
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, February 25, 2010 

1:00 – 3:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Marti Hope Gonzales (chair), Melissa Anderson, Nancy Carpenter, Carol Chomsky, 

Chris Cramer, Shawn Curley, Janet Fitzakerley, Kathryn Hanna, Caroline Hayes, Brian 
Isetts, Walt Jacobs, Jeff Kahn, Jan McCulloch, Kate VandenBosch, Cathrine Wambach, 
Becky Yust 

 
Absent: Emily Hoover, Russell Luepker, Michael Oakes, Martin Sampson 
 
Guests: Susan Rafferty (Office of Human Resources); Provost E. Thomas Sullivan, Vice 

President Kathryn Brown, Vice President Carol Carrier 
  
Other: Sharon Reich Paulsen (Office of the Provost), Kathryn Stuckert (Office of the President) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) policy on recruitment and selection of faculty and P&A staff; (2) presidential 
search-advisory committee; (3) the financial situation; (4) discussion with Provost Sullivan about the 
budget] 
 
 
1. Policy on Recruitment and Selection of Faculty and P&A Staff 
 
 Professor Gonzales convened the meeting at 1:00 and welcomed Ms. Rafferty to present revisions 
to the policy Recruitment and Selection of Faculty and Academic Professional and Administrative 
Employees. 
 
 Ms. Rafferty explained that there are no substantive changes being proposed and this policy 
comes to the Committee has part of the routine process of comprehensive policy review.  At present the 
policy focuses on three strategies to recruit:  national or limited searches or no search (the policy assumes 
that most faculty and P&A staff will be hired through a search).  This revision is more forthright:  There 
is a search or there is not a search.  The policy now focuses more on the quality of the workforce and on 
planning the workforce.   
 
 The substance is in the procedures that are attached to the policy.  There are 17 of them now; that 
number will be reduced to 3:   Hiring with a search, without a search, and the procedures to be used when 
involvement of a Senate committee is required in hiring a senior administrator.  They have consolidated 
the information so that one can identify what one must do depending on one's role (the hiring authority, a 
search committee member).  They are also reducing the number of appendices to 3 so that the right 
information gets to the right people.  She affirmed that this revision is purely in the service of 
consolidation and simplification.  There has been no suggestion that any major changes are needed.  
 

                                                           
* These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University of Minnesota 

Senate; none of the comments, conclusions, or actions reported in these minutes represents the views of, nor are they 
binding on, the Senate, the Administration, or the Board of Regents. 
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 Professor Isetts said he understood there are multiple pages of academic personnel types.  Is that 
true?  It is, Ms. Rafferty said, and she noted that there are many different kinds of faculty appointments, 
postdocs, P&A staff, but those details are in the appointment types and need not bog down the process 
this policy and its procedures establish. 
 
 Will these changes speed up and consolidate the approval for searches, Professor Carpenter 
inquired?  One hopes so, Ms. Rafferty said, but the focus is on the search process.  Approvals for searches 
are beyond her control.   
 
 In response to a query from Professor McCulloch, Ms. Rafferty said the changes would be rolled 
out next week.   
 
 Professor Curley asked if moving people around the University is covered by the policy (given 
what might happen with budget cuts).  Ms. Rafferty said the no-search process can be used for current 
University employees to be considered for another position if theirs is cut.  A hiring unit can make the 
case for a no-search hire.   
 
 Committee members offered no objections to the policy.  Professor Hanna reported that the 
Committee on Faculty Affairs had also reviewed the policy and found it acceptable.  Ms. Rafferty said 
that anyone who has suggestions, or pet peeves about searches, should contact her. 
 
 Professor Gonzales thanked Ms. Rafferty for bringing the policy to the Committee.  
 
2. Presidential Search-Advisory Committee 
 

Professor Gonzales reported that Regents Chair Allen and Simmons (who will chair the Regents’ 
search committee), have asked for recommendations for faculty representatives to serve on the 
presidential search-advisory committee.  They have asked for a rank-ordered list and did not specify the 
number of faculty members who should be nominated.  She reported that she and Professor Oakes, when 
they met with Regents Allen and Simmons, made it clear that in these difficult times, it is important that 
there is a perception faculty are included on the search-advisory committee—and that the representation 
not appear to be token.    
 
 Committee members agreed that the faculty members nominated to serve on the search-advisory 
committee should be individuals with a thorough understanding of the University, who are not parochial 
in their views about their department or college, who are citizens of and committed to the University.  The 
list should also include faculty members with an outstanding record of scholarship. 
 

Professor Gonzales at this point accepted a motion to close the meeting; it was adopted 
unanimously.  Committee members developed a preliminary list of faculty members who might be 
considered for the search-advisory committee. 

 
The Committee also agreed to develop a brief statement of the attributes and characteristics it 

believes any candidate for the presidency should demonstrate. 
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3. The Financial Situation 
 
 The meeting remained closed; Professor Gonzales reported on discussions she and Professor 
Oakes had had with the Provost and others about the University's budget in light of the projected state 
financial situation. 
 
4. Discussion with Provost Sullivan 
 
 Professor Gonzales welcomed Provost Sullivan to the meeting, who was joined by Vice 
Presidents Kathryn Brown and Carol Carrier.  Provost Sullivan said that the President sent his apologies; 
he intended to join this discussion but was detained at the legislature. 
 
 Provost Sullivan said he would talk about four topics, ones he and Professors Gonzales and Oakes 
had agreed on:   
 
1.  The President's budget proposal 
2.  The multi-year planning process underway 
3.  Communication about the budget proposals  
4.  The Faculty Senate agenda. 
 
 He began with the second item.  The President established the Steering Committee on Advancing 
Excellence [which includes Professors Russell Luepker and Judith Martin] to provide a broad overview of 
the budgeting and planning efforts; it is investigating four areas and will make recommendations about 
them. 
 
 a.  The scope of the mission:  The mission of the University will not change but the core 
priorities, values, and principles must be aligned with the institution's resources.  Examples of the topics 
included in this rubric are the reforms of graduate education, restructuring and consolidation in the 
Academic Health Center, the peer-review committee on e-education/e-learning and the need to change 
competencies in this arena, the size of the University (enrollment management, which includes looking at 
the number of undergraduate, graduate, and professional-school students).  The backdrop to this 
exploration includes the strategic-positioning effort of the last five years and the work of the blue-ribbon 
committees in each of the colleges).   
 
 b.  Increasing revenues:  The colleges are all working on plans to increase private giving.  The 
University is seeking to increase research revenues (mindful of the indirect-cost funds that are captured or 
waived), to stabilize state support (and discussing with the legislature contributions to the state workforce 
and the return on the state's investment), and to enhance revenue from real estate holdings.  They are also 
modeling tuition revenues over a multi-year period, along with appropriate financial aid (and this includes 
looking at policy questions about the cost pools and financial). 
 
 c.  Cost efficiencies:  The hiring pause remains in effect and the University is hiring at only about 
40% of its usual rate.  The University has fewer employees, has cut energy costs, is decommissioning old 
buildings (but not those that are historically significant), and is cutting information-technology costs and 
procurement costs (the latter could lead to savings of about $18 million per year).  The budget supporting 
central administration has been cut $34.5 million since 2009. 
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 d.  The budget model:  There will be a fresh look at the budget model to be sure that it is aligned 
with the budget framework.  Much has been learned since the current budget model was adopted; the 
principles remain strong but the incentives need re-examination. 
 
 Provost Sullivan turned next to the first item, the President's budget proposal, which has a number 
of components.   
 
 a.  The 27 pay periods will all be paid, for $41 million. 
 
 b.  There will be 3 furlough days for all employees during the holiday period and the University 
will be closed except for essential services, pending faculty and Board approval. 
 
 c.  Senior officers (dean and above) will have six furlough days. 
 
 d.  Employees will have the opportunity to volunteer furlough days, to a maximum of 10 
(including the 3 required). 
 
 e.  There will be a 2% compensation pool for all employees; colleges will have great discretion in 
how to administer the funds (e.g., for merit, retention, salary compression) because college circumstances 
vary significantly.  The salary increase will be delayed until January for faculty and P&A staff (unless 
there are other contractual obligations).  The bargaining units and clerical workers will receive them as of 
July. 
 
 These actions will still leave a budget gap, but the President believes it can be managed through 
the use of temporary and other non-recurring funds. 
 
 Provost Sullivan took up the third and fourth items, communication and the upcoming Faculty 
Senate meeting.  Professor Gonzales inquired if the President intended to ask for a vote on the furlough 
proposal for the faculty.  Provost Sullivan noted that under the provisions of Section 4.5 of the Regents 
policy Faculty Tenure—the tenure code—approval of the Faculty Senate is required ("If the University or 
a collegiate unit is faced with financial stringency that does not amount to a fiscal emergency, the 
president may propose a temporary reduction or postponement in compensation to be allocated to faculty 
in accordance with a mathematical formula or similar device").  Professor Gonzales and several other 
Committee members advised him that to bring the proposal to the March 4 meeting and simultaneously 
ask for a vote would be unwise, because it would give faculty members no time to consult with their 
colleagues or to think about the proposal or the larger budget issues in which the furlough is embedded.  
Provost Sullivan inquired if it would be helpful to have a written communication from the President in 
advance of the Senate meeting explaining the tradeoffs and the rationale for the elements of the budget 
proposal; the Committee said it would be very helpful.   
 

The Committee agreed to convene a special meeting of the Faculty Senate on March 25 to 
consider for the tenured and tenure-track faculty the proposal to adopt a 3-day furlough in December, 
2010. 

 
Vice President Brown explained that the President believes the three days of furlough for 

everyone is fair.  The furloughs help to allow the 2% compensation pool and that units will be able to 
make their own decisions about new hires, equity, retention, and the like.  A salary freeze means units 
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have no ability to smooth out issues of equity, retention, and salary compression, and if a freeze goes on 
too long, the situation can get far out of line.  The increase will also help units retain their best employees.  
A recent study in the Harvard Business Review suggested that in tough economic times corporations need 
to maintain their investment in research and development and in their assets, and must control costs.  For 
the University, its key asset is its people. 

 
Provost Sullivan said that the most important principle of strategic positioning, from five years 

ago, was investment in people.  There was a special compensation fund for faculty and there has been 
investment in students in financial aid.  The compensation increase is consistent with that principle.  He 
recalled a discussion with his counterparts at the other CIC institutions; all of them plan to deliver salary 
increases.  As one looks at the state budget projections for the next five years, the Provost continued, no 
one has a crystal ball and there will be a lot of maneuvering.  But it appears reasonable to assume that 
there will be a deficit of about $5 billion that will have effects through the 2013-14 biennium.  Given that, 
it is possible that there could be a number of years without salary increases; the President believes the 
University should take the opportunity to deliver one this year.  The University's appropriation constitutes 
about 4% of the state budget; the University's share of a $5-billion deficit could be a cut of $190 million.  
It has just cut about that amount ($191 million) from its budget for 2010 and could face a cut of similar 
magnitude again. 

 
Professor Chomsky said there are three things that are important in presenting the budget 

proposal.  One, they need to talk about the alternatives that were weighed.  Two, they need to speak to the 
question of fairness and equity and treating employee groups equally because  there is a lot of concern 
about those who are lower on the salary scale.  Three, they need to explain clearly what a furlough means. 
Will the University's email be shut down?  And how will the money be collected, Professor Wambach 
added—over the year?  (Vice President Carrier said it is likely that the furlough funds would be taken out 
of the first January paycheck; this works best for many reasons.  Employees will all receive three 
paychecks in the month of December, something that happens twice per year.)  What will be the impact 
on vacation accumulation, Professor Yust asked? 

 
Professor Isetts suggested that in addition to the Senate discussion of the budget, there be an open 

forum. 
 
Professor Hanna had two points.  First, one comment she is hearing from colleagues is that the 

furloughs are seen as a one-time fix; what plan is there for the next biennium, assuming there continues to 
be bad news?  Provost Sullivan said he tried to address that question with his description of the multi-year 
planning process that is underway.  The furloughs are one-time, and if needed again in the future, they 
would trigger another vote by the Faculty Senate.   

 
Second, Professor Hanna said, in terms of fairness and equity, 12-month appointees will sustain a 

1.2% cut in salary, 10-month appointees a 1.4% cut, and 9-month appointees a 1.5% cut.  That is a 
concern among some of her colleagues.  Vice President Carrier said that because number of furlough days 
has been reduced to 3, they believe that 3 days for everyone is a reasonable way to share the pain.  
Provost Sullivan added that that is another reason the President wanted the 2% compensation pool:  
Without it, the disparate impact of furloughs is greater and the compensation can be used to help level out 
the effects of the furloughs.  All employees will see a net increase under the President's proposal, he said, 
and that would not be the case if there were no salary-increase funds.   
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Professor Yust said that after dealing with retention and compression issues, about half the 
faculty will receive less than 1.5% increases, so will not see a net increase.  But the increase will be in 
their base salaries, Vice President Brown pointed out.  The net result, Professor Yust said, will not be an 
overwhelmingly positive impact.  In general, she continued, faculty members have questions, beliefs, and 
assumptions all over the map; the administration will need to be able to explain well or people will not be 
able to support the institution in the way that will be needed.   

 
Of the gap, Professor Yust asked if the voluntary furloughs would make up the budget gap that 

remains.  The amount is about $19 million, Vice President Carrier said, and the money from all the 
voluntary furlough days taken would go toward closing that gap (and would stay in the colleges and 
units).  The experience at Hennepin County was that about half the employees contributed furlough days. 

 
Professor VandenBosch said, about the 2% compensation pool, that this Committee has had a 

number of conversations, and she has had conversations with her dean about it, and she is glad to see the 
pool in order to deal with cases of retention and salary compression.  She suggested that people might 
also be willing to take voluntary furloughs if they knew where the money was going, and one place could 
be scholarships, which would help to close the budget gap.  Professor Chomsky said it would be helpful if 
the senior administrators took voluntary furloughs—and make clear that there have been cuts in central 
administration. 

 
Professor VandenBosch also said that the last cuts, and these being discussed, have been across-

the-board.  In the multi-year planning, how likely is it that there will be strategic cuts that rely on metrics?  
Provost Sullivan responded that the administration has said from the beginning that the cuts would be 
strategic, not across-the-board, and the cuts made in the support units in the fall were not across-the-
board.  The senior vice presidents all agree that cuts will not be across-the-board.  They modeled at 2.75% 
cut, but that was for planning purposes, but not all will receive a 2.75% cut.  Colleges are all different and 
the process will take into account their strengths and weaknesses. 

 
Professor Fitzakerley offered three comments.  One, she supported the idea of a forum, and one 

that could include the coordinate campuses.  Two, it is not clear which problems are being addressed by 
which solutions, so it would be helpful to have that clarified.  Three, it would be helpful to know how 
these cuts will affect faculty in terms of workload and their day-to-day job.  Provost Sullivan said that for 
faculty who teach, the President has said they could not take furloughs on a teaching day.  He noted that 
there is experience at other institutions with furloughs and people who are paid on grants.  He also 
pointed out that ALL student employees will be exempt from the furloughs.  Dr. Carrier reported that 
Associate Vice President Webb has created an excellent  Q&A about furloughs for people on sponsored 
funds, if that is the final decision.  She reported that they are also talking with each of the bargaining 
units; in that case, the University has the managerial right to impose furloughs. 

 
One thing that would help, Professor Cramer commented, is if people could believe there is a 

long-term plan to deal with the 27-pay-period problem.  There will be one, Provost Sullivan promised. 
 
Professor Curley said he wished to emphasize that these steps must be taken carefully and must 

be sure that people trust what is decided.  The budget decisions about next year, however, are a distraction 
because the real problem starts with 2012.  The budget proposals discussed today are short-term solutions, 
not particularly targeted, and that is fine because the institution has to get through the situation.  There is a 
sense that the process is not moving quickly enough to deal with 2012 and beyond.  He said he would like 
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to see something before people leave for the summer and he urged that the administration have plans 
sooner rather than later.  It makes him nervous, he said, not to see anything yet this spring.  Provost 
Sullivan assured him that plans are underway, as he noted earlier in the meeting, and the Committee will 
be informed about what is being done. 

 
Professor Gonzales thanked Provost Sullivan and Vice Presidents Brown and Carrier and 

adjourned the meeting at 3:15. 
 

      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


