
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, January 31, 2002 

1:15 – 3:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 

Present: Joseph Massey (chair), Muriel Bebeau, Arthur Erdman, Daniel Feeney, Richard 
Goldstein, Marti Hope Gonzales, Candace Kruttschnitt, Leonard Kuhi, Judith Martin, 
Paula Rabinowitz, Jeff Ratliff-Crain, Charles Speaks 

 
Absent: Wilbert Ahern, Susan Brorson, Les Drewes, Marc Jenkins, Scott McConnell 
 
Guests:  Executive Vice President Robert Bruininks 
  
Other: Florence Funk (Office of the Executive Vice President and Provost) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) how to approve the slate of candidates for FCC this spring; (2) message to faculty 
about student lobby day; (3) P&A staff representation on Senate committees; (4) intellectual future 
discussion; (5) discussion with Executive Vice President Bruininks (miscellany, searches, the libraries, 
balances, elimination of waiting period for the faculty retirement plan, problems with health care 
providers, faculty salary increases); (6) changes to the grievance policy] 
 
 
1. Approval of Slate, Faculty Consultative Committee 
 
 Professor Massey convened the meeting at 1:15 and explained that the Twin Cities Campus 
Assembly is required to approve the slate of candidates for the vacancies on this Committee; once the 
slate has been approved, the Twin Cities faculty vote.  The Nominating Committee will have the slate 
prepared in the very near future; the elections are to take place in March. 
 
 Inasmuch as the February Senate and Assembly meetings have been cancelled, however, the 
question is how to approve the slate of candidates.  This Committee has the authority to act on behalf of 
the Faculty Senate between meetings; should it exercise that authority to approve the slate of candidates 
in order that the election can take place in a timely manner? 
 
 Professor Martin said she did not see that the Committee had much choice, unless it was willing 
to call a special meeting of the Assembly to approve the slate.  Inasmuch as there was no enthusiasm for 
that idea, the Committee voted unanimously that it would act on the slate when the Nominating 
Committee had prepared it. 
 
2. Student Lobby Day Message 
 
 Professor Massey distributed copies of an email exchange concerning a possible message from 
him to the faculty asking that instructors urge students to participate in Student Lobby Day at the Capitol 
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and that they consider allowing students to make up any work they might miss by lobbying.  He also 
distributed a draft message he might send. 
 
 Professor Martin said that perhaps 200 students would participate in Student Lobby Day and that 
she was uncomfortable encouraging students to miss class.  Those who participate, she surmised, are 
probably good students anyway and can make appropriate arrangements.   
 
 With little additional comment, the Committee voted unanimously that Professor Massey should 
NOT send out a message. 
 
 The Committee then deliberated briefly on whether he might send a message to students 
reminding them of Student Lobby Day and asking them to participate.  There are alternative ways to 
contact the legislature without compromising the responsibility students have to attend classes, Professor 
Bebeau said.  It was agreed that the Committee acknowledged the importance of student participation in 
the legislative coalition in ways that do not compromise academic responsibilities (e.g., write letters, call, 
or send emails).  It was also agreed, however, that this was not an appropriate topic for an all-faculty 
email. 
 
3. P&A Staff Representation on Senate Committees 
 
 Professor Feeney next reported on a meeting he had had with Gary Engstrand and Randy Croce, 
Chair of the Council of Academic Professionals and Administrators (CAPA), the executive committee for 
the P&A staff, about increased P&A representation on Senate committees.  [At present, only P&A staff in 
collegiate units who have faculty-like responsibilities and who have been at the University for five years 
or more are eligible for Senate committees or to serve in the Senate.] 
 
 Professor Feeney said there was no proposal to change eligibility for membership in the Senate.  
The P&A staff would, however, like to expand eligibility for Senate committees.  P&A staff are 
appointed by the Committee on Committees and there is expertise that could be tapped.  In reviewing the 
list of Senate committees, it was also noted that in some cases there is mandated Civil Service 
representation while faculty and P&A staff are lumped together in one membership category.  The 
proposal is to loosen the eligibility of P&A staff for committees and to identify specific slots on the 
committees for P&A representatives (Professor Feeney enumerated the several committees).   P&A 
representatives would not serve on the Tenure Subcommittee, the Judicial Committee, or the Faculty 
Academic Oversight Committee for Intercollegiate Athletics.  The proposal also includes the proviso that 
while most administrative and professional employees across the University would be eligible for Senate 
committee membership, those who hold certain titles would not be (technically, appointments 9301-
9329), such as deans and associate/assistant deans, the President, the vice presidents, and the like.  
University-wide directors, campus-wide directors, and the many other people who hold other titles would 
be eligible. 
 
 There was also agreement, Professor Feeney reported, on a provision that would be included to 
avoid conflicts of interest:  no P&A staff member could serve on a committee which included among its 
ex officio representatives someone to whom that P&A staff member's unit reported, directly or indirectly. 
 
 The P&A staff want a greater sense of belonging to the University, Professor Feeney said, and 
that category of employees has evolved a great deal since it was created in the 1980s.   
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 Committee discussion focused initially on the Committee on Faculty Affairs (SCFA). Why would 
P&A staff be on the Committee on Faculty Affairs, when it deals with a number of matters different for 
faculty and P&A, such as development leaves, salaries, and comparisons with other universities, and so 
on, Professor Goldstein asked?  It is not clear that the same committee should deal with both groups of 
employees.  Faculty and P&A staff do have the same retirement benefits and other concerns, Professor 
Feeney said, and he would rather have them together on the same committee than divided. 
 

It may be, with respect to Faculty Affairs, that P&A staff should serve on the appropriate 
subcommittees (e.g., Retirement), but not the parent committee, Professor Martin suggested. 

 
Mr. Croce had a slightly different interpretation of the meeting with Professor Feeney, it was 

reported.  When the proposal was reported to the Committee on Committees (of which Mr. Croce is a 
member), Mr. Croce and the Committee on Committees expressed a preference for retaining the current 
category of "faculty/P&A" with a minimum number of P&A representatives to be designated from that 
group, with the understanding that the faculty would always constitute a majority of the voting 
membership of a committee.  Professor Feeney was asked if his proposal included reserving positions for 
P&A staff or adding positions for them; the latter, he said.  And only on some committees; the rest would 
retain the "faculty/P&A" membership category. 

 
Professor Goldstein pointed out that there is a difference in the faculty retirement plan for faculty 

and P&A staff:  new probationary faculty have a two-year waiting period while most P&A, except those 
whose salary exceeds a certain level, do not.  He said he was not sure the Retirement Subcommittee was 
the place to deal with those kinds of issues.  Professor Feeney responded that half the discussion at the 
Subcommittee was about comparisons between faculty and P&A staff and he saw no problem having 
P&A staff on the Subcommittee.  If the Senate does nothing, that will open the door to a parallel senate 
structure for P&A staff, which is in no one's best interest.  He said he would rather see the P&A staff 
participate in the current Senate structure than split them off. 

 
The Committee agreed that the appropriate bylaw changes should be drafted.  As part of the 

package, P&A staff who are elected to the Faculty Senate will not, in the future, be eligible to vote on 
changes to the tenure code or related matters or on Judicial Committee issues. 
 
4. Intellectual Future Discussion 
 
 The February 28 meeting of the Committee will be a discussion of the intellectual future of the 
University and will focus on Dean Rosenstone's paper "The Idea of a University." 
 
5. Discussion with Executive Vice President Bruininks 
 
 Professor Massey now welcomed Executive Vice President Bruininks to the meeting.  The 
discussion touched upon a number of issues. 
 
-- Two faculty governance leaders from Penn State will be visiting the University at the end of 
March.  They will attend an FCC meeting, a Senate meeting, and meet with the Senate staff.  Dr. 
Bruininks agreed to host a dinner with FCC and the visitors. 
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-- The first meeting of the Commission on Excellence was today; it received a presentation on 
university ranking systems from Drs. Kvavik and Zetterberg and a presentation from Dr. Zetterberg on 
the patterns of higher education nationally and in Minnesota.  
 
-- The new librarian has been selected.  Dr. Bruininks said he would like to talk about the libraries 
in more detail at the next FCC meeting.  There will be a capital campaign for the libraries with matching 
funds from the University; details will appear in a letter to the University community.  Will there be 
competition with the Minneapolis Public Libraries, Professor Martin asked?  Dr. Bruininks said he 
doubted the two would seek the same donors and said there might be a possibility for joint ventures.  In 
the process of recruiting a new librarian, they interviewed candidates from universities with much larger 
library endowments, so the University must devote some effort to building this endowment. 
 
 In terms of other searches, he said he did not know the status of the search to identify his 
successor but he urged Professor Martin, a member of the search committee, to keep the search on 
schedule.  Searches for the deans of the Humphrey Institute and the Law School are proceeding; a search 
for the dean of the College of Natural Resources will begin very soon. 
 
-- In response to a question, Dr. Bruininks said that to the best of his knowledge, college and 
department balances will not be subject to assessments to balance the budget but units will probably need 
to draw on them.  The best way to handle budget problems is in a distributed way, and let the people in 
the units figure out the way to respond, within guidelines.  If there are to be guidelines, Professor Speaks 
suggested, they should include a reminder to the deans of what happens when balances are swept:  
perverse spending behavior results and people will remember a very long time.   
 

Dr. Bruininks said that in his five years as provost he has encouraged units to build balances to 
cover transitions and needed costs; many of those funds are committed.  It would be unhelpful to create a 
self-fulfilling prophecy by talking about the budget before the numbers are known; it is better to talk 
about core principles now and deal with specifics later. 
 
 Professor Kruttschnitt said the talk is as if this will be a one-year budget problem but she hears 
that plans must be made for an adverse next couple of years, at least.  Dr. Bruininks agreed. 
 
 Professor Feeney recalled that the AHC Finance and Planning Committee had studied finances in 
the AHC compared to the rest of the campus, including balances.  Is there any way to indicate 
encumbered reserves, he asked?  That would mean balances would not look so large.  Dr. Bruininks said 
his office is trying to refine the numbers but the system does not yet easily allow identification of 
encumbrances. 
 
 Professor Feeney raises a very important point, Professor Speaks emphasized, and there is a 
mechanism available:  a unit can establish plant funds for capital and other needs that cannot be swept and 
that earn interest; why cannot the same thing be done with encumbrances?  The financial system does 
track commitments, Dr. Bruininks said; that has to take place in the colleges.  A new financial system 
would be very expensive now; the University needs a new one and some day will have to obtain it, but for 
now it can get by.  This is not the time to spend money on a new system, he said. 
 

But one does not need a new financial system, Professor Speaks insisted; all that is needed is a 
four-digit account number to create accounts that cannot be swept and into which money could not be 
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deposited without the signed agreement of the dean.  The funds could not be used in any way other than 
the purpose for which they had been put in the account.  

 
The problem is that priorities can change, Dr. Bruininks said, and the system could not prevent 

that.  He agreed, however, that there may be merit to the idea and suggested that the Finance and Planning 
Committee talk with Associate Vice President Pfutzenreuter about it. 
 
-- Meetings have been set up to talk about eliminating the waiting period for probationary faculty 
for the Faculty Retirement Plan, Dr. Bruininks said.  He is not ready to recommend any final decisions 
yet.   
 
 This is not just a philosophical issue, Professor Goldstein said; it is very practical.  There are no 
central funds involved, he reminded Dr. Bruininks.  That depends on one's operating assumptions, Dr. 
Bruininks replied; it could apply to new people but for those already hired the funds may have been 
reallocated in the colleges.  He said he did not know what the timeline would be, but he needs to 
understand the financial ramifications of making the change.  If the change will require central funds, this 
is not a good time to make the change.  At the same time, he recognized this is a very important issue; 
people being hired now ask about retirement funds no matter their age at time of hire.   
 
 One issue is equity, Professor Feeney said.  If one compares the salaries of some assistant 
professors with new P&A staff, the P&A staff are immediately eligible to participate (if their salaries are 
$55,000 or higher) while the assistant professor is not.  Professor Speaks said he believed part of Dr. 
Bruininks' legacy as provost should be getting rid of the two-year waiting period.  In choosing among 
unfunded priorities, Professor Speaks recalled, Dr. Bruininks said that choices are an issue of values.  And 
competitiveness, and other factors, Dr. Bruininks said; he said he wanted to do "due diligence" and be 
sure the decision is sound; there are also policy issues involved (e.g., including P&A staff who also face 
the three-year waiting period if their salaries fall below the stipulated threshold).   
 
 Is there any reason NOT to do this in the long term, Professor Kuhi asked?  Why not just do it?  
The Committee concurred with this sentiment. 
 
-- Professor Rabinowitz inquired if there had been any questions raised about the changes in health 
plans?  She has had problems and has heard from others who have as well.  Dr. Bruininks said he has 
heard no complaints but agreed that it was perhaps an appropriate time for a mid-course report.  It was 
agreed that Professor Morrison, Vice President Carrier, and Mr. Burroughs should be invited to an 
upcoming meeting to present a report. 
 
-- The decision about salary increases last year engendered concern because there was no discussion 
with faculty groups, Professor Goldstein said; he said he hoped there would be this year, before any final 
decisions are made.  Will there be any increases, Professor Kruttschnitt asked?   
 
 To the latter question Dr. Bruininks answered affirmatively at this time.  He said it is devastating 
not to have salary increases, makes it difficult to build a rational compensation system and difficult to 
recruit and retain faculty.  It just disrupts everything.  He said he did not want to see a year with no 
increases; the University would only be tripped up on this if the situation with the state budget becomes 
much worse and if the institution could not do what was needed with respect to balancing new revenues 
against expenses.  
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 With respect to salaries, Dr. Bruininks promised there would be consultation.  Professor Speaks 
said that faculty perception of last year's increase was very different from what the administration 
intended. 
 
 Professor Massey thanked Dr. Bruininks for joining the meeting. 
 
6. Faculty Legislative Liaison 
 
 Professor Massey said he was very close to being able to make an announcement about the 
Faculty Legislative Liaison and would do so at the next meeting. 
 
7. Grievance Process 
 
 The Committee now turned its attention to revisions of the University Grievance procedures.  
Professor Massey said the Committee should talk about the process and noted that the primary interest 
was in the provisions affecting emeriti faculty.  He said that while FCC wanted more included in the 
policy, there is as much in it now as there can be.  Shortly after the discussion began, he welcomed Vice 
President Carol Carrier and Vice Provost Robert Jones to the meeting to discuss the document. 
 
 The Committee found itself quickly uncertain about the language in the procedures in several 
places.  The variety of strike-outs, underlinings, and italics made the document difficult to understand; 
Committee members expressed considerable confusion about what was intended.  Professor Erdman 
expressed concern about presenting the document to the Senate; he cautioned that it had to be cleaned up 
and provided to senators well in advance of the meeting.  Professor Speaks said the lines need to be 
numbered and the additions and deletions made clearer.  There also needs to be an executive summary, 
Professor Martin said, as well as the logic of the changes.  There needs to be an explanation of the 
rationale for the changes, Professor Rabinowitz said, because many will assume that they are intended to 
protect the administration.  In Senate documents there is an explanation and context; that is needed here 
as well. 
 
 Committee members discussed several issues as well, especially the nature of a remedy that 
should be available to emeriti faculty who make use of the procedures.   
 

It was agreed that the draft would be revised, taking into account suggestions made at this 
meeting, and that it would be brought back to a future meeting. 
 
 Professor Massey thanked Drs. Carrier and Jones for joining the meeting, and adjourned it at 3:10 
in order that the meeting of the Senate Consultative Committee could begin. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 


