
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, June 3, 1999 

12:45 – 3:00 
Room 238 Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Sara Evans (chair), Kent Bales, Linda Brady, Susan Brorson, Marilyn Grave, Stephen 

Gudeman, David Hamilton, M. Janice Hogan, Michael Korth, Leonard Kuhi, Judith 
Martin, Fred Morrison, V. Rama Murthy 

 
Absent: Gary Davis, Mary Dempsey, Roberta Humphreys, Joseph Massey, Marvin Marshak, 

Matthew Tirrell 
 
Guests: Executive Vice President Robert Bruininks; Professor Richard Purple (on behalf of the 

Twin Cities AAUP chapter) 
 
Other: Deb Cran (Office of the Executive Vice President); Maureen Smith (Institutional 

Relations) 
 
[In these minutes: communication of Senate actions to the University; faculty salaries; chair reports; 
discussion with Dr. Bruininks (the budget and faculty salaries, primarily); dinners with junior faculty; the 
conduct of FCC business] 
 
 
 Shortly after she convened the meeting at 12:45, Professor Evans welcomed Professor Susan 
Brorson, the newly-elected Committee member from the Crookston campus. 
 
1. Communication of Senate Actions 
 
 Professor Evans began the meeting by distributing copies of a draft memo that would be sent by 
Executive Vice President Bruininks to all faculty conveying very brief descriptors of Senate actions that 
affect the faculty and noting a web site where the full policies/actions could be found.  She noted that 
there has long been a problem with the communication of Senate actions to the faculty, and this would be 
a way to help remedy it.   
 
 Professor Hamilton inquired why the Principal Investigator policy and the Policy on Education in 
the Ethical Conduct of Research were not included in the list of items in the draft memo.  Professor Evans 
explained that the only items disseminated are those which have not only been adopted by the Senate but 
also approved by the administration (and Board of Regents, where appropriate); in the case of those two 
items, administrative and regental action has not yet occurred.  Professor Hamilton emphasized that it was 
VERY important to have those two items officially approved in order for the University to have the 
"exceptional status" removed by NIH.  Professor Morrison noted that the Principal Investigator policy 
requires regental approval (the other does not), and that if it were not approved by the Board at its late 
June meeting, the next opportunity would not be until September. 

                                                           
* 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 
represent the views of, nor are they binding on, the Senate or Assembly, the Administration, or the Board of 
Regents. 
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 It was agreed that this should be brought up with Executive Vice President Bruininks, with 
emphasis on the need for action tout de suite. 
 
2. Faculty Salaries 
 
 Professor Evans next asked Committee members to discuss the email message about faculty 
salaries that had been sent earlier by Professor Marshak to FCC members.  Professor Marshak maintained 
that the recent message from Executive Vice President Bruininks about salary increases for 1999-2000, 
providing for 3% increases from central funds and suggesting units supplement the increases from their 
own funds, means that the University is losing the momentum of the last two years in addressing the 
problem of the University's low salaries compared to the other top 30 research universities.  He also 
suggested that the 3% may be less than what peer institutions deliver. 
Professor Marshak observed there is a need to more closely examine the question of market with respect 
to P&A salaries and that the deans are unlikely to supplement the 3% because doing so reduces the 
amount of discretionary resources available to them for other uses.  He also speculated that there will be 
large amounts of money in balances across the University, and that some of these funds could be used for 
salaries. 
 
 The Committee agreed that its discussion of this issue should be off the record, but the points 
touched on included the following: 
 
-- the University is back to the same problem it has had in the past, where salaries are said to be the 

highest priority, but seem to take second place to other obligations 
 
-- the University should obtain comparative data from peer institutions on the percentage of budget 

devoted to salaries 
 
-- the University should seek to receive automatic cost of living increases as part of the budget, 

which is what is provided for state agencies; because the University must specifically request all 
salary increases, its requests seem very large in comparison with the agencies 

 
-- there is a need to understand what is occurring in the colleges, because salary increases are 

determined by a combination of central and collegiate actions 
 
-- the use of reserves was the subject of debate 
 
-- the capital campaign might focus on salaries, perhaps through careful use of funds for endowed 

chairs for currently employed faculty and the pledge of matching such endowments (over several 
years) out of gifts designated for specific colleges and undesignated gifts. 

 
3. Committee Chair Reports 
 
 Professor Evans next called on the four committee chairs present to make brief reports. 
 
-- For the Committee on Faculty Affairs, Professor Bales reported that the issue of faculty workload 

will be laid over to next year. 
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-- For the Committee on Research, Professor Kuhi reported that the Committee had dealt with many 

grants management issues and had brought many policies to fruition. 
 
-- For the Committee on Finance and Planning, Professor Gudeman reported that it would be 

receiving the final report of the IMG Oversight Subcommittee next week, that the Committee will 
need to continue to keep track of financial issues surrounding the Academic Health Center, and 
that the recommendations of the budget task force will be a big item for next year as well. 

 
-- For the Committee on Educational Policy, Professor Martin reported that it had gotten much off 

its agenda and to the Assembly or Senate, but that there are a few policy matters yet remaining 
for action, and that the changes occurring as a result of the conversion to semesters will be taken 
up later during 1999-2000.  She noted that the Committee would also take up the larger issues 
surrounding academic dishonesty after the investigations currently underway are completed. 

  
4. Administrator Review 
 
 At this point Professor Morrison distributed a set of materials and explained that it had to do with 
the review of the University Librarian, Thomas Shaughnessy.  It had been agreed that in addition to 
participation of the Senate Library Committee, the Faculty Consultative Committee should also be asked 
to provide its perspective.  Professor Morrison asked that Committee members fill out the forms, to the 
extent they had knowledge about particular matters, and return them to the Office of the Executive Vice 
President. 
 
5. Discussion with Executive Vice President Bruininks 
 
 Professor Evans now welcomed Dr. Bruininks to the meeting and explained that she had to depart 
shortly for a professional meeting.   
 

Apropos the review of Dr. Shaughnessy, Dr. Bruininks began by saying that the comprehensive 
reviews of senior administrators are important and that the Committee would be provided with the 
schedule of reviews that will be conducted by his office. 

 
Dr. Bruininks also told the Committee that Doris Kearns Goodwin's appearance at the annual 

meeting of the Alumni Association had been extremely impressive. 
 
Dr. Bruininks itemized topics he thought he should discuss with the Committee; the list included 

the biennial budget and what it means for the undergraduate initiative and compensation, the joint faculty-
administration task forces on academic appointments and on the budget framework.  With respect to the 
latter, he said he expected them to finish their work by early December, although there are sufficient 
budgetary issues to explore that that task force may work all through next year. 

 
Professor Hamilton drew to Dr. Bruininks' attention the draft memo communicating Senate 

actions to the faculty , and pointed out the necessity of obtaining administrative and regental approval as 
quickly as possible.  Dr. Bruininks agreed to follow up on these issues. 
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Discussion then turned to the legislative outcome.  Dr. Bruininks explained that proposed 
increases were intended to address market and merit issues; he reflected on possible reasons why the 
increases were not larger.  One was the large gap between the House and Senate positions on funding for 
higher education, and the interest of the Senate in increasing student financial aid by $57 million; the 
other was the legislative interest in cutting taxes.  Minnesota was already among the most generous states 
in providing student financial aid (ranked 3rd), he noted.  Professor Kuhi maintained that the private 
colleges got what they wanted out of the session, which is legislative support for a policy of high tuition 
and high aid.   

 
Dr. Bruininks characterized the outcome of the legislative session as good, and observed that the 

legislature had liked the University's presentations and had supported the ideas the University proposed.  
There is need now for a debate about addressing compensation, he said, especially if state policy is to 
support high tuition, high aid.  The administration is planning to budget funding for 3% salary increases 
for both years of the biennium, despite the fact that funding in the second year was uncertain.  He pointed 
out that the colleges had also been encouraged to supplement the 3% increases with internal funds. 

 
Professor Morrison responded that the memo to the colleges had used the word "allow" when 

talking about supplementing the 3% salary increases; that is seen as only lukewarm support of increases, 
and that is the message that has been received.  Dr. Bruininks said he did not believe the administration 
was in a position to issue a mandate to the colleges, especially given the change to semesters and the 
uncertainty that will cause, but the administration did not intend that the message be only lukewarm.  He 
recalled that each college has been asked to prepare a plan, and that those plans will be carefully 
reviewed, including a financial analysis, and that they will be urged to stretch to full capacity to deliver 
increases. 

 
Professor Kuhi observed that the capacity of the colleges had been reduced because of the 

surcharges that are being imposed.  Dr. Bruininks said the administration had no choice, because it must 
balance the budget.  He said it must be realized that for a two-year period, the financing of University 
costs, or common goods, came from two sources:  gains from the last biennial request and the 
supplemental request last year.  Without those two sources, there would have been assessments to cover 
these costs.  There was a two-year respite, during which substantial investments in the academic 
community were made--for two years, the problem of many common costs were side-stepped. 

 
One possibility to address University costs would be to take dollars "off the top" of the state 

appropriation.  This would drive compensation decisions to the local level, and also create the problem of 
spending state funds on costs that were not emphasized in the request (e.g., compensation emphasized in 
the state request, but responsibility decentralized to local units).  There is no way to manage the 
University's finances without a shared financial model, Dr. Bruininks concluded--or without undoing the 
budgeting structure that is now in place. 

 
Professor Hamilton inquired about the reserves--how much of them are obligated, how much are 

just reserves, and how much are in central units?  As to the last, Dr. Bruininks said, not a lot; the carry-
forward balances in central units are being taxed and used to address costs.  If the University did the same 
thing to the balances in the colleges, he said, he "would want to be on another continent."  Some of the 
funds are obligated, some are not; some are college reserves are budgeted against an anticipated decline in 
tuition income due to the change to semesters, and the colleges have also been asked to build plant funds 
for technology and routine capital costs.  The funds are distributed throughout the University, many are 
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encumbered, and they are for real needs, he said.  The reserves could be taxed, Dr. Bruininks reflected, 
but that only encourages gaming and may ignore current obligations.  Also, those funds are non-recurring, 
while many cost pressures are recurring in nature. 

 
The reason he inquired, Professor Hamilton related, is because he wondered if it would be 

prudent management to commit some of those funds to salaries, at a time when the University is not 
doing well in faculty compensation--if it is indeed a high priority.  Dr. Bruininks said that some are 
prudent and reasonable reserves in departments and colleges, some are located in individual and unit 
income accounts, and some are balances in high-risk accounts.  Professor Hamilton said he understood 
but that the Committee needed to have information about the balances if it is to make a judgment, and that 
perhaps the University should consider drawing on them for a year or two, until a compensation strategy 
can be put in place. 
 
 Professor Murthy inquired what Dr. Bruininks believed the deans would do, as a result of his 
conversations with them.  He responded that he believed many would deliver supplemental increases.  
Committee members reported that they had been informed that the deans (with one exception, of those 
colleges where the plans were known) would NOT add anything to the 3%, and that faculty know this.  
Professor Murthy said that faculty believe the deans are holding unspecified amounts of money and not 
using them for salaries, even though salaries are high priority.  There is also a sense that the deans do not 
favor delivering more than 3%, and that there was only mild central support for any additional increases.  
Dr. Bruininks said he had a different impression, and that he would give the matter additional thought and 
review.  He said he would be surprised, however, if the increases were only 3%; he expected them to be 
higher. 
 
 Professor Morrison commented that this is the same problem as Dr. Bruininks said could exist 
with the legislature:  if the University presents salaries as a high priority, and then does follow through, 
the credibility of the statement that salaries are a high priority is in question--for both the faculty and the 
legislature.  Dr. Bruininks disagreed, and pointed out (1) that the compensation budget is underfunded for 
the second year of the biennium but that the administration committed to funding it anyway, and (2) in the 
biennial budget, compensation amounted to between 60% and 70% of the request, depending on what is 
counted.  If that much of a budget is committed to compensation, it cannot be said that compensation is 
not a priority.  He agreed, however, that the 3% was insufficient.  While there was a genuine effort to 
stretch the budget to accommodate compensation needs, the 3% is not enough in relation to what was 
sought.  He repeated, however, that he would wait to see the numbers from the colleges and campuses. 
 
 Professor Morrison asked if there were any strategies being considered for the future to improve 
the salary situation.  Dr. Bruininks said there are, and that they will be discussed by the budget task force.  
There are several ways to approach the problem, such as increasing revenues or internal reallocation, the 
President's idea for making this an issue for the capital campaign, and other strategies; each involves 
tradeoffs. 
 
 Professor Gudeman suggested that salaries could be set biennially, or even for a period of 3-4 
years, and the increases would be a commitment on the part of the institution.  One could call them a 
common good, since they support the most important resource of the University.  What happens, instead, 
is that in spite of being declared the number one priority, salaries come down the list.   
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 The University did make progress in the last year or two, Professor Murthy noted, according to 
the salary surveys.  One problem with those data, Dr. Bruininks said, is the difference between peer and 
cohort increases.  These variations may have affected Minnesota more now than at other times; for 
example, with the change to semesters, more faculty may have retired, so that higher-salaried individuals 
left and lower-salaried individuals (who nonetheless received significant salary increases) became full 
professors.  The actual increases for full professors were 7.4%, not 5.4%, as reported in the salary 
comparison data.  One must be cautious about looking at the results of a single year. 
 
 Professor Murthy agreed, but said that the pattern has been systematic.  Cohorts do differ, but the 
Committee needs data  to consider.  Faculty were happy that progress was being made; now it appears 
that the momentum has been lost.  Dr. Bruininks said there was no less of a commitment to salaries; 
Professor Murthy replied that it might help for him and the President to issue a strong statement to that 
effect.  Dr. Bruininks said he would think about it, but he did not want to intrude in local decision-
making.  This would not be the last conversation on this topic, he wryly surmised. 
 
 Dr. Bruininks then said he hoped that the budget task force can accomplish several things:  
develop a long-term strategy and principles for the budget framework (there is too much being done on a 
1-2 year basis); provide an opportunity to re-examine what the University is doing and see if things can be 
done better; educate ourselves and consider tradeoffs in setting priorities and managing commitments and 
investments, and help to drive a long-range vision of the University. 
 
 Apropos salaries, Professor Martin pointed out that when one talks with faculty around the 
country, the retirement benefits elsewhere pale in comparison to those offered by the University.  Dr. 
Bruininks agreed, commenting that if one compares apples to apples, the University offers a very good 
plan.  Professor Hogan mentioned that one source of annoyance raised by the discussions with junior 
faculty was that the junior faculty are not eligible for the retirement plan for their first two years of 
service.  Dr. Bruininks said that question is being looked at, but that it will be expensive to change it.  He 
agreed that the subject needed examination, because people are much more conscious of retirement 
contributions than they were in the past.  Professor Gudeman observed that the first two years are much 
more important than the last two years, because those first contributions have 30 years to compound.  
Professor Kuhi inquired if the practices of other institutions are being considered; Dr. Bruininks said they 
are. 
 
 Professor Kuhi then inquired if there had been any thought about how the 30 new positions would 
be allocated.  Dr. Bruininks said that there is a task force considering the matter, with Craig Swan as 
chair.  He said that there will be 7 positions available for next year and 23 the following, along with some 
set-up and transition funds.  All campuses will participate.  As for criteria, there are several.  One is that 
they will go to areas of high academic priority; these are long-term investments in the intellectual future 
of the University and the colleges.  They will also generally be allocated to units that carry the largest 
undergraduate responsibilities, which will mostly be the arts and sciences units on each campus.  They 
will not be distributed on a 1:4 basis in return for offering first-year student seminars; the units will be 
expected to cover the seminars in exchange for investing in important academic priorities.  Most decisions 
will be made in the next two-three months, and the intent is to hire the best people.  If it takes two or three 
years to do that, the commitment will still be there. 
 
 Professor Morrison, who had assumed the chair, thanked Dr. Bruininks for joining the meeting. 
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6. Dinners with Junior Faculty 
 
 Professor Morrison now asked Professors Hogan and Murthy to report on the dinners with junior 
faculty.   
 
 Professor Hogan said that the collected reports of the table facilitators provided an amazing range 
of opinions and ideas, much more than one realized by sitting in two or three small group discussions.  
She highlighted a number of issues that arose: 
 
-- The dismay of junior faculty at the two-year waiting period before being eligible for the faculty 
retirement plan.  It was agreed that this issue should be taken up by the Committee on Faculty Affairs. 
 
-- The grumbling about the lack of cooperation faculty receive from ORTTA.  This will be taken up 
by the Committee on Research. 
 
-- Classes and the teaching load were seen as a problem in at least one college. 
 
-- The lack of a gathering place and opportunity to interact informally with faculty from various 
departments.  The Campus Club was NOT seen as a place for junior faculty. 
 
-- Work and life stress is something the Committee on Equal Opportunity for Women might look 
into, because these comments had a somewhat female voice. 
 
-- There were many comments on mentoring, with some quite positive about what they had received 
and some saying there was none. 
 
-- There was fogginess on tenure; the standards were unclear and there was a sense that expectations 
were rising (although that sense may have been true for a long time).  (One question raised in the dinners 
was whether they should have focused only on tenure-track faculty; the tenure discussion suggests that 
focus was justified, but similar events should be hosted for non-tenure-track faculty.) 
 
 The overwhelming feeling, Professor Murthy summarized, was that these dinners were one of the 
best things anyone had done in some time, and that more of them should be held, perhaps with a slightly 
changed structure.  They contribute much to building community, and should be held more than once per 
year.  Professor Purple agreed and said he would like to see a digest of the report in the Senate minutes.  
The junior faculty who participated should also receive copies of a written summary of the dinners. 
 
 Professor Purple noted that the primary source of funding for the dinners had been the Senate 
office, with a contribution from the AAUP.  He suggested that these dinners benefit the administration as 
much as the faculty, and that it should perhaps help underwrite the cost.  He expressed gratitude that the 
President and Vice President Maziar had been able to attend the dinners. 
 
 It was agreed that a summary report would be drafted, which Professor Evans would distribute to, 
among others, those faculty who participated. 
 
7. Next Year's Business 
 



Faculty Consultative Committee 
June 3, 1999 
 
 

8

 Professor Morrison next reviewed how the Committee might conduct its business next year. 
 
-- There will be a retreat at the Crookston campus in August. 
 
-- The Committee will try to meet twice per month. 
 
-- There ought to be monthly reports from the committee chairs who sit on the Committee. 
 
 The major issues coming before this Committee, and the governance system, include: 
 
-- athletics 
 
-- AHC matters (to be addressed in concert with the AHC FCC) 
 
-- through committees:  health care, academic appointments, the budget, exceptional status with 
NIH, and academic dishonesty.   
 
-- other activities will include additional events with junior faculty, informal lunches with 
department heads, senators, the Regents' Professors, and so on.  The latter should perhaps not be 
committee meetings, not all should be expected to attend, they should be held in different locations 
around campus, and there would be no minutes.  Also to be continued are the intellectual future 
discussions. 
 
-- Senate meetings should be simplified. 
 
 Professor Morrison then adjourned the meeting at 2:50. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


