
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, February 4, 2010 

1:00 – 3:00 
N202 Mondale Hall 

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

Shawn Curley, Janet Fitzakerley, Kathryn Hanna, Emily Hoover, Brian Isetts, Jeff Kahn, 
Russell Luepker, Jan McCulloch, Michael Oakes, Kate VandenBosch, Cathrine 
Wambach, Becky Yust 

 
Absent: Chris Cramer, Caroline Hayes, Walt Jacobs, Martin Sampson 
 
Guests:  Dean Henning Schroeder 
  
Other: none 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) discussion with Dean Schroeder; (2) memorandum on the budget from the 
Committee on Finance and Planning] 
 
 
1. Discussion with Dean Schroeder 
 
 Professor Gonzales convened the meeting at 1:05 and welcomed Dean Henning Schroeder.  She 
invited him to make any opening comments and said that there was also great interest in the report of the 
two working groups that had just been issued. 
 
 Dean Schroeder thanked the Committee for the opportunity to join it.  He told the Committee that 
he had received a copy of an article from The Chronicle of Higher Education on January 30 titled 
"Graduate School in the Humanities: Just Don't Go."  He felt he must respond.  The article contended that 
the prospects for getting a job are so bad that one should not go to graduate school, especially in the 
humanities.  If graduate education were just another classroom experience, one might think twice about 
seeking it, but if it is with a research focus, and the experience to generate new knowledge, what one 
learns in graduate education is useful for a job inside or outside the academy.  One learns to be a team 
player if one is part of a vibrant graduate program.  Conducting independent research as a graduate 
student is essential for the development of critical autonomous thinking.  Successful programs require a 
delicate balance of intense mentoring and coursework on one hand and on the other hand provide room 
for individual growth and new ideas, as well as the freedom to take risks. 
 
 Dean Schroeder related his own graduate education experience in Germany in the 1980s under 
the master-apprentice model, in contrast to the model he found upon arrival in the United States.  When 
he came to this country he was stunned at the knowledge students had about their field and felt great 
appreciation for graduate education in the US.  He believes there must be a research component to it.  The 
master-apprentice relationship is still wide-spread in graduate education outside the US but there are 
many countries now building graduate schools modeled on the US (Europe, Asia).  They are building 
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them from scratch and they will be competitors with the US, so it is important that the University operate 
faster and more efficiently than ever before in streamlining programs and in responding to the 
environment quickly—with an emphasis on quality.  He thanked the work group members and observed 
that few people have the luxury of taking a new job with two work groups having prepared the field for 
them. 
 
 Because many Committee members had not had time to read the report of the two work groups, 
Professor Chomsky asked if he would identify the major changes he sees coming as a result of the report 
and whether he agrees or disagrees with the recommendations, and that he speak about his own plans.   
 
 Dean Schroeder related that he started at the University in 2007. From day one, he heard about 
the time-consuming and complicated process to approve or change graduate programs and that the way 
Directors of Graduate Study (DGSs) connected with the college and the Graduate School was hard to 
understand.  These have continued to be issues.   
 

The biggest change will be in governance. The P&R Councils have multiple levels of committees 
and subcommittees that look at even small changes in programs; that particular process will end, 
according to the work group recommendations.  However, the dedication and enthusiasm of the P&R 
Councils must be safeguarded in the new structure with its Graduate Education Council and Graduate 
Education Assembly.  Details about changes in a program will be completed in the academic unit before 
they are brought to the Graduate Education Council (composed of 14-16 members). 

   
Professor VandenBosch, who served on the work group dealing with academic issues, said that as 

they considered the role of the P&R Councils, they realized that they served multiple functions—policy 
and review, a venue for DGSs, DGSs networking—and decided to recommend separating those functions.  
Dean Schroeder noted that the report includes spreadsheets with great detail on the assignment of 
processes. 

 
Professor Chomsky said she was trying to get a sense of the bigger picture.  There were a number 

of issues that led to proposals to change the Graduate School:  efficiency, not obstructing things, value 
added, and after the initial proposal, the status of the Graduate School and governance.  What about those 
first three issues and faculty participation in governance:  How did they play out?  Dean Schroeder said 
that one sentence sums it up:  The Graduate School will be a convener, facilitator, and collaborator more 
than an enforcer.  It will continue to oversee standards of quality but a number of paragraphs in the report 
talk about moving authority and accountability to the faculty and deans at the local level.  That does not 
mean the Dean of Graduate Education will step back; there will be close interaction and consultation with 
the other deans and those responsible for graduate education (e.g., with respect to new initiatives or 
programs that should not be continued—those decisions will happen at the local level but the Graduate 
School will oversee the process).  With respect to significant changes in graduate programs, the Graduate 
Education Council will take over the function of the P&R Councils but provide feedback and approval 
later in the process.   

 
With respect to quality improvement, Dean Schroeder said, a one-time review every ten years 

will not drive innovation or improvement.  External reviews can be objective, but there have been other 
initiatives in the country to create internal review processes that result in continuous improvement of 
graduate programs.  The "Carnegie Initiative on the Doctorate" and the "Woodrow Wilson Foundation 
Responsive Ph.D." provide models for this type of internal program review.  For review processes, 



Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, February 4, 2010 
 
 

3

programs will be working together in cohorts, which can be based on similarity in discipline or subject 
matter (e.g. biomedical sciences); another possibility is to group programs together that have similar 
problems or issues (e.g. long time-to-degree).  Such internal review processes start with simple questions 
such as "What is the purpose of the doctoral program" or "What are the desired outcomes of the program 
for our students?"  They will be carried out by leadership within the program, faculty and students, while 
the Graduate School will organize, convene and provide guidance.  There is already experience on our 
campus with this type of review (history and neuroscience) and proponents and leaders of similar 
initiatives from other universities may be brought to our campus. Our reform will not only be about 
cutting, downsizing and becoming more efficient, he said, but also about initiatives that will allow the 
University to be in the forefront, nationally and internationally, of developing new ways to deliver, 
administer, and continuously improve graduate education. 

 
Professor Luepker commented that he is involved in a program that offers a Masters degree in 

clinical research that includes all the Academic Health Center schools; where it should reside is 
ambiguous.  A DGS could be elected from any of half a dozen colleges.  He has heard that similar 
programs will remain independent and report to the Graduate School.  Both working groups talked about 
the importance of interdisciplinary programs, Dean Schroeder replied, and providing a framework so they 
can thrive.  His view is that they should report to the Graduate School or another college home should be 
identified that would take more responsibility for them.  They have to look at what needs to be done to 
keep interdisciplinary programs functional and strong.  He asked Professor Luepker for his views.  There 
are positives and negatives to either solution.  Part of the ambiguity is that he did not know how it would 
work if they were part of one college.  There may have been unhappiness with the Graduate School, but it 
was a known quantity.  In the case of his program, the School of Public Health accrediting body feels 
strongly that any program in the School must follow their course requirements, which would kill the 
program. What were the problems with the Graduate School, Dean Schroeder inquired?  They finally had 
an external review after 10-11 years and they had problems with the timeliness of admission decisions.   

 
Professor Kahn (who also served on the working group that dealt with academic issues) said that 

some Masters programs are associated with Ph.D. programs and should stay with them.  But some are 
independent and the report left open the question of how to handle them.  There may be just a handful of 
programs which have an in-between status—they are not associated with a PhD program but also don’t 
have a collegiate home.  The presumption is there will be a collegiate home; if not, one has to figure out 
what to do with them.  Does it not make sense to have a lead college, Dean Schroeder asked?  Not in the 
case of his program, Professor Kahn said.  All are unique, Professor Luepker said, and they have the 
terrible label "terminal Masters" programs.   

 
Professor Curley said this is a broader issue.  One sees a number of institutions around the 

country, given the economy, that are dropping programs, and people have wondered about that process 
here.  Where does it lie?   In Dean Schroeder's office?  Most programs are not going to say they need to 
be dropped.  Dean Schroeder said that if it comes to terminating programs, the decision will be more local 
than it is now.  It is his understanding that establishing new programs will be a process where the deans 
and departments are more involved and the decision will be made in collaboration with the Graduate 
School and the Provost.  The funding of graduate education will be part of the compact process more than 
it is now.  There is a section in the academic-issues part of the report that attempts to identify metrics to 
measure the success of graduate programs.   
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Who is the "us" who is doing the evaluation, Professor Curley inquired?  It will be a collaborative 
process, Dean Schroeder said, more local than it is now.  Deans will be responsible for graduate education 
but the Graduate School will play a role in evaluation.  The process has not been fully fleshed out. 

 
Professor Hoover commented that Dean Schroeder is saying that deans and departments will be 

more a part of the process than before, but now faculty can join interdisciplinary programs and 
multidisciplinary teams across the institution without anyone's permission.  With the deans involved there 
will be more bureaucracy and a greater concern with money; it is important the flexibility be retained, she 
said.  The responsibility is moved back to the colleges, Dean Schroeder said, but that does not mean that 
all power will reside in the deans.  Colleges will be held more accountable for graduate education.  Now 
the DGS reports to the Graduate School and initiatives start in departments and colleges because the 
Graduate School and the DGS agree.  But there are maintenance costs for programs that colleges are 
reluctant to support.  The idea is to bring all the players together to make a decision, because now there 
are sometimes problems around money issues. 

 
Professor Kahn noted one of the recommendations in the report (#8, page 20):   
 
The provost should charge the vice provost and dean of graduate education, in consultation with 
the Graduate Education Council, the Graduate and Professional Education Assembly, the Office 
of Budget and Finance, the Office of Academic Support Services (Registrar), and other 
appropriate University bodies, to establish a new set of policies to simplify and clarify the process 
for establishing interdisciplinary programs that cross collegiate units or exist outside the 
collegiate unit structure. For example, the policies should clearly identify processes for shared 
governance between units, how graduate faculty responsibilities will count towards their home 
department obligations, and the like. In addition, the policies should the principles for tuition 
attribution for courses used in interdisciplinary programs, particularly cross-listed courses, and 
other funding for interdisciplinary graduate programs. 

 
Professor Yust noted that the language in Figure 2 on page 24 clearly identifies the responsibility for 
program closure, in response to Professor Curley's question.  There will have to have been discussion 
within the colleges before any proposal is brought to the Graduate Education Assembly, Dean Schroeder 
added. 
 

Professor Hoover pointed to the Conservation Biology program as an example.  The DGS did not 
have to work through multiple administrative layers to develop a large program. It was initially funded by 
the Graduate School, and then attracted a large-enough number of students to be self-supporting.  If the 
CFANS deans were in charge, there could be a ripple effect of cutting out faculty from other colleges 
because of money issues.  How would that arise, Dean Schroeder asked?  The college would want the 
money from all who teach in the program to stay in the college, Professor Hoover said.  That is a problem 
with the budget even now that must be resolved, Dean Schroeder said.  Professor Kahn said the report 
suggests a central pool of funds to make colleges whole in cases such as that.  It would not take very 
much money. [The footnote to recommendation #8 reads:  "This may require an interdisciplinary 
education fund to make up for net tuition losses by units or colleges as a result of inter-collegiate 
programs."]  
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 One of the points that came up at every meeting, Dean Schroeder recalled, was the question "can 
we trust college deans to take care of graduate education?"  He said he believes that if people are brought 
in from the beginning to help, and are accountable for the decisions, and the Graduate School does not 
decide everything, the results could be positive.  Professor Yust said the idea that the deans do not care 
about graduate education is interesting; up to now, the structure has meant they did not have to.  But there 
is no evidence they will not care—they care about undergraduate education and many other things.  
Everyone on campus is aware that if the University is to develop further as a research university, doctoral 
student research and graduate education are key, Dean Schroeder said.  In the current structure, the deans' 
input is not part of the system; in the new structure, the deans must be aware of and responsible for the 
importance of graduate education.  He has met with the deans and believes they are aware of this issue. 
 
 What they heard from the deans, Professor VandenBosch said, was frustration that planning 
graduate education programs took place in one sphere and everything else in the college took place in 
another.  The deans felt there needed to be more coordination and consideration of graduate education in 
the context of other college goals.  She said she had not realized there was such a disconnect, and the 
deans' concerns had an impact on the working group's recommendations. 
 
 In terms of program growth, Professor VandenBosch said, in several discussions the working 
group heard about the notion that the University has too many graduate students, compared to peer 
institutions.  The question of right-sizing must be grappled with and one hopes that the metrics will help.  
Professor Kahn reported that there was a lot of conversation in the Work Group about sun-setting 
programs but asked for input about whether there is enough about that issue in the report as drafted.     
Dean Schroeder said CIC graduate deans all face the same problems.  It appears that decisions about 
sun-setting are local, and the working group discussion circled around it using metrics and giving 
significant authority to the colleges.  They also talked about the number of graduate programs, Professor 
Kahn said; it is about 150, down from ten years ago.  So there are questions about the right number of 
programs, and once that’s determined how best to reach that number.  
 
 Week by week, the financial news is not getting better, Professor Gonzales pointed out.  Her 
question is this:  In response to the challenges, administrators talk about scope, efficiency, number of 
programs, and so on.  The graduate-education work groups started before all this continuing bad news.  
How does the report connect with the current situation?  Professor Wambach said she has heard graduate 
students say that if there were fewer of them, those who are here could be better supported; the question is 
the number of graduate students the institution can support.  And the quality of advising will probably go 
up if there are fewer students per mentor, Dean Schroeder added. 
 
 Last year the administration told the Committee that there would be significant cost savings in 
reorganizing graduate education, Professor Hanna said; the number cited was about $1 million.  That is 
happening, Dean Schroeder said; they must identify roughly one-third of the money next year and then 
more later.  What he is not sure about is whether cutting something in the Graduate School will cause 
costs to go up elsewhere, but said he did not believe they would. 
 
 Professor Anderson commented that this is a big report.  The bottom line, in terms of what will 
get people on board with the recommendations, is how they will lead to better doctoral students.  Dean 
Schroeder said the first two pages of the report summarize it:  They speak to the question of why 
many graduate students look first to the coasts as places to go to do research.  He has thought about 
how difficult it is to develop a new curriculum that would attract students who might otherwise go to 
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one of the coasts.  One example was provided by Dean Elde, who explained that the amount of 
bureaucracy involved in developing a joint program between the College of Biological Sciences and 
the Institute of Technology was so great that the faculty who wanted to do it just dropped the idea.  
Other universities have come up with 21st-Century programs, indicating a need to change processes.  
The Graduate School website reflects bureaucracy.   Professor Anderson said they need to demonstrate 
how the bureaucracy proposed in the report is better than what the University currently has and they also 
need a short statement on why graduate education will be better as a result of adopting the 
recommendations. 
 
 Dean Schroeder agreed.  The Crouch committee (the committee that preceded the appointment of 
the working groups) spent considerable time on the office title and name but finally recognized that the 
question is how to improve the graduate-education experience and develop individual excellence so 
graduates can take any job in industry, academe, or government.   
 
 Professor McCulloch said that as she thinks about the Graduate School launching something new, 
she said she hopes the process is transparent for deans and departments.  They may be reducing spending 
but departments need to know about it and would like to be able to move more nimbly.  From his 
meetings with CLA chairs, Dean Schroeder said it is clear they work in a very different universe 
from that in which the Academic Health Center chairs work; there was concern about interpreting 
"unit" differently than in the AHC.  They must pay attention to consequences at the local level. 
 
 Professor Yust said that in terms of what would make things better, that question should have 
been asked for the last 30 years.  She sees in the report a reshuffling of responsibilities that could have 
occurred without the disruption that was caused.  There might be $1 million in savings, but when one 
thinks about $100 per hour in billable hours, that is about 10,000 hours, and people probably spent about 
that much time on this issue since last February.  Those who did the work are good citizens of the 
University vested in graduate education, but it should not have taken this level of disruption to improve 
graduate education.  It is not worth it, just to move things around.  It is not just about the $1 million, Dean 
Schroeder said; it is about changes in governance and many other things.  How will the University remain 
nimble and make changes over the next 30 years, Professor Yust asked?   
 
 Professor Kahn noted that there is a 30-day comment period on the report, and he heard at this 
discussion issues they grappled with:  the "Financing the Future" report, cost-pool allocations, and 
recommendations from previous reports that are reflected here.   
 
 Professor Gonzales thanked Dean Schroeder for joining the Committee.   
 
2. Memorandum on the Budget From the Committee on Finance and Planning 
 
 Professor Luepker next introduced a draft memorandum that he proposed to send to President 
Bruininks and the senior vice presidents about the budget; he suggested that this Committee might wish 
consider supporting it.  While budget problems belong to everyone, in the governance system they fall 
first to the Committee on Finance and Planning.  The discussion started with an unscheduled meeting on 
February 1 with Vice President Pfutzenreuter, who provided a handout with budget information.  The 
Finance and Planning Committee thought it important to respond before decisions are made, so asked him 
to send the memo to the President.  They raise a number of issues that reflect the immediate crisis as well 
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as the bigger picture (and many see the latter as more important).  [The complete memorandum appeared 
in the February 1 minutes of the Finance and Planning Committee, distributed earlier.] 
 
 Professor Luepker touched on some of the points in the memo.  The first part dealt with over-
arching themes. 
 
"2.  The proposals are based on additional "across the board" cuts and is for only one year, FY 11.  This is 
the usual response to a fiscal crisis.  A bold, transparent strategic plan, which provides a vision and 
informs decisions, is not apparent.  Such a plan will be essential if we are to face the FY 12 crisis and 
future cutbacks.  The long-range problem was well described in the Financing the Future report.  A 
strategic plan needs articulation and must be initiated soon."  This makes the point that the plan is simply 
letting more air out of the balloon and avoids the big plan.  The Committee needs to keep making the 
point that there will be yet an across-the-board cut next year.   
 
"3.  Major elements in the draft budget proposal move many budget decisions from the schools and 
colleges back to central administration.  This reverses the goals of the budget model over the last several 
years and takes responsibility away from the schools and colleges, once again encouraging dependency 
on central administration."  This changes the level of responsibility. 
 
 The second part of the memo dealt with specifics. 
 
"1.   Pay raises:  A 2% raise in pay is more symbolic than economically substantive.  Employees will 
appreciate the symbolism.  However, the public and political perception of this may be that the University 
has enough money to absorb State cuts and still give pay raises."  There is a concern that the University 
will be criticized for giving salary increases.  
 
"2.  Twenty-seven pay periods:  This calendar artifact should be handled directly with 27 payments where 
applicable: all should be treated equitably, but calculating paychecks may differ between hourly-wage and 
salaried employees.  This issue needs to be factored into future budgets.  Few people understand the 
calendar problem other than knowing a solution wasn’t planned.  It shouldn’t happen again."  The 
University should start saving for the future.  Professor Isetts asked why the University does not move to 
a bimonthly payroll.  Because that would require two payroll systems, Professor Hanna explained, and it 
was the cost of two payroll systems that led the University to change to a biweekly payroll for everyone.  
Professor Isetts wondered if the cost of the two payroll systems was greater than the $41 million cost of 
the 27th pay period. 
 
"5.  Furloughs:  This is the most controversial topic for employees.  In essence, two unpaid weeks is a 
3.8% pay cut. Making it work will be problematic, especially given the diversity of funding sources and 
appointment terms for faculty, staff, and student employees.  The Committee needs more details and 
further consultation, but the details must be worked out quickly because employees are already raising 
concerns due to the vagueness of the idea and lack of communication."  Professor Isetts asked what would 
happen if furloughs and the 2% compensation increase were both dropped. 
 
"7.  Financial aid:  In recent years, as state financial support has waned and tuition increases have been 
necessary to cover the resulting revenue loss, the University has significantly expanded its commitment to 
need-based financial aid to lower- and middle-income students.  The cost of this aid is a substantial part 
of the undergraduate cost pool and reduces the efficacy of these tuition increases as corresponding 
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increases in aid are needed.  It also reduces discretionary revenue from tuition increases.  Given the 
likelihood of sustained and significant reductions in state support, the Committee feels that it is important 
for the University community to discuss the nature and level of the University's financial aid commitment 
and how that commitment relates to the mission of the University."  The Committee spent a lot of time on 
this issue and concluded the University really needs to look at it.  Every time tuition is increased, financial 
aid funds must increase.  Much of that money has come from federal stimulus funds, which will 
disappear. 
 
 Committee members offered a number of comments on the memo. 
 
-- The Committee expressed thanks to Professor Luepker for preparing the memo.  It was agreed 

that the University community needs a clear presentation of potential cost saving measures in 
order to understand and evaluate the budget options.  A summary table, as described in point 4, 
would help to provide the needed transparency. . 

 
-- There was a significant change a few years ago in how the University budgets, with all revenues 

flowing to the units.  Now there will be a 16% increase in the undergraduate financial-aid cost 
pool and an overall 3% increase in the cost pools; for central administration to keep a portion of 
the tuition money is inconsistent.  It seems to be inconsistent to base pay raises solely on merit 
but have furloughs for everyone.  

 
 Before the current budget model, the administration took all the money and allocated it to the 

colleges.  That was changed to allocating the revenues to the colleges and taxing some of it back.  
Now the system has problematic elements of both. 

 
 The system seems very complicated.  The administration could take back all the state funds and 

allocate them as needed, so there would be no 2% increase, no salary reduction, and no furloughs.  
In some colleges, however, cost-pool charges are more than the state funds, so they had to use 
tuition revenue to pay them; the state funds are not enough to pay the cost-pool charges, so the 
administration needs additional funds. 

 
-- Will there be open discussion about the points in the memo once it is sent?  The specifics of the 

memo seem right but the larger sense of frustration, concern, and worry did not come across, and 
without that the message may not be received. 

 
-- The use of across-the-board cuts appears to be in direct conflict with the college blue-ribbon 

panels.  If the cuts are across the board, why are there faculty meetings and consultation?  This is 
confusing, because the whole idea of the blue-ribbon panels was that they would not recommend 
across-the-board cuts.  Vice President Pfutzenreuter was dealing with a possible $36-million cut 
and trying to balance next year's budget, he was not dealing with the blue-ribbon panels.   

 
-- Professor Luepker said that the "Advancing Excellence Steering Committee," which is supposed 

to be overseeing the process, has not been involved in the compacts or with the college blue-
ribbon committees; the question is, "where's the big picture?"  

 
-- While the college blue-ribbon committees on the Twin Cities Campus started last November, the 

coordinate campuses are just beginning now. 
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-- The Committee observed that colleges are likely to need more time than is available in the current 

fiscal year to gather data for careful decisions on program elimination or limits to the scope of 
their missions.  If so, across-the-board cuts would occur this year, followed by plans for more 
strategic cuts in the next biennium.  There was also skepticism that college-level blue ribbon 
committees would be able to self-scrutinize effectively to identify lower priority activities, 
preferring instead to identify programs for growth.  Such decisions may need to be made 
centrally, according to principles already articulated:  centrality to mission, uniqueness and 
comparative advantage, demand and resources, etc.  [They can be found at 
http://www1.umn.edu/systemwide/strategic_positioning/decision.html] 

 
-- What about the alumni and constituents?  What about the fallout from cuts?  That happened with 

Commitment to Focus; external organizations mobilized on behalf of Dentistry and Veterinary 
Medicine.  The University also lost development funds when it closed the Waseca campus; that 
happens when programs are closed. 

 
-- Letting programs shrink by attrition and across the board cuts is not the most effective approach, 

because programs need a certain critical mass to be effective.  
 
-- Is there a way to deal with the budget by cutting the number of departments?  Is there a way to 

save by reorganization?   
 
-- Stressing parsimony will make it easier; if people could understand what is needed, they could 

support it. 
 
-- There have been comments that certain directives have appeared in budget or compact 

instructions that relate to post-tenure review, undergraduate program productivity, and laying off 
tenured faculty without a declaration of fiscal emergency (a declaration that the tenure code 
requires before such action can be taken).  Professors Gonzales and Oakes explored the contents 
of the budget instructions and learned that (1) there were no separate compact instructions this 
year, and (2) there is nothing of any kind relating to any of these topics in the budget 
instructions.  So it is unclear what the source of these comments might be. 

 
The Committee suggested two minor changes to the memorandum, which Professor Luepker 

accepted as friendly, and then voted unanimously to endorse it. 
 
 Professor Gonzales adjourned the meeting at 3:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


