
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, January 18, 2001 

1:30 – 3:30 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Fred Morrison (chair), Wilbert Ahern, Muriel Bebeau, Linda Brady, Susan Brorson, Dan 

Feeney, Richard Goldstein, David Hamilton, Joseph Massey, Paula Rabinowitz, Charles 
Speaks, Billie Wahlstrom 

 
Regrets: Les Drewes, Marti Hope Gonzales, Marvin Marshak, Gwen Rudney 
 
Absent:  V. Rama Murthy 
 
Guests: Vice President Eric Kruse; Interim Vice President Robert Jones, Associate Vice President 

Theresa Robinson (Auxiliary Services), Robert Crabb (University Bookstores), Maggie 
Towle (Director, Coffman Union) 

  
Other: Pauline Oo (University Relations); a Minnesota Daily reporter 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) Declaration on Faculty Salaries; letter from Professors Goldstein and Speaks to the 
President on faculty salaries; (2) health insurance; (3) nominating process; (4) eligibility for Senate 
membership; (5) new football stadium; (6) update on Coffman Union and a proposal to make the 
Bookstores the anchor tenant] 
 
 
1. Declaration and Letter on Faculty Salaries 
 
 Professor Morrison convened the meeting at 1:30 and turned to Professor Speaks to lead a 
discussion of the "Declaration on Faculty Salaries" and the letter that he and Professor Goldstein had 
written to President Yudof, also on faculty salaries.  (Both items are appended to these minutes.) 
 
 Professor Speaks explained that the Committees on Faculty Affairs and Finance and Planning 
held a joint meeting on December 19, 2000, and had reached a unanimous conclusion about faculty 
salaries; the Committees took two steps.  First, it drafted a "Declaration on Faculty Salaries" supporting 
the University's biennial request for 7% increases in faculty salaries for each of the next two years.  The 
Declaration is considered public but has not yet been submitted to the President because the two 
Committees decided to forward it to this Committee with the hope that FCC would endorse it and send it 
to the President. 
 
 The second step was a charge from the two Committees to the chairs, Professors Goldstein and 
Speaks, to write a letter expressing their views; the essence of the letter is that the University must deliver 
the 7% salary increases irrespective of whether or not the state fully funds the 7%.  Professor Speaks told 
the Committee that he has been informed one of the President's associates is preparing a response to the 
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letter but he does not know what it will say.  He asked that the Committee take whatever action it deems 
appropriate on the letter. 
 
 Professor Morrison turned first to the Declaration.  Professor Massey moved that the Faculty 
Consultative Committee accept and endorse the Declaration and make it public.   
 
 Professor Brady said that her only concern was that there were no data available about the impact 
of low salaries on recruitment and retention; she said that as a scientist she was wary about making 
statements without data.  Professor Speaks responded that it was his understanding that faculty 
recruitment and retention data do not exist centrally and said that even if they did, such data would be 
messy.  What one would want is the number of retention cases over time and the number that were 
successful, the number that were not.  But in his experience, he related, people leave for various reasons 
that are frequently not in personnel files.  He also expressed doubt that such data could even be retrieved 
from the colleges.  Professor Goldstein said that the Committee on Faculty Affairs has asked Vice 
President Carrier to look into assembling the data but was told that she does not have the data and was not 
sure she could gather it.  Professor Hamilton suggested that such data might be available from the 
Medical School, which has been very concerned about its faculty losses; Professor Goldstein said that one 
member of his committee provided excellent examples of what the Declaration expresses concern about, 
although those again were anecdotes. 
 
 Professor Speaks noted that at the University of Michigan, at least in the past, the President held 
an exit interview with every faculty  member who left the university.  That would leave President Yudof 
exhausted, noted Professor Hamilton, were he to do that at Minnesota.  Professor Morrison expressed 
doubt that even that procedure would yield useful information; people will not always provide the true 
reason for their departure--why burn bridges?  And some people also leave without ever approaching the 
University for a counter-offer, Professor Ahern noted, because they do not believe the University could 
make a reasonable offer.  And some, Professor Speaks added, simply refuse to play that game of seeking 
outside offers in order to raise their salary.  Professor Goldstein said that both Committees had discussed 
a number of cases so all knew what had been happening. 
 
 Professor Massey's motion to accept and endorse the Declaration was approved unanimously by 
the Committee.  Professor Morrison said he would also place it on the docket of the February 22 Faculty  
Senate meeting for action; the Committee agreed.  He also suggested--and the Committee strongly 
concurred--that the Declaration be published in the Minnesota Daily.  Professor Morrison said he would 
also discuss the Declaration when he makes his report to the Board of Regents in February. 
 
 Professor Hamilton suggested that op-ed pieces should be prepared for the Star-Tribune and 
Pioneer Press.  Professor Bebeau agreed and said that when faculty try to make the case for increased 
salaries it looks self-serving; at the same time, when a new coach is hired, everyone is willing to pay what 
it takes.  Faculty leaders should approach business leaders, who are more savvy about the importance of 
salaries, on behalf of the faculty; op-ed pieces would help.  Professor Speaks suggested getting beyond 
the Twin Cities newspapers; Professor Ahern said that while the Star-Tribune is read across the state, he 
agreed that it would also be a good idea to have articles in outstate papers.   
 
 It was agreed that the Committee should enlist the help of Vice President Gardebring's office. 
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 With respect to the letter sent by Professors Goldstein and Speaks, Professor Goldstein noted that 
it takes a tack different from the Declaration.  The letter points out the unhappiness with the internal 
response to the problem of low faculty salaries.  Professor Speaks said his fear is that someone has been 
assigned to write a response, which will be sent, and after that the matter will die. He said he would hate 
to see that happen because if this opportunity passes by, it will not come again soon. 
 
 Professor Morrison agreed.  The biennial budget sets what happens for the next two years and 
there is little flexibility in the second year.  If there is not progress on faculty salaries by May or June, 
there will be no progress until 2003-04--at which time everyone on the Committee will have MORE 
anecdotes about faculty who have been recruited away or who departments were unable to recruit in the 
first place--and the University will be declining.  Professor Speaks related that he has excerpts from FCC 
and Finance and Planning minutes for the last 10 years when discussions of faculty salaries took place; 
nothing has happened.   
 
 The key point in the letter, Professor Goldstein said, is that if the University does not obtain the 
funds necessary for 7% salary increases from the legislature, it should find the money in other places, 
including the Foundation.  The private universities "are killing" the University because they use 
foundation money for salaries; Minnesota uses very little of its private funds for that purpose.  The other 
source of funds might have to be reallocation, Professor Speaks added.  What was surprising, Professor 
Goldstein said, was the small percentage of the University's budget that is spent on faculty salaries. 
 
 Professor Massey said he believed the Committee should also not lose sight of data provided by 
Professor Marshak. [A copy of Professor Marshak's email to the Committee concerning faculty salaries is 
appended.]  Those data suggest a high correlation between (1) National Research Council rankings and 
(2) faculty salaries (and, secondarily, faculty size).  
 
 Professor Goldstein, who had expressed reservations about making public the letter to the 
President, said one of his concerns was about the data cited in the letter.  The numbers are from the 
administration, and the most reliable they could obtain, but he said he did not want to be in the position of 
having the administration fault the letter because the data were inaccurate.  But he had no objection, he 
said, if this Committee wished to make the letter public; he only urged that the President be told it will be 
public.  The Committee agreed. 
 
 The intent of the letter is to draw attention to the issue, Professor Speaks said.  And it is necessary 
to do so at this stage, Professor Morrison said.  Salaries are a legislative issue but large parts of the budget 
"are settling into concrete now" and if faculty salaries are not one of those chunks, May will arrive and 
there will not be enough money for the full 7% salary increases.   
 
 Another of Professor Marshak's points is important, Professor Speaks said:  it is critical that the 
central administration support faculty salary increases because some deans do not.  He noted that the 
Committee on Finance and Planning received at its last meeting a report on faculty salary increases 
delivered in 1999-2000.  In that year, the administration delivered 3% and encouraged the colleges to add 
to that amount.  In some cases, the deans clearly did so; some units were at 7% or more--but some were 
less than 3%.  The overall increase for the University for faculty salaries was 4.4%. 
 
 Later in the meeting, Professor Speaks inquired what will be the Committee's response to the 
letter.  Professor Massey again moved that the Committee accept and endorse the letter.  He added that he 
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believed it should also be made public.  Professor Morrison said he would put the letter on the docket of 
the Faculty Senate. 
 
 Does the letter include Crookston and Morris, Professor Brorson asked?  It does, Professor 
Speaks said. 
 
 The Committee voted unanimously in favor of Professor Massey's motion. 
 
 Professor Rabinowitz contended that part of the problem is the small size of the University's 
faculty vis-à-vis the number of students at the University compared with peer institutions.  Relatedly--and 
this is true across the economy--the increase in technology has sped-up everyone's jobs.  Departments no 
longer employ secretaries and all faculty are expected to do their own work.  Professors Hamilton and 
Speaks cautioned, however, that they are able to do some of their work much more quickly themselves 
than if they had to rely on a secretary. 
 
2. Health Plan 
 
 Professor Morrison turned next to the health care discussions and noted that this issue would 
come back to the Committee again and again.  He reported that the University has decided to seek bids 
from providers to evaluate separating from the state plan; this does not mean the University WILL 
separate but it does want to look at the options.  The interim benefits advisory committee is looking at a 
wide range of options for employees.   This is an issue that will need continuous watching. 
 
 The underlying problem, which is tied to the salary issue, is that health care will cost more 
money.  To provide next year exactly the same health care benefits that are being provided this year will 
cost 15% more.  Where will the University get the 15%?  If the state appropriates funds to cover the 
increase, that will be wonderful.  If the University must fund it, the cost will eat into something.  Passing 
the premium increase to faculty and staff will be difficult.  The advisory committee is trying to identify 
what can be done. 
 
 Professor Rabinowitz urged that the advisory committee consider recommending improved 
mental health benefits.  Professor Morrison said that is a very high priority--along with coverage for 
domestic partners.  Two other priorities are Complementary and Alternative Medicine and out-of-area 
coverage. 
 
 Does the advisory committee have any sense of the reason for the 15% increase, Professor 
Bebeau asked?  Greed, Professor Hamilton interjected.  That, Professor Bebeau said, is exactly her point:  
is there anything the University could do to raise concern about this?  The public institutions in particular 
are raising this issue because they are dependent on legislatures for funding, Professor Hamilton said; is 
there any possibility of the CIC (the Big Ten plus the University of Chicago) discussing this or creating a 
coalition of schools?  Wherever the increases are going, they are not going to increased salaries of health 
care professionals, Professor Bebeau said. 
 
 The biggest element driving the increase is pharmaceuticals, Professor Morrison said; they are 
increasing 20-25% per year.  One could attribute that to increasing monopoly in the industry or to new 
products, which always cost more money.  Another element of increase may be related to compensation:  
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there is resistance, at the level of individual doctors, to working at the salaries being offered by HMOs.  
Or that is what is being said, Professor Bebeau responded to the last point.   
 
 There is much discussion in medicine about behavior modification--people need to modify their 
behaviors to increase "wellness," Professor Hamilton remarked.  Perhaps there should be some behavior 
modification on the part of physicians so they don't refer so many people to specialists.  Some HMOs do 
not, Professor Bebeau observed; but many, as well as Blue Cross/Blue Shield, are not restricting referrals, 
Professor Goldstein pointed out.  Professor Morrison said the advisory committee is trying to move away 
from restrictions on referrals. 
 
 Professor Bebeau asked the Committee to think about what power the institution has to raise 
questions when the cause of the increases in cost is greed.  She inquired whether the CIC institutions 
collectively could raise questions about the rising cost of health care that would get at the full range of 
issues that contribute to increased cost.  As is known, there are many factors that go into rising costs.  The 
HMOs like to represent this as increased physician costs, pharmaceutical costs, etc., when the increases 
are more likely related to administrative costs--high salaries for executives, high budgets for competitive 
advertising, and lots of other items that contribute little to patient care. 
 
3. Nominating Process 
 
 Professor Morrison noted for the Committee that there are two separate processes for appointing 
members of this Committee and of the Committee on Committees.  They are complicated.  He asked if 
the Committee would like to consider a proposal to consolidate the appointment process into one 
committee.  It did.  Professor Morrison said he would draft proposals to make whatever changes are 
necessary in the constitution and/or bylaws. 
 
4. Eligibility for Senate Membership 
 
 Another organizational issue which has arisen, Professor Morrison said, is the question of who is 
eligible to vote for, and to serve in, the Senate [this issue pertains only to faculty and staff, not students].  
Professor Morrison said he would, if the Committee wished, bring a draft amendment to try to align 
Senate membership with the responsibilities of the Senate.  It agreed. 
 
5. Football Stadium 
 
 Professor Morrison now welcomed Vice President Kruse to the meeting to report on the 
discussions that are taking place about a new football stadium.  [The following excerpt from the 1/16/01 
minutes of the Committee on Finance and Planning summarizes almost exactly the initial presentation 
Mr. Kruse made to the Faculty  Consultative Committee: 
 
 [Begin excerpt] 

Mr. Kruse distributed copies of an article from the STAR-TRIBUNE entitled "The Who, 
What, and When of the stadium debate" and said that it was an accurate summary of the situation.  
He said his purpose at this meeting was to explain why the University is doing ANYTHING 
about a stadium and what it is doing. 
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One question that arises immediately is why the University is considering any stadium 
options when it has a contract with the Metrodome through the year 2011.  The Twins have a way 
to end their lease after two or three more years; it is assumed by the Metropolitan Sports Facilities 
Commission that the Twins will not remain in the Metrodome.  The reason the University is 
examining the issue is because both the Minnesota Vikings and the Metropolitan Sports 
Commission (hereinafter MSFC; the University's landlord for football) have asked for the 
University's position.  And since there has been discussion at the legislature, Mr. Kruse related, 
the University knows it will also be asked by legislators what its position is.   

 
When the decision to build the Metrodome was made the University was an afterthought 

and ended up with a poor position.  This time the University wants its position to be known.  At 
the same time, Mr. Kruse emphasized repeatedly, the University is NOT trying to advocate for a 
stadium or becoming partners with anyone.  It is NOT in partnership with the Minnesota Vikings, 
although the Vikings would very much LIKE the University to be a partner with them. 

 
The MSFC has proposed a plan to remodel the Metrodome for football only and taken the 

position the Twins would not play in it.  The MSFC has asked the University what it needs to be 
successful and have asked for an endorsement of their plan.  Until the University determines what 
its program and priorities will be, it cannot provide an answer.  The Vikings have rejected 
renovation of the Metrodome and launched a campaign to garner support for a new stadium that 
could include the Gopher--and have asked for the University's support.  The University has 
declined to endorse the campaign but has provided the information requested by the Vikings. 

 
Mr. Kruse reported that the University has contracted with a consulting firm in Kansas 

City that specializes in sports facilities, one of the four leading firms in the world.  He said the 
University did NOT want a local firm because it wanted to be sure the firm had the University's 
best interests at heart.  The firm will help the University evaluate proposals to see how they meet 
the needs of the University's football program, how they provide a collegiate atmosphere, what 
the financial opportunities will be and what the financial responsibilities of the University will be, 
who governs the facility, and what the impact of a facility will be on the campus and 
neighborhood (if it were built on or near the Twin Cities campus). 

 
There is NO work being done on a University-only facility, Mr. Kruse related.  The 

University is responding to issues raised by the Vikings and the MSFC, and will cooperate in 
studies and analysis, but will not lead an effort.  One position on which the University is firm is 
that any funding for a stadium cannot diminish the University's academic opportunities. 

 
There will be a series of meetings with groups (the football program, campus planning, 

parking, event management, and so on) to gather information and establish criteria so the 
University can evaluate various stadium proposals.  The University does not want something 
given to it that is not in the University's best interests.  Mr. Kruse said he was worried by the 
possibility that the Vikings and Twins would each obtain a new stadium and the state would give 
the University the Metrodome.  The costs of operating the Metrodome are high; such an offer 
would not be attractive. 

 
 . . .  
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Professor Speaks inquired about a paragraph in the newspaper article which indicated the 
University wants a new on-campus stadium and is also considering a football-only dome.  Mr. 
Kruse said that is the position taken by Mr. Moe, Director of Men's Intercollegiate Athletics, not 
the University's position. 

 [End excerpt] 
 
 Mr. Kruse amplified on the development of criteria.  They are working from draft principles and 
are analyzing and evaluating options through an independent process:  any stadium will not take away 
from current and future capital and operational academic needs and proposals are being evaluated on the 
basis of programmatic fit, collegiate feel, financial opportunities, financial responsibilities, governance 
structure, and so on. 
 
 Discussion at FCC then took off in different directions. 
 
 Professor Speaks asked who was paying the costs for the stadium work.  Mr. Kruse said he did 
not know but that he does not have funding to do so.   
 
 Professor Massey expressed concern that the level of University activity itself compromises the 
University position; hiring a consultant and being involved in all these meetings almost says the 
University favors a new stadium.  Mr. Kruse pointed out that most NFL stadia have 1.5 to 1.6 million 
square feet; the largest college stadium, at Ohio State, has 1.2 million square feet.  Major college football 
stadia tend to be 700,000 - 900,000 square feet in size.   
 

There are six places where a college team "shares" a stadium with an NFL team, Mr. Kruse 
reported.  The closest "major college" team to Minnesota would be the University of Pittsburgh; the 
others are definitely second-tier athletic schools (Tulane, Temple, University of San Diego).  With regard 
to the terms and conditions of the use of the stadia and revenue from them, in all cases the universities are 
second-class citizens.  There has been talk about the University needing perhaps 5000 fewer seats than the 
Vikings, a difference that seems unimportant, but these differences in size are significant and must be 
related to University needs.   
 
 Professor Speaks said he worried that there will be a perception that the President is going in two 
different directions on the stadium issue.  Publicly he is asserting that academic needs come first and that 
the University is not seeking a new stadium.  Privately, however, the University is doing everything that 
needs to be done so it ends up in a new stadium.  The most important signal that could be sent, in this 
regard, Professor Morrison asserted, is that all the costs of the stadium study be born by the Department 
of Men's Intercollegiate Athletics.  That is what he expects to happen, Mr. Kruse said.  Would it be of 
help if the Committee adopted a statement to that effect, Professor Speaks inquired?  It would do no harm, 
Mr. Kruse replied. 
 
 Without discussion or delay, the Committee voted unanimously to adopt Professor Morrison's 
statement on costs as its position. 
 
 Professor Morrison noted that this Committee had in 1995 voted not to support a new stadium; 
did the Committee wish to renew that statement and remind President Yudof of its view?  Committee 
members said they did.  Professor Rabinowitz exclaimed that last year the Committee wasted the year 
talking about the men's basketball team and now this year is going to talk about the BUILDING for the 
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football team.  The Committee should not be spending all this time on extra-curricular matters; she urged 
her colleagues to re-adopt the earlier statement and to spend no more time on the issue. 
 
6. Update on Coffman Union 
 
 Vice President Kruse remained at the meeting; Professor Morrison also now welcomed Interim 
Vice President Robert Jones, Associate Vice President Theresa Robinson, Robert Crabb (Director of the 
Bookstores) and Maggie Towle (Director of Coffman Union) for an update on the remodeling of the 
Union. 
 
 Dr. Jones began by expressing pleasure that the project is back on track and that there is a new 
contractor. Ms. Towle explained that it is now a design-build process and the facility is being redesigned 
to keep it within budget.  There will be major scope changes and they are still trying to identify how to 
pay for the entire project without going back to the students. 
 
 Professor Morrison asked what the major changes are.  They are talking with the Bookstores 
about becoming a tenant; how will that pay for the renovation?   
 
 Dr. Jones said the project must be redesigned because there are no additional resources to cover 
the firm construction cost of $32 million.  The question is what programs can be delivered within that $32 
million?  What must be cut out or reduced?  What is needed is an anchor tenant to be sure the project is 
feasible. 
 
 Professor Morrison said he had another question and recalled the Gateway Center:  if there are 
enough leases at exorbitant rates to pay for the building, it will not run over budget.  Will that happen 
with Coffman?  It could, Mr. Kruse conceded, but the way to deal with the ongoing operating costs of the 
building is to have an anchor tenant that will bring in more business. 
 
 And if that does not work, Professor Morrison asked?  The University is left holding the bag.  Mr. 
Kruse agreed that could happen.  Dr. Jones said they are trying to minimize the size of the bag that the 
students will be left holding. 
 
 Will the revenue from the Bookstores as anchor tenant be enough to make the project work, 
Professor Morrison asked?  It will not solve all the problems but it moves the project down the road, Dr. 
Jones said.  They heard the same thing about the Gateway Center, Professor Morrison responded; paying 
more now makes it LOOK like the project is breaking even, but it is a burden on the academic budget 
because tenants move in that have to pay high rents--and that rent money has to come from somewhere.  
Is that a risk? 
 
 It is a risk with all projects, Mr. Kruse said.  The current proposal is better than what the 
University had before.  The University has tried to start funding depreciation on an ongoing basis and that 
depreciation expense is a major component of the financial problem.   
 
 There was no discussion of an anchor tenant in the earlier plan, Professor Speaks observed.  That 
is because students chose a low-retail option the first time, Mr. Kruse said, so there were also low 
revenues.  The realization has come that more revenue is needed; this is closer to a high-revenue model.  
If there is the same ceiling on construction cost as before, Professor Speaks said, why is there now a need 
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for revenue?  It seems that a major decision must be made in a rush to judgment.  The situation is the 
same, Mr. Kruse said; the earlier plan would not meet operating costs without a subsidy.  The plan to 
move the Bookstores into the Union will minimize the need for a subsidy. 
 
 Will there be other anchor tenants, Professor Speaks asked?  Only the Food Service, Mr. Kruse 
replied.  But there will not be retail outlets. 
 
 First the Committee talks about sports, now it talks about shopping, Professor Rabinowitz said.  
There is no place on campus to sit down and read a book.  Right now students go all over campus to buy 
books, Mr. Kruse pointed out; this puts the bookstore in their building, in one place; there will also be 
plenty of lounge and study space in the remodeled union. 
 
 Professor Hamilton asked if the Williamson bookstore would close (it will) and what the 
bookstores will expand in the new space.  On the latter, Ms. Robinson said the trade book section will be 
increased a great deal.  If the bookstore does not become a bookstore, Professor Hamilton said, that would 
be a travesty.  It needs to do so. 
 
 Ms. Robinson said that is the intent.  The original discussions about remodeling Coffman 
included the possibility of a flagship bookstore.  Right now University Bookstores has five or six 
locations, all of which are small, and students must go to two or three places to buy books.   
 
 Will the Moos Tower and St. Paul locations be closed?  Yes, Ms. Robinson said, although they 
are aware that they need to maintain a presence on the St. Paul campus.  What the change will offer is the 
opportunity to have a flagship bookstore with a trade book section that befits a research university of this 
size. 
 
 Mr. Crabb recalled that when he came to the University he was surprised that there was no 
college bookstore on campus and said it was a mistake that Williamson Hall was not fully built for a 
bookstore--which was the original intention.  If he can now obtain 40,000 square feet--compared to the 
8,000 available in Williamson--they can have a technical book section that is second to none in the four-
state area and that compares with the best in the country.  He said he believed the faculty would be well-
served by the change. 
 
 The change would be positive for AHC students, Professor Hamilton commented; perhaps they 
would come in contact with a book of poetry or history.  He said he was nervous about the repeated use of 
the phrase "trade books" because the store should have books that represent the humanities and history as 
well.   
 
 Professor Speaks observed that the University has signed a contract for the Coffman project so a 
decision about the bookstore has to be made--but he thought this Committee was in no position to argue 
for or against consolidation.  How do the students feel, he asked?  Ms. Robinson said the reactions have 
been very positive; they know better than faculty and staff that they must go to two or three bookstores 
and are VERY open to the idea of a flagship store.  Ms. Towle later commented that the students, while 
wanting a low-revenue model, see the Bookstores as a University activity, but they still do not want 
private sector retailers.  They have talked to a large number of students groups, all of which support the 
plan.  Professor Morrison suggested that they speak also to the Student Senate Consultative Committee. 
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 There is a financial question that must be asked, Professor Morrison said.  At about $21 per 
square foot rent, and 40,000 square feet, the bookstore will be paying about $800,000 in rent.  How much 
is it paying now?  The bookstores built all the space they use except for that in the Law School; they pay 
only operating costs.  Which is less than $6 per square foot, Professor Morrison, so the move will mean 
an increased charge to the bookstores of about $700,000 per year.  Where will the money come from? 
 
 Increased efficiencies, for one, Mr. Crabb said.  They will need fewer staff and have better 
systems in one large store.  It may be possible to keep small operations viable elsewhere on campus that 
do not require systems needed for a large store.  There will also be increased business with a more 
respectable bookstore.  Can the bookstores save $700,000 in operating costs to subsidize Coffman, 
Professor Morrison asked?  And what will happen to the spaces currently occupied by the bookstores?  
Mr. Kruse said that no plans have been made for the use of the space that would be vacated.  The 
bookstores now pay the operating costs of those spaces, Professor Morrison pointed out; now those costs 
will accrue to the academic budget.  That depends on what goes into the spaces, Mr. Kruse said. 
 
 It may be that programs originally planned for Coffman, but now unable to be fitted in because of 
the flagship bookstore, might take some of that space, Dr. Jones said.  If so, those organizations would 
pay for the space.   
 
 With Coffman moving forward, what is the status of the Campus Club, Professor Morrison 
asked?  There is a working agreement with Campus Club officials, Mr. Kruse said, and the administration 
is continuing to work with them.  Arrangements for sharing conference rooms are being proposed so that 
the shrinkage in other program areas to accommodate the bookstore can be handled.  There is still a plan 
for a separate kitchen and it will remain the only sit-down eating place. 
 
 What about the Campus Club finances?  Mr. Kruse said he did not know and would have to come 
back at a later meeting to report on them.  Not after the decision is made, Professor Morrison cautioned.  
Professor Speaks noted that the Coffman remodeling is on the agenda of the January 30 Finance and 
Planning Committee meeting; they will raise the issue of the Campus Club then. 
 
 Professor Wahlstrom said she was concerned with the talk about increasing revenues in the 
bookstore at the same time departments are talking about arranging for students to buy books through 
Amazon.com and (the departments) sharing in the revenue.  A similar option will exist for course packets 
as well.  Mr. Crabb agreed that the national trends are toward a soft textbook market.  With the change to 
semesters the University bookstores saw a decline in sales, but this semester business is up.  The long-
term changes driven by technology would affect the bookstores whether they were in one location or five, 
he pointed out, and if there are a lot of arrangements for shared revenue with departments, the bookstores 
would be in trouble anyway.  But a large store gives them the opportunity to be in the technical and trade 
book business--and that business will be around for a long time, Mr. Crabb said.  The size also allows 
them to scale the store to the business, something they cannot do with locations all around the campus. 
 
 Professor Feeney asked what effect vacating the space would have on the buildings where the 
bookstores now have facilities.  Mr. Crabb noted that they do not pay rent now so the effect should be 
modest; the operating costs would have to be born by someone.   
 
 Has there been any discussion of the University Press, Professor Rabinowitz asked, and a more 
academic bookstore?  One would never know, from going into the bookstores, that the faculty write books 



Faculty Consultative Committee 
January 18, 2001 
 
 

11

and that the University publishes some of them.  Mr. Crabb pointed out that the University's bookstores 
are much smaller than those at places like Wisconsin and Ohio State and agreed that it is outrageous the 
bookstores do not carry University faculty books.   
 
 The Committee then held a discussion about the need for additional elevators in the new parking 
ramp and access to the AHC and Boynton for those with physical disabilities.  Dr. Jones said that 
although the cost of the additional elevators (about $2.5 million) is a problem, the space for them exists 
and they remain a high priority for him. 
 
7. Police Background Checks 
 
 When Professor Morrison asked Vice President Kruse about the report that University policy now 
requires police background checks on administrative hires, Mr. Kruse said he did not know of the policy.  
He promised to report back at a future meeting. 
 
 Professor Morrison then adjourned the meeting at 3:45. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 
  

*  *  * 
 

Declaration on Faculty Salaries 
 

Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs 
Senate Committee on Finance and Planning 

University of Minnesota 
January 10, 2001 

 
 
The Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs and the Senate Committee on Finance and Planning, after 
meeting in joint session on December 19, 2000, express their deep concerns about the disparity in faculty 
salaries between the University of Minnesota and its peer institutions and about the impact of this 
disparity on the quality of teaching and research at the University.  We note with dismay that according to 
recent AAUP salary data, the University ranks 73rd in the nation, not only behind most of the top 30 
research universities but also behind schools such as Babson College, Georgia State, Fordham, the 
University of Connecticut, the University of Delaware, Colby College, Southern Methodist, Hofstra, and 
Wake Forest.  Although these are worthy institutions, their ability to pay higher salaries threatens our 
ability to remain a distinguished research university.  In turn, this threat to the University of Minnesota is 
a threat to the continued economic well-being of the State of Minnesota. 
 
The disparity in salaries is having a significant and negative impact on recruitment and retention of 
faculty.  All of us on the two committees know of repeated instances where our colleagues have been 
recruited to other institutions, sometimes to places that lack the intellectual reputation or academic 
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standing of the University of Minnesota.  We are also aware of departments that are unable to recruit their 
top choices for new faculty.  These incidents bode ill for the intellectual future of the University. 
 
The University must make a firm commitment to invest in its human capital with the same vigor that it is 
investing in its physical capital.  The recent economic summit made this point clearly and strongly.  As 
officers of the faculty governance system, and on behalf of our colleagues throughout the University, we 
strongly support the University’s biennial request for 4% competitive salary increases for each of the next 
two years, in addition to the requested 3% inflationary increases.  We urge the administration to make 
every effort to obtain the full increase requested.  The State of Minnesota must be continually reminded of 
the University’s contribution to the State’s economy.  The technology and training provided by the 
University allow Minnesota to compete successfully in a global marketplace that spans from information 
technology to agriculture to health care.  The Legislature and the Governor must be made aware of the 
threat posed to the University and must be convinced that addressing this disparity is of the utmost 
importance to the long-term economic health of the State. 
 
Adopted unanimously by the Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs and the Senate Committee on Finance 
and Planning January 10, 2001.  Endorsed unanimously by the Faculty Consultative Committee January 
18, 2001. 
 

*  *  * 
 

January 12, 2001 
 
President Mark Yudof 
The University of Minnesota 
202 Morrill Hall 
 
Dear President Yudof: 
 

You will receive a declaration on faculty salaries that was adopted unanimously by the 
membership of our two committees, the Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs and the Senate Committee 
on Finance and Planning, and then forwarded to the Faculty Consultative Committee.  This letter is 
intended to amplify the concerns expressed in that declaration. 
 

At our recent joint meeting of Faculty Affairs and Finance and Planning there were a number of 
statements made by faculty reflecting their frustration and disappointment.  The frustration arises because 
they are losing valued colleagues to other institutions, institutions that often are not yet peers of 
Minnesota (but that might become peers if they continue to attract the best of our faculty).  This occurs 
when we cannot match offers or when we cannot recruit the best faculty to the University.  The 
disappointment comes because we realize the long-term impact these losses will have on the quality of 
our departments, our University, and our collective ability to help the State maintain and improve its 
economic, social, and cultural quality of life.  None of us wants to work at a mediocre university, but the 
trend is ominous. 
 

We have concluded that our alarm about the lack of competitive faculty salaries must be 
conveyed as forcibly to the University administration and to the Regents as to the Governor and 
Legislature.  Those of us with long memories observe that the University’s position on faculty salaries 
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changes with the solstices:  in the autumn and into December we are constantly assured that faculty 
salaries are the number one priority in the legislative request and in the University’s budget-setting 
process.  In the spring and into June, as the final budget is set, we discover that they are not and that other 
demands and needs take precedence.  We have seen this pattern occur regularly over many years. 
 

We believe the priorities in the University’s biennial request were misplaced:  the additional 4% 
in faculty salary increases required to begin to restore those salaries to competitiveness should have been 
in that part of the request that is labeled “strengthening the foundation.”  A strong faculty is not only a 
foundation of a university, it is the foundation.  Placement of the incremental 4% in the “investing in the 
future” category, the second tier, almost ensures that the University will not receive the money, given the 
attitude of the Governor and the Legislature’s current views on State funding and the pressure they face to 
provide tax rebates and reductions.  The public statements about the importance of faculty salaries do not 
align with the public document that is the University’s biennial request.  
 

We have assembled some data on the subject of faculty salaries.   
 

• According to numbers provided by Mr. Pfutzenreuter's and Dr. Zetterberg’s offices, the faculty 
salaries of the University total $289 million.  The University’s total budget is $1.34 billion.  
Faculty salaries are thus about 21.6% of the total budget.   

 
• State support for faculty salaries totals $192 million, or 31.3% of the University’s state support 

(O&M and State Specials) of $614 million.  Each 1% increase in state-supported faculty salaries 
requires $1.92 million; if fringe benefits are 31% of salary (or approximately $600,000 for each 
1%), the total increase required for each 1% of salary is $2.52 million (0.4% of the total 
University State-supported budget).  We should point out that the 31% figure is high because 
health care costs are fixed, not a percentage of salary. A more realistic percentage for increased 
fringe benefits costs would be about 18%.  We have, in this letter, used the more conservative 
31%. 

  
• A 7% increase in state-supported faculty salaries and fringe benefits requires about $17.6 million 

in recurring funds (7 x $2.52 million).  In the words of one of our colleagues, this is just “noise” 
in a $614 million budget. 

 
Over the past 15 years, the University has articulated the goal of being among the top five public 

research universities in the country in terms of faculty salaries.  At other times the goal has been to bring 
salaries to the mean of the top 30 research universities or to the mean of the top 15 public universities.  
Those goals are not the same. 
 

As an illustration, we considered these numbers.  The mean salary of (full) professors at the 
University of Minnesota (1999-00) was $89,500, 25th among the top 30 research universities. The mean 
salary of professors at the top 30 research universities was $103,400, and the mean salary of professors at 
the top 15 public research universities was $93,900.   
 

We do not take a firm position on which of those should be the University's goal. We do believe, 
however, that the University should adopt one of these standards and then take determined action to 
achieve it.  If the University does not intend to become one of the top five public research universities, it 
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should declare what it is seeking to accomplish.  Setting and achieving any one of those goals would put 
the University in a better competitive position than it is now. 
 

It is our view that if the funds for necessary faculty salary increases (that is, at least 7% each year) 
are not provided through the legislative appropriation, the administration should find other means for 
delivering the same total faculty salary increases.  This might include obtaining funding from sources 
such as the University Foundation, an assessment against non-sponsored budgets of the University (but 
not disproportionately on academic units), or from other places you deem appropriate.  It is within your 
discretion to seek additional funding from other sources, but however you choose to find the funds, we 
believe they must be found.  If faculty salaries truly are the number one priority of the University, then 
the administration must be able to find creative ways to secure the necessary funding. 
 

We urge you, in the strongest possible terms, to take all steps necessary to begin to restore faculty 
salaries to competitiveness.  We hope you also believe that our legacy is not only in bricks, bytes, and 
mortar, but more importantly in the intellectual quality, reputation, and performance of the institution.  
You know, of course, as well as we do that our standing on those measures is driven by the quality of the 
faculty. 
 
 
      Cordially, 
 
 
 
      Charles Speaks, Chair 
      Senate Committee on Finance and Planning 
 
 
 
      Richard Goldstein, Chair 
      Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs 
 
 
cc: Professor Fred Morrison, Chair 
  Faculty Consultative Committee 
 The Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs 
 The Senate Committee on Finance and Planning 
 

*  *  * 
 
[January 18, 2001] 
 
To: Faculty Consultative Committee 
 
From: Marvin L. Marshak, Faculty Legislative Liaison 
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I commend the members of the Senate Committee on Finance and Planning and the Senate Committee on 
Faculty Affairs--and particularly the Committee chairs Professors Charles Speakes and Richard 
Goldstein--for clearly raising the related issues of university quality and faculty salaries. In the last 
National Research Council (NRC) study of university quality, there were 102 institutions with 15 or more 
NRC-rated graduate/research programs. A regression analysis that I did several years ago (and am now 
updating) suggests that about 80% of the variance of the mean NRC program rating score for an 
institution can be "explained" by two factors: faculty salaries and aggregate faculty size in the rated 
programs. Of these factors, faculty salaries was about three times as important as faculty size. Thus, in my 
opinion, the SCFP/SCFA resolution accurately points to faculty salaries as the single factor that could 
most improve the perceived quality of the University of Minnesota and thus the competitiveness of the 
State as a whole. 
 
Several trends in the national faculty salary picture are particularly worrying for Minnesota. The most 
recent AAUP survey (1999-2000) lists 78 institutions with higher mean salaries for professors than those 
of the University of Minnesota. Of these 78, 53 are private institutions. Since the early 1980's the gap 
between private and public university salaries has widened markedly. Because Minnesota (and the entire 
Midwest) relies primarily on public institutions, this widening gap poses a significant challenge to the 
quality of life in our entire region. Two of the 78 are primarily medical campuses and thus are not really 
comparable to our University. Nine of the 78 are campuses of the Universities of California and 
Michigan, states which have traditionally attained quality universities through high faculty salaries. Five 
of the 78 are unionized campuses which, in my opinion, tend to reach a somewhat different balance 
between faculty salaries and faculty support from our University. Six of the 78 are public institutions in 
the states of Virginia, North Carolina and Georgia. These states have recently benefited from political and 
business community leadership that is committed to moving from an inferior to a superior position in the 
21st Century economy. North Carolina voters recently approved a $3 billion bonding referendum for 
higher education, another sign of this trend that also threatens the economic base of the Midwest. The 
final 3 institutions are our traditional Big 10 competitors--Penn State, Illinois and Iowa. 
 
The joint SCFP/SCFA resolution points to the Legislature as the primary body to address these problems. 
On this point, I respectfully disagree. My observations are that the focus of both the Legislature and the 
business community with respect to University funding is total dollars. To the extent either of 
communities looks at funding breakdowns within the University appropriation, their priorities are roughly 
as follows: 
 

(1) programs with special constituencies--health professionals education, health and agricultural 
research, outreach programs, etc. 
     (2) quality of undergraduate education and research; faculty salaries, etc. 
     (3) inflation, health insurance, paying debts for previous construction, etc. 
 
To a large extent, both the Legislature and the business community understand that quality has a price and 
if you want quality you have to pay for it. Again, in my opinion, the primary forces against higher faculty 
salaries are WITHIN the University. Indeed, despite the rhetoric, almost no one in the University power 
structure wants higher faculty salaries. For example, the civil service unions and P&A staffs generally 
favor across-the-board over faculty-targeted salary increases. The deans and other collegiate 
administrators generally favor flexible programmatic funds over targeted faculty salary increases and are 
particularly upset at having to cut programs to pay for faculty salaries. The students generally prefer 
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lower tuition. Even many faculty would choose better programmatic support over faculty salary increases, 
if they are given the option. The improvement of University quality by increasing faculty salaries just 
takes too long and is too easily postponed by whatever is the crisis of the day. 
 
What should be done? I suggest two steps. 
     (1) Individual faculty members should lobby their legislators to secure as much money as 
possible for the University as a whole. The message should be "Support Minnesota. Support the 
University of Minnesota. Support President Yudof. Fund the entire University request." 
     (2) Faculty governance committees and individual faculty members should intensely lobby 
President Yudof and Provost Bruininks to implement their faculty salary plan EVEN IF IT REQUIRES 
REALLOCATION (as it likely will). In my opinion, only a mandate from the President (followed up by 
"audits" by SCFP and SCFA) will actually improve faculty salaries and thus University quality. 
 
"Good enough" is not good enough for Minnesota. I praise SCFP and SCFA for taking up this fight. 


