
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, April 23, 2009 

1:15 – 3:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Emily Hoover (chair), Gary Balas, Susan Berry, Nancy Carpenter, Carol Chomsky, 

Shawn Curley, Dan Dahlberg, William Durfee, Marti Hope Gonzales, Michael Hancher, 
Kathryn Hanna, Caroline Hayes, Brian Isetts, Judith Martin, Michael Oakes, Martin 
Sampson, Cathrine Wambach, Becky Yust 

 
Absent: Janet Fitzakerley, Nelson Rhodus 
 
Guests:  President Robert Bruininks 
  
Other: Kathryn Stuckert (Office of the President) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) replacement for Professor Hancher; (2) report from the faculty legislative liaisons; 
(3) faculty role in Academic Health Center reorganization; (4) discussion with President Bruininks; (5) 
Benefits Advisory Committee nominees; (6) Policy on Reorganization] 
 
 
1. Replacement of Professor Hancher 
 
 Professor Hoover convened the meeting at 1:15 and asked that Committee members consider the 
names of individuals who might be contacted about replacing Professor Hancher next year, who will be 
on sabbatical.  The Committee agreed on three names. 
 
2. Report from the Faculty Legislative Liaisons 
 
 Professor Hoover next asked Professor Sampson (Professor Hayes had not yet joined the 
meeting) to lead a discussion of two matters, University autonomy and the Regents selection process. 
 
 Professor Sampson provided a brief history of the Regent Candidate Advisory Council (RCAC), 
which has been slated for elimination by legislation proposed by the House of Representatives.  Under the 
state constitution, the legislature appoints the Regents; the RCAC, created a number of years ago, is to 
screen candidates and conduct public interviews, in an attempt to remove the selection of Regents at least 
partially from politics, to improve the quality of the candidates, and to provide a public element to the 
selection process.  The faculty legislative liaisons sit in on the interviews and raise questions if they have 
concerns about a potential regental candidate.  Professor Sampson reviewed the arguments for and against 
retention of the RCAC and suggested that the Committee might wish to make a statement favoring its 
retention.  It agreed to do so. 
 
 Professor Sampson next explained the intersection between the University's constitutional 
autonomy and the federal stimulus funds:  the federal law appropriating the funds permits governors to 
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deny stimulus funds to institutions that do not minimize tuition and fee increases.  The Governor has 
proposed that the University may not raise tuition more than $300 per year in each of the next two years 
(about a 3% increase).  In this case, he said, the state constitutional provisions are not relevant; federal 
law grants governors the authority to withhold the funds.  He suggested, however, that the University can 
distinguish between a tuition cap it accepts because of federal law and autonomy from legislative or 
gubernatorial involvement in the University's governance and decision-making.  Professor Chomsky (and 
other Committee members) agreed with Professor Sampson's analysis, but she urged that the University 
prepare a statement memorializing the distinction. 
 
3. Faculty Role in Academic Health Center Reorganization 
 
 The Committee discussed with Professors Berry, Isetts, and Oakes the role of the faculty in the 
Academic Health Center in the recent reorganizations.  This Committee, it was noted, has an interest in 
having a strong faculty voice and representation in governance in such a large subset of the University.  
Professor Isetts, chair of the Academic Health Center FCC, is working with Senior Vice President Cerra 
to increase faculty involvement on the Reorganization Task Force and will report back to this Committee 
as soon as possible. The Committee agreed to return to this discussion at a later date.   
 
4. Discussion with President Bruininks 
 
 Professor Hoover welcomed President Bruininks to the meeting. 
 
 The President began by thanking the faculty leadership for management of the discussion and 
debate about graduate education at the last Senate meeting. He said it was a helpful discussion and faculty 
leaders did a good job facilitating the discussion. 
 
 The President also thanked Professor Martin for her op-ed article in the Star-Tribune concerning 
the "institutional support" budget item. 
 
 The President then reviewed the current budget proposals from the Governor, the Senate, and the 
House.  The House proposal provides the highest base funding for the University going into the 2012-13 
biennium, the Senate somewhat less but still more than the Governor's proposal, and the Governor's 
proposal provides the least—but even it is higher than the minimum set by the federal stimulus law.  The 
current biennial base funding is $702.6 million; the house would provide $671.6 million starting in 
FY2012, the Senate $645.1 million, and the Governor $627.1 million.  The University is basing its budget 
planning on a much lower recurring state budget in Fy2012.   All three proposals call for use of federal 
stimulus funds to increase the University's budget between now and 2012, but there are limitations on the 
use of these funds (e.g., priority for tuition mitigation, etc.) 
  
 The University's approach will likely be to provide tuition relief and greater need-based aid to 
students from low- and middle-income families, which will put the University in a better position to add 
resources later and to remain competitive for students with financial needs.  The President promised the 
University would work hard to retain its base funding, will use part of the stimulus funds to keep tuition 
down and help retain higher employment and service levels through the next two years, and at the same 
time make essential academic investments.  Vice President Mulcahy, for example, is developing a six-
year plan for research infrastructure needs; in the last 30 years the costs of buildings and labs and 
technology infrastructure have increased substantially.  Dr. Mulcahy has suggested that if the University 
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were to invest about $15 million in software upgrades to assist faculty in submitting grants and supporting 
grant awards, that would be assistance to faculty and staff and make the University's research enterprise 
more competitive.  This is a project that would be on the list but not something that is likely to be done in 
the near future—but it would be a wise use of one-time funds. 
 
 Committee members discussed with the President how the proposed tuition cap (from the House) 
would affect the University's budget plans.  The President suggested that while the base tuition rates 
might rise more than 3%, with the stimulus funds, increased financial aid, Pell and state grants, 65% of 
students would see no increase in tuition and none would see more than a $300 increase.  If, however, the 
University is not provided adequate stimulus funding, that plan may not be possible to implement.   
 
 The President next expressed continued interest in the issues surrounding majors, credits, and 
requirements that may serve as barriers to students obtaining their undergraduate degrees.  He said he 
believed it should not be difficult to transfer between majors or to leave school for a semester and return.  
The University should admit a well-prepared student body and make it possible for them to graduate in 
four years.  He said he would like the academic community to talk about the costs to students of not 
graduating, or delaying graduation, and the bars to graduation.  The issue of curriculum can be one of the 
most difficult to deal with and he commended the Committee on Educational Policy for beginning the 
discussion. 
 
 The President next touched on costs and cost reductions at the University.  He said he has been 
doggedly determined to reduce administrative costs, and recalled that in the 2003 budget reductions, he 
imposed sharp cuts on administrative units.  He noted that in several instances, he gave a vice-presidential 
title to individuals who kept the same job because those are the norms for individuals holding those 
positions at peer institutions (e.g., the chief financial officer, the chief information officer)—but it was the 
same job with a new title.  He also believed that two individuals should be given the title "dean" 
(undergraduate education and international education) because they have significant responsibilities in 
education and should sit with the deans, and it reflects a growing practice in research universities.  He 
split the positions of Vice President for Research and Dean of the Graduate School to strengthen the 
research infrastructure, and the current Graduate School retains significant administrative-process 
responsibilities less consistent with the senior research role.  He would prefer to wait for the review 
before making any decision.  The President said he is constantly looking for ways to downsize and 
consolidate the central administration while also keeping the work of the University moving forward.   
 
 It is necessary to look at core activities that drive up costs, the President said, and to try to cluster 
them or drive more discipline and management control into them.  He noted a draft outline of a statement 
on how the University manages its resources.  Public opinion about the University's education is very 
high but only about 60% give high marks to its management quality and stewardship of resources.  He 
said he is determined to incorporate a report on resource management into the annual strategic-positioning 
reports to increase public understanding of these issues. 
 
 Professor Martin commended the President's plan but said he should also include productivity 
data.  The Finance and Planning Committee just saw data on resources devoted to employees by category, 
and it was very clear that while faculty ranks have remained stable, the number of student-credit hours 
taken and degrees granted has gone up substantially in the last five years.  The President agreed that 
productivity measures are important, particularly as an indication of how the University leverages state 
and private funds.  He suggested that he and the Committee (with particular help from Professor Martin, 
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chair of Finance and Planning) may want to appoint a small subgroup to work on a report and statement 
on resource management and productivity. 
 
 Professor Chomsky made the point that the other audience, besides the public, is the faculty.  
Many faculty do not understand the productivity of central administration for the faculty and they do not 
understand where all the money spent by central administration goes.  It would be helpful to articulate 
what the administration has done to support faculty, the level of support it provides for faculty that people 
take for granted and never think about.  Professor Durfee emphasized this point as well; the message for 
the public is very different from the one that should be directed internally.  The administration often tries 
to combine internal and external communications, but they are very different audiences.  But the 
messages must be consistent with each other, Professor Chomsky pointed out.  And the information must 
be shared with both faculty and staff, Professor Carpenter said, because the information affects morale.  
She also said it is important the chancellors do the same thing. 
 
 The President said that at a recent national meeting on higher education, he was struck by how far 
ahead the University of Minnesota is in planning for hard decisions; he said that one of the things he told 
colleagues is that one reason is that the University has had the leadership and support of the faculty.   
 
 There is a systemic reality that must be taken into account, Professor Curley said.  The size of the 
administration is set by administrators.  Administrators are always looking for things they can do to help 
the institution and the motivation is to expand.  To some extent, as the public and the faculty look at the 
administration, they know about this reality and do not trust a self-policing mechanism.  One possible 
way to address that dilemma is to have some kind of external audit mechanism to bring in an outside 
view.  The President agreed, but added that few people pay attention to the growing regulatory burden the 
University faces.  The most recent Higher Education Act required about 200 new reports from 
institutions.  The federal stimulus funding requires dozens of new reports.  These are real requirements 
and people have to be hired to meet them.  Professor Curley observed that this is illustration of the same 
systemic reality--it works in the regulatory and legislative realm as well.  Professor Hanna suggested 
trying to quantify the number of reports required of the University. 
 
 Professor Yust told the President that everyone understands the need for a salary freeze this year.  
But for next year, the proposed 2% increase would give her about $40,000 to distribute over 24 faculty.  
As a group they are above average, but to give some a larger raise means holding others to 1%.  It would 
be better, she said, to offer a flat increase, so everyone knew what they were getting, and then giving 
bonuses or other increases to some.  The President said there will be time during the upcoming year to 
talk about that problem, one that he recognized and recalled he had confronted himself when a department 
chair. 
 
 Professor Chomsky touched briefly on the Graduate School issues.  Whatever happens at the 
Faculty Senate meeting and in the future, the discussions will get into the substance.  There will be a 
careful line to walk in the next few weeks.  The President agreed—but said that there is a need to make 
changes and many faculty, perhaps a majority, believe these are important questions to raise about 
graduate education.  The administration will learn a lot from Dean Crouch's committee's report but will 
not take unilateral action without further consultation.  He said, however, he would be unhappy if the 
committee issues a good report and there is then no action.  The University must take action that makes 
sense to reduce costs and advance graduate and professional education.  Professor Chomsky said she was 
not suggesting there be no action—this Committee has also heard a division of opinion—but how the 
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administration acts and how it embraces the views expressed with be important, even as it recognizes that 
not everyone will be happy with the results.  The President agreed again and said the administration 
would work with this Committee to do what is productive, and they will be respectful in discussing the 
issues, but at the end of the day the University will not cut student-related budgets in order to retain larger 
overhead costs.  He said he is committed to getting results, even though they may take a year or so to 
achieve in order to get the decisions right.   
 
 Professor Hoover thanked the President for joining the meeting. 
 
5. Benefits Advisory Committee Nominees 
 
 Professor Hoover recalled that the Committee had previously discussed faculty nominees for the 
Benefits Advisory Committee; since then she had received a message concerning membership.  The 
Committee agreed on two names to be submitted for the open faculty position. 
 
6. Policy on Reorganization 
 
 It was agreed that the Committee on Educational Policy would take up a review of the Policy on 
Reorganization next fall, given the divergent interpretations of its language in light of the proposals 
related to the Graduate School.  The issue to be addressed is how best to articulate the expectations about 
consultation on proposals for change of various kinds. 
 
 Professor Hoover adjourned the meeting at 3:30. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


