to other capital improvements that are not designated for HEAPR" 
[Higher Education Asset Preservation and Renewal, which appropriations are not subject to the 
requirement that the University pay one-third of the debt service].  The University has as a principle that 
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units must pay one-half of the one-third for new facilities; this resolution calls on the administration not to 
require the academic units to pay their one-sixth for the costs of centrally-scheduled classrooms. 
 
 This resolution acknowledges that centrally-scheduled classrooms are common goods and 
recognizes that units should not be charged for them, Professor Campbell said.  Central administrators 
had a hand in the development of the language of the resolution, so it should not encounter opposition 
from the administration. 
 
 The Committee approved the resolution unanimously for placement on the Senate docket. 
 
-- Professor Martin introduced Professor John Ramsay from Carleton College, serving as an 
American Council on Education Fellow for the year, working for the President and Provost. 
 
-- Review of retreat minutes:  The Committee reviewed the minutes of the candid discussion it held 
at its retreat, edited some of the language, and agreed that it should go out. 
 
-- Issues pending:  The Committee considered the issues that were added to its list as a result of 
discussions at the retreat, and agreed on the following disposition: 
 

-- It does wish to consider (and perhaps assist in reframing) the principles governing the 
conditions under which there would be a football stadium on campus 

 
-- Agreed that Professors Morrison and Fossum should have a discussion of any proposed 

changes to the Faculty Retirement Plan, along with Ms. Singer from Employee Benefits, 
and that perhaps after that the issue could be brought to the Faculty Affairs Committee, 
the Benefits Advisory Committee, and the Retirement Subcommittee.  Professor 
Morrison commented that it will probably cost the University legislative support if the 
Faculty Retirement Plan is out of line with the rest of the world; getting it in line with the 
rest of the world will do damage to the ability of the University to recruit new faculty 
unless there is a concomitant salary adjustment of equivalent value.  Professor Kane said 
that the University must make the point that the retirement plan is a recruiting tool 
because salaries are low.  Professor Fossum repeated his observation, made at the retreat 
a week earlier, that the legislature should understand also that the Faculty Retirement 
Plan eliminates any risk of liability they might have for pension payments.  Many 
legislators understand these points, Professor Morrison said. 

 
 Professor Morrison said he welcomed the administration's decision to use benchmarks; 

they will need to be used with faculty salaries as well as faculty benefits. 
 
-- Discussed the variation in practice among colleges in waiving the two-year waiting 

period for the Faculty Retirement Plan for new probationary faculty.  The current practice 
is untenable, Professor Morrison said.  Professor Marshak agreed and said that the 
Committee should seek to not allow colleges to opt in and out on an annual basis and that 
it should make an effort to get CLA to waive the waiting period; after that, the rest of the 
colleges would follow suit. 
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-- The Committee needs to have a sense of the number of its peer institutions that have 
salary freezes this year, Professor Marshak said.  It would also be helpful to know the 
number that have asked for increased employee contributions to health care premiums 
and costs, Professor Kane said, and any other benefits changes that shifted costs to 
employees, Professor Bauer added.  [Later in the meeting the President agreed that the 
administration would provide the information to the Committee.] 

 
2. Issues from the Retreat 

 
The Committee then reviewed a number of issues that had arisen during the discussion at the 

retreat.  
 

-- The need for a vision statement about the changed environment for public higher education and 
the University of Minnesota in particular, and whether the statement should come from the 
President, from the Committee (representing the faculty), or some combination of the two.  
Professor Campbell urged that such a statement should come from the bottom up, not the top 
down, and that it should be a statement of the faculty.  Professor Marshak said, however, that the 
President should also have a vision; Professor Campbell agreed but said that does not necessarily 
mean the faculty should have to defer to it.   Professor Sampson said that there is a real need for 
research universities to articulate why they matter--and responding to that need requires 
leadership. It was agreed that Professors Campbell, Clayton, Marshak, and Martin would 
constitute an ad hoc group to work with the President on developing a statement, or to draft 
preliminary language for the faculty to consider embracing. 

 
-- The Committee had discussed carrying the message about the changed environment for public 

higher education to academic departments, in concert with the administration.  Professor Martin 
said that it was impractical to think that FCC members could participate in discussions with 162 
departments (or however many there are), but that it might be useful to have such discussions at 
the college level.  Professor Campbell agreed that there needed to be conversations with the 
deans. 

 
 Professor Morrison offered a cautionary note:  Is the Committee part of the management structure 

that will impose a plan on deans and departments, or is it a representative body of the faculty that 
presents the views of the faculty?  The Committee can TALK with the deans, but it is the deans 
who must implement any plan.  The Committee will lose credibility if it is seen as a substitute 
dean.  The idea is education, not implementation, Professor Marshak responded.  Professor 
Campbell said he would like to see involved also the Regents' Professors, the Distinguished 
McKnight Professors, the teaching award winners, and so on, be involved--faculty who have been 
highly successful in carrying out the missions of the University.  Professor Martin said she would 
speak with the chair of the Twin Cities Deans Council, Dean Rosenstone, about working with the 
deans. 

 
3. Discussion with President Bruininks 
 
 Professor Martin now welcomed the President to the meeting.  The Committee voted 
unanimously to close the meeting. 
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 The Committee and the President discussed the proposed on-campus football stadium.  The 
President pledged to the Committee, during the discussion, that any proposal must be financially viable--
and that if it is not, the University would not go forward on the proposal. 
 
 The President then told the Committee he had reviewed the rough notes on the discussion held at 
the FCC retreat the previous week.  He said he very much wanted a conversation on how to reshape the 
University and agreed with the concerns that the effects of reductions in financial support to the 
University may not be as visible as they should be.  He said he did not agree with the view that the cuts 
were across the board; the decisions were more targeted than they may appear to have been.  That 
message, however, needs to get out, he concurred.  The University, moreover, is still learning about the 
effects of the reductions; some have had a delayed impact.  Units were told that they could take steps for 
the short term but that they also had to have a long-term solution in place. 
 
 The message is slowly getting out, the President told the Committee.  The University matters 
more to the business community than do many of the other institutions of higher education in the state; 
business leaders see research as central to the future of the University. They are getting the message about 
the impact of changes at the University.  There are more reductions coming, the President observed; the 
administration will continue to work on them but the solutions will not be simple.  There will have to be 
targeted cuts and reallocation; that is the only way to reshape the University.  There have been $6 million 
in cuts in central administrative units and $8 million in cuts to academic programs; the President said he 
would like to reduce the academic program cuts, if possible, provided that the economy remains stable or 
continues to improve.   
 
 Professor Marshak noted that the University took dramatic action with respect to the Minnesota 
Extension Service; what about the rest of the University, he asked?  Why has there not been equally 
dramatic action?  The Committee and the President discussed the options that might be open; the 
President said he did not want to make too many dramatic changes in the first year of cuts.  But there is 
no question, he said, that the University cannot keep things the way they are with static or declining 
support from the state.  He said he has repeatedly emphasized that the University will do what it must to 
protect excellence, to improve, and to invest differentially and selectively in ways that will pay off in the 
future. 
 
 One subject upon which the President and Committee members agreed was that the curriculum 
will bear scrutiny as a part of the general effort to implement budget reductions.   
 
 The President agreed with the views expressed earlier by some Committee members that the 
University may have to reshape the approach to the state.  People want to know what state funds are 
paying for and why they should fund it.  That issue will be the biggest challenge in the next year and it is 
part of his work plan, the President said. 
 
 Professor Morrison said that most of the FCC discussion, and the discussion at this meeting, has 
focused on external perceptions and support.  But there is also an inside constituency, he said.  Where is 
the attention to the faculty?  Trust is diffused and the University cannot withstand many pay freezes.  The 
President pointed out that a number of peer institutions have pay freezes, including Berkeley.  He 
promised to provide information on the number of the University's peers that have pay freezes.  His 
concern, Professor Morrison responded, is about the loss of faculty and the inability to recruit new faculty 
because of various factors related to the budget.  The administration cannot afford to lose internal faculty 



Faculty Consultative Committee 
September 4, 2003 
 
 

5

confidence.  The President agreed.  That is why he indicated to the Governor and the legislature that the 
University would not accept a salary freeze for two years.  He also needs to keep the enthusiasm of the 
faculty, Professor Morrison said; it isn't as bad as it could have been, perhaps, but faculty may come to 
believe that there are places with greener pastures.  The President agreed.   
 
 The President said that state funds remain VERY important to retaining the quality of the 
University, even if it moves from state-supported to a more state-assisted status.  He said he would 
welcome ideas and wants help in thinking about how to move the University in the direction it needs to 
go. 
 
 On another matter, the Committee discussed with the President proper procedures for his review 
of Judicial Committee decisions and his interactions with that committee. 
  
 Also on another matter, the Committee agreed that it should inquire of the General Counsel of the 
position the University will take with respect to subpoenas from RIAA concerning downloading from the 
web.  [Subsequent to the meeting, Professor Martin agreed that the Senate Committee on Information 
Technology would first take up the issue and then report to the Consultative Committee.] 
 
 Professor Martin thanked the President and adjourned the meeting at 3:10. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
  


