
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, March 5, 2009 

12:00 – 2:15 
307 Coffman Union 

 
 
Present: Emily Hoover (chair), Susan Berry, Nancy Carpenter, Carol Chomsky, Shawn Curley, 

Dan Dahlberg, William Durfee, Marti Hope Gonzales, Michael Hancher, Kathryn Hanna, 
Caroline Hayes, Michael Oakes, Nelson Rhodus, Martin Sampson, Cathrine Wambach 

 
Absent: Gary Balas, Janet Fitzakerley, Brian Isetts, Judith Martin, Becky Yust 
 
Guests:  Senior Vice President Robert Jones; Channing Riggs (Director of Federal Relations) 
  
Other: Kathryn Stuckert (Office of the President) 
 
[In these minutes: (1) discussion with Senior Vice President Jones; (2) Federal Relations report; (3) 
legislative update; (4) e-education report; (5) consultation on changes] 
 
 
1. Discussion with Senior Vice President Jones 
 
 Professor Hoover convened the meeting at 12:05; the Committee voted unanimously to close it.  
Senior Vice President Jones and the Committee, however, agreed that most of the comments would be on 
the record.  Professor Hoover reported that she and Professor Durfee had a pre-FCC meeting with Dr. 
Jones to identify the issues that would be addressed at this meeting.   
 
 Dr. Jones began by thanking the Committee for the opportunity for the discussion and recalled 
that he had in the past provided an overview of the offices that report to him.  About five years ago the 
President decided on an academic leadership team of three senior vice presidents (Provost Sullivan for 
Academic Affairs, Senior Vice President Cerra for the Academic Health Center, and him for System 
Academic Administration).  Provost Sullivan is also the chief academic officer of the entire system, with 
responsibility for promotion and tenure and academic programs.  For the last six years he has also served 
as chair of the committee that develops the University's biennial budget and works closely with Vice 
President Pfutzenreuter and others to create the biennial budget framework.  The effort was not much fun 
this year because there was a strong sense that any request was dead on arrival.   
 
 His office is the day-to-day reporting line for the coordinate campuses, Dr. Jones noted, and he 
also has dotted-line reporting from several other vice presidents.  With the exception of Vice Presidents 
Pfutzenreuter, O'Brien [University Services], and Himle [University Relations], all the other vice 
presidents have a dotted-line reporting relationship with one of the three senior vice presidents; in his 
case, the ones who report to/through him are Human Resources (Vice President Carrier), Information 
Technology (Vice President Cawley), Equity and Diversity (Vice President Barceló), and Strategic 
Statewide Resource Development (Vice President Muscoplat).  He also has responsibility for system-
wide interdisciplinary centers, the University of Minnesota Extension and the Agricultural Experiment 
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Station, international activities, planning, Institutional Research, the Office of Measurement Services, 
Targeted Group Businesses, the Office for Conflict Resolution, and public engagement. 
 
 All administrative and academic unit compacts go to one of the three senior vice presidents, Dr. 
Jones said, and in some cases they are done jointly by two or all three of them.  For example, Provost 
Sullivan attends the compact discussions for the Vice President for Academic and Cultural Affairs, Vice 
President Barceló's office, University Services, Capital Planning and Project Management, Internal 
Audits, and the Office of the General Counsel.  All three senior vice presidents participate in the compact 
discussion for the Office of the Vice President for Research. 
 
 Compact and budget instructions are identical for all three senior vice presidential units, with 
some tweaking for specific units.  The compact discussions are anywhere from 90 minutes to 3 hours, 
depending on the size of the unit, and focus on the top, middle, and low unit priorities, legal and 
contractual obligations, and investments that have begun that it would make little sense to stop.  Once 
those discussions are completed, they become the basis for setting priorities.  An overview of each unit 
and spending recommendations are presented by the three senior vice presidents plus Vice President 
Pfutzenreuter and Ms. Tonneson from his office.  They are getting away from indefinite funding and 
moving to 3-5-year investments with accountability on how the funds are used.   
 
 The compact process starts with the administrative units in the fall, at which time preliminary 
decisions are made.  Academic-unit compact discussions come early in spring semester (they started in 
February) and include planning for cuts of 5-8%.  He has had three compact meetings thus far, and for 
those units, a 5% reduction equals $12.3 million.  In addition, all units that report to him participated in 
the unallotment from the state earlier this year.   
 
 The preliminary decisions made in the fall about administrative units were communicated to the 
units, but they were cautioned that the decisions WERE preliminary.  Once decisions about the academic 
units have been made, they will re-review the administrative-unit decisions.   
 
 Professor Durfee commented that some administrative units end up in the cost pools, and their 
costs are thus taxed to academic units.  At the final meetings to evaluate compacts, do they sort out how 
much to charge and look at the benefits to the academic units?  They do, Dr. Jones said; their decisions 
(by the group of 5 he mentioned earlier) are recommendations to the President, and he wants to know the 
impact of the recommendations on the cost pools—he looks at spreadsheets with tuition revenues, cost-
pool increases, and so on, so that he knows the financial situation of each unit.  They do all they can to 
keep cost-pool costs down.   
 
 Professor Hanna inquired if administrative units were asked to model 5% and 8% reductions.  
They were also asked to model 5% and 8% cuts, Dr. Jones said, because the senior officers were worried 
about the budget.    
 
 Professor Berry asked if 3-5-year planning is sufficiently long-range for academic endeavors.  
That might be too short-sighted, and 3-5-10-year plans would be more appropriate.  Shorter terms could 
mean sacrificing things that should not be.  In terms of investment, Dr. Jones responded, they no longer 
talk exclusively about recurring funds, because there is no efficient way to get them back.  They have also 
moved compact discussions to a biennial basis.  But he agreed that Professor Berry's point was valid and 
one they are using as they decide on budget cuts; they look at the long-term impact and whether a cut will 
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so weaken a unit that it cannot be successful.  They are, for example, sometimes refusing to approve cuts 
by Unit A in investments it has made in Unit B if that investment is of long standing and the cut is an 
attempt to push costs elsewhere in the institution.  In some cases, because everyone is nervous, units are 
getting ahead of the game and proposing cuts to support units that the University must have. 
 
 Dr. Jones reported that his office is conducting more systematic external reviews of programs, 
and especially of the interdisciplinary centers that are part of his organization.   
 
 One question that has arisen is how to support and promote the niches and identities of the 
coordinate campuses and Research and Outreach Centers, and Extension offices, but at the same time take 
a more entrepreneurial approach to leveraging the branding of the University as a system.  In his view, 
there is one university, five campuses, and one degree, but how can one celebrate the individual campuses 
within a university system?  As most people know, the University is not like the typical "system," with a 
separate system office.  He said he would like to talk with the Committee about re-imagining what 
"system" means.  The chancellors support such a discussion and the Institutional Research and the 
Planning office are engaged with the question as well.   
 
 Professor Durfee asked if the faculty would be included in these discussions.  "Absolutely," Dr. 
Jones said.  Right now his office is gathering information for the chancellors, and they will then have a 
half-day retreat to figure out how to approach the questions.   
 
 Professor Hanna suggested that admissions should get students to think about the other campuses, 
and it would save money in recruiting if recruiting were being done for all five campuses.  Dr. Jones said 
he thought that is being done to some extent and agreed that students should be directed to all five 
campuses.  It would help if admissions asked students which campus would be best for them, rather than 
just presenting the Twin Cities, Professor Carpenter commented.   
 
 Professor Dahlberg reported that he had heard Dean Gail Dubrow talk at the Provost's Research 
Council about reviewing University-wide interdisciplinary centers.  He said he was very impressed with 
the high standards that will be used and said it is important to have independent and high-quality 
reviewers so that reviews are above-board. 
 
 Senior Vice President Jones said he appreciated the opportunity to provide information to the 
Committee about the units that report to his office.  He said he has tried to build an administrative 
structure that adds value to the system and recalled that the current structure was created when President 
Bruininks, reflecting on his experience as Provost Bruininks, concluded there was not enough time under 
the previous structure for the Provost to do his or her job.  As a consequence, he moved a number of units 
out from the Provost's and President's offices and created the system academic administration office.   
 
 Professor Curley commented that the Committee has been trying to tell the senior officers that the 
faculty are with them, want to help, and they are here to serve as a consultative committee BEFORE 
decisions are made.  If he faces a decision that needs to be made, this Committee can be available as 
needed.  Dr. Jones said he appreciated the offer and said that he would like to begin meeting with the 
Committee twice per semester rather than only once, given the issues that are coming. 
 
 Professor Hoover thanked Dr. Jones for joining the meeting. 
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2. Federal Relations Report 
 
 Professor Hoover turned now to Channing Riggs, Director of Federal Relations, to report on 
events from the nation's capital.   
 
 Ms. Riggs began by saying that the world is completely different from the one she reported on in 
October.  At that time there was no money and everyone was told to lower their expectations.  In the 
meantime, the federal government has decided to use its credit card with no limit, so people in higher 
education should rejoice for the moment. 
 
 The country is half way through FY09 and still has no budget; the government operates by 
continuing resolution.  It could be that way through the end of the fiscal year.  That is not good for a 
research university, Ms. Riggs said.  The government is also behind on enacting the FY10 budget, but 
President Obama has put out guidelines that are good for research.  She said she hopes the federal 
government can start doing things on time because these long delays are no way to run a government.   
 
 Ms. Riggs touched on various elements of the budgets, including the federal stimulus package 
requirements and the state budget.  NIH will have $10 billion to spend in two years; Vice President 
Mulcahy has a link on his office's website to provide guidance on seeking funds.  Agencies are under 
pressure to get out guidelines because they must spend the money within two years and the expenditures 
must create jobs.   
 
 Professor Durfee asked if Northrop and the Bell Museum could be funded with stimulus money.  
Ms. Riggs said that higher-education-infrastructure funds had been removed from the bill but it is 
possible there will be state funds.   
 
 Professor Hancher reported that it appears there are no stimulus funds available through the 
National Endowment for the Humanities, which is unfortunate.   
 
 Asked if universities around the country are working together and speaking jointly, or if all are 
out for themselves, Ms. Riggs said it is more the latter, although the institutions are sharing information.   
 
 Ms. Riggs said she depends on faculty members to keep her posted if they learn things, and said it 
would all be over in 30-60 days. 
 
 Professor Hoover thanked Ms. Riggs for her report. 
 
3. Legislative Update 
 
 Professors Hayes and Sampson provided an update on events at the legislature.  Professor Hayes 
commented that some legislators understand the connection between the University and state's economy 
and the need to keep the University healthy; others have a different view.  Many understand the message, 
Professor Sampson added, but the question is priorities, given needs in K-12 education, health care, etc.   
 
 Professor Sampson reported that one legislator with whom they met was stunned to learn that 
faculty have little clerical support.  People do not realize how under-funded the University is, Professor 
Berry remarked.  Professor Hayes said that degrees in science and engineering fields are a shrinking 
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portion of the degrees granted, but companies need more people than they can hire with training in those 
fields.  The University needs to be able to train them because the state does not want businesses to go 
elsewhere to hire—to places that ARE training in those fields. 
 
4. E-Education Report 
 
 The Committee reviewed a report commissioned by the President on e-education.  There was 
concern about the lack of faculty involvement in the development of the report, but Ms. Stuckert 
explained (and later affirmed, after the meeting) that the report represented only the effort of a small 
group to put some ideas together and that the report is not a formal plan.   
 
 The Committee agreed that Professor Hoover would work with the President to determine next 
steps in considering e-education options. 
 
5. Consultation on Changes 
 
 Professor Hoover reported that she and Professor Durfee are meeting every other week with Vice 
President Kathryn Brown, the President's Chief of Staff, to discuss upcoming decisions.  There are many 
of them, she said, each of which involves $1-2 million and some of which are likely to be controversial.   
 
 Professor Curley contended that it is an untested assumption that consulting with the Committee 
would slow up the decision-making process.  The faculty can move as fast as needed, he said, and the 
decision about the Graduate School would have gone twice as fast if the administration had come to the 
Committee first. 
 
 Professor Hoover adjourned the meeting at 2:15. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 
 


