
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Fall Retreat 

Wednesday-Thursday, September 1-2, 2010 
Minnesota Humanities Center 

 
 
Present: Kate VandenBosch (chair), Peter Bitterman, Elizabeth Boyle, Thomas Brothen, Colin 

Campbell, Nancy Carpenter, Carol Chomsky, Chris Cramer, Shawn Curley, Nancy 
Ehlke, Barbara Elliott, Marti Hope Gonzales, Michael Hancher, Jeff Kahn, Russell 
Luepker, Jan McCulloch, George Sheets 

 
Absent: Melissa Anderson, Caroline Hayes, Michael Oakes 
 
Guests: (in order of appearance) Vice President Richard Pfutzenreuter, Vice President Tim 

Mulcahy, President Robert Bruininks, Vice Provost Robert McMaster, Vice Provost 
Henning Schroeder, Provost E. Thomas Sullivan, Deans Connie Delaney, John Finnegan, 
Patrick Lloyd, Mark Paller, and Marilyn Speedie, Professors William Beeman, Bruce 
Braun, Eva von Dassow, and Karen-Sue Taussig 

 
Other: Jill Lietz Christiansen (Office of the President), Sharon Reich Paulsen (Office of the 

Provost) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) discussion with Vice President Pfutzenreuter; (2) with Vice President Mulcahy; (3) 
ad hoc committee on a third semester; (4) discussion with President Bruininks; (5) with Vice Provost 
McMaster; (6) enrollment-management committee; (7) discussion with Provost Sullivan; (8) end-of-year 
celebratory event; (9) discussion with the deans of the Academic Health Center colleges; (10) discussion 
with faculty members from Faculty for the Renewal of Public Education; (11) committee discussion] 
 
 
[Note:  The retreat discussions are considered off-the-record, so these minutes will note only the topics 
covered and any action that FCC decided to take in response to the discussion.] 
 
1.   Discussion with Vice President Pfutzenreuter 
 
 Professor VandenBosch convened the retreat at 8:00 and welcomed Vice President Pfutzenreuter.  
He and the Committee discussed the economic and financial outlook for the next biennium and beyond, 
including the possible effects of November election outcomes, the state budget deficit, the University's 
biennial request, contingent financial planning, and a long-term financial-forecasting model.  Two foci of 
the discussion were (1) the distinction between budgeting based on "what kind of University do we 
want?" versus "nibbling at the edges" in light of the pressures on the state budget, and (2) the need to 
decide what the University will and will not do in the future.  There was also discussion of what the 
University must commit itself to (even though the programs may be expensive) versus programs that cost 
little (but are glitzy and not central to the mission).   
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binding on, the Senate, the Administration, or the Board of Regents. 
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2. Discussion with Vice President Mulcahy 
 
 The Committee discussed with Vice President Mulcahy issues related to interdisciplinary 
research (and how the University knows it is making the right interdisciplinary investments), support for 
international research, stewardship of royalties and revenues from intellectual property, 
commercialization of intellectual property (including the legitimization of technology transfer activity 
within the academy), and risk aversion.  With respect to the last item, the discussion focused on the need 
to manage risk rather than avoid it.  There was agreement that the Committee might wish to have a 
discussion later on the larger "cultural" issues related to risk and empowering people.   
 
 Vice President Mulcahy also reported on an economic-impact study that the University will 
commission. 
 
3. Ad hoc Committee on a Third (Summer) Semester 
 
 The Committee agreed on the charge to and membership of an ad hoc committee to explore in 
preliminary fashion the advisability of considering offering a full third (summer) semester on the Twin 
Cities campus. 
 
4. Discussion with President Bruininks 
 
 The Committee discussed with the President state support for the University, the value of the 
University to the state, tuition levels, the metrics the University should use to measure itself, transitions in 
the leadership of the Academic Health Center, the relationship with Fairview, and administrative-
governance relations in the last year of his term in office (i.e., consulting frequently on where major 
issues stand in terms of committee discussion).  The President also explained the economic-impact study 
he is going to have conducted.   
 
5. Discussion with Vice Provost McMaster 
 
 The Committee discussed with Vice Provost McMaster four-year graduation rates, first-year 
retention, three-year degrees, and a possible third full semester. 
 
6. Enrollment-Management Committee 
 
 The Committee discussed with Vice Provosts McMaster and Schroeder the work of the 
enrollment-management committee, which is considering such issues as what the University should look 
like in five years in terms of numbers of students at various levels and the relationship of enrollment to 
geography (e.g., for the Twin Cities campus, being in a metropolitan area).  The Committee also 
discussed with them the graduate-student-funding task force, budget-model incentives and 
interdisciplinary education, and time to degree. 
 
7. Discussion with Provost Sullivan 
 
 The committee discussed with the Provost the report of the external review of the budget model, 
the work of the budget-model advisory committee and proposed changes to the budget model, the effects 
of the budget model on interdisciplinarity, the need for greater clarity in budget data (rather than just 



Faculty Consultative Committee 
September 1-2, 2010 
 
 

3

greater transparency), the blue-ribbon committee process in the colleges, the nature of budget decisions 
that have been made (i.e., across-the-board versus strategic), the balance between the need for rich 
consultation and the need to make decisions (and the difficulty of reducing decisions to a formula), 
communicating the link between the consultation and the outcome--how did the consultation affect the 
outcome, and e-education and the report of the peer-review team. 
 
8. End-of-Year Celebratory Event 
 
 The Committee reviewed a draft report on a possible celebratory event in spring, 2011, that 
would precede college commencements (and that would become an annual event if deemed desirable).  
The Committee concluded that it "thinks this is a great idea." 
 
 Professor VandenBosch recessed the retreat at 5:15 on Wednesday. 
 
9. Discussion with the Deans of the Academic Health Center Colleges 
 
 Professor VandenBosch reconvened the retreat at 8:00 on Thursday morning.  Deans Delaney, 
Finnegan, Lloyd, Paller, and Speedie of the Academic Health Center Colleges apprised the Committee of 
how the budget cuts have affected their colleges (pulling back from some research/course offerings, not 
filling positions and reducing existing staffing, closing centers, and trying to increase revenues [including, 
inter alia, tuition increases, expanding e-learning, and increased fund-raising]).  One of the deans told the 
Committee that under no circumstances is the phrase "doing more with less" permitted because programs, 
positions, and salaries have been cut in the college. 
 
 The deans also discussed the budget model and its effects and whether it encourages the decision-
making process the University wants.  Committee members discussed with the deans the importance of 
who is in decision-making positions versus the organizational decision-making structure and processes 
and application of guiding principles, and what role the governance process could play in enhancing 
transparency in decision-making.  The foci included how decisions are made (within a strategic planning 
framework or in response to the crisis of the moment) and possible differences between the enunciated 
criteria (centrality to mission; quality, productivity, and impact; uniqueness and comparative advantage; 
enhancement of academic synergies; demand and resources; efficiency and effectiveness; development 
and leveraging of resources) and the other criteria that may be used (e.g., available balances, tuition 
revenues, etc.).   
 
 The deans and the Committee also discussed the changes in leadership and structure of the 
Academic Health Center. 
 
10. Discussion with Faculty Members from Faculty for the Renewal of Public Education 
 
 The Committee discussed with Professors Beeman, Braun, von Dassow, and Taussig the origins 
and concerns of Faculty for the Renewal of Public Education (FRPE), how faculty governance functions 
(or not), the reasons why it does not (in their view) work as well as it should and how it could be 
improved, why more faculty do not participate in governance,  the need for accessibility of budget 
information, the presidential search, how best to communicate with the faculty, the role and nature of the 
University in the state and the value of intellectual life, the role of probationary faculty in governance (or 
lack thereof), and several specific issues that the Committee was asked to look into.   
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11. Committee Discussion 
 
 Committee members spent 75 minutes discussing a number of the matters that had come before 
them in the preceding day and a half and identified several that they concluded they should take up during 
the academic year.  Issues identified included the need for budgetary and budget-decision-making 
transparency and clarity, the reorganization of the Academic Health Center, admissions criteria in the 
context of the changing demography of the state, the need for strategic budgeting, how to make the 
governance system work more effectively as a new administration assumes office next year, the need to 
get outside the current budget-decision-making processes to make the required decisions, and changes in 
the budget model and its implementation. 
 
 Professor VandenBosch thanked everyone for spending a day and a half at the retreat and 
adjourned it at noon on Thursday. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


