
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, February 6, 2003 

1:15 – 3:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 

Present: Dan Feeney (chair), Gary Balas, Susan Brorson, Tom Clayton, John Fossum, Marti Hope 
Gonzales, Mary Jo Kane, Candace Kruttschnitt, Marvin Marshak, Judith Martin, Fred 
Morrison, Jeff Ratliff-Crain, Martin Sampson, Charles Speaks 

 
Absent: Muriel Bebeau, Gary Davis, Arthur Erdman, Marc Jenkins 
 
Guests:  none 
  
Other: Cathy Gillaspy (Regents' Office); Katie Stuckert (Office of the Vice President and Chief 

of Staff) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) various matters of business; (2) the budget; (3) change in student academic 
workload policy] 
 
 
1. Report of the Chair on Various Matters 
 
 Professor Feeney convened the meeting at 1:15 and briefly reported/raised questions on a series 
of matters. 
 
-- Committee members are urged to send suggestions for members and chair(s) of the two 

committees dealing with intercollegiate athletics. 
 
-- It will be necessary to think about replacements for Professors Kane and Kruttschnitt, both of 

whom will be on sabbatical next year (although Professor Kane's sabbatical plans might be 
affected by the budget situation).  Committee members should provide any suggestions they may 
have; past nominations from the Nominating Committee will also be reviewed. 

 
-- There is need for a bylaw change to identify a chair for the Senate and Assembly meetings in the 

event the President and the vice chair are both not available.  The Committee unanimously 
endorsed a proposal designating the vice chair of this Committee as the default presiding officer. 

 
-- Professor Morrison reminded the Committee he will be sending a letter soliciting two 

nominations for the Benefits Advisory Committee. 
 
-- There is a bylaw proposal, which the Committee has seen before in principle, changing the 

Tenure Subcommittee to the Tenure Committee, a standing committee of the Faculty Senate.  The 
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proposal, approved unanimously by the Committee on Faculty Affairs, also received a unanimous 
vote at this meeting. 

 
-- Ms. Stuckert will be sitting in on the meetings on behalf of Vice President Brown, and will absent 

herself in the event the Committee votes to close its meeting. 
 
-- He, Professor Laura Cooper, Vice President Carrier, and Executive Vice President Maziar met to 

discuss the possibility of developing an ombudsman function.  While the budget situation 
precludes thought of a position or office, the Grievance Advisory Committee (which had been 
asked to look at the ombudsman idea) will try to identify ways to put together the function from 
existing resources.  Professor Cooper will develop a proposal that is sensitive to budget issues.  
Professor Sampson pointed out that next year could be a banner year for grievances; it is time for 
the ombudsman function to be available.  Professor Morrison said he thought the present 
grievance process was too formal and could accomplish more in the first two steps if it were less 
formal, but it is in place and should not be tinkered with in the face of a large number of 
problems; an appropriate intake office or ombudsman function could deal with a lot of problems 
before they reach the Grievance Officer. 

 
-- He and Professor Martin met with members of CAPA to discuss the revised governance policy.  

It is possible the two groups will reach agreement if a number of modest changes are made in the 
existing language of the policy.  If it passes the Faculty Senate and approved centrally, it will be 
sent with a cover letter to deans and department heads informing them it has been adopted by the 
Senate and the administration. 

 
-- As a matter of information:  A careful reading of the bylaws has led the Senate office and the 

Parliamentarian to realize that ALL members of the Senate Consultative Committee, whether ex 
officio non-voting or regular voting, are VOTING members of the University Senate.  The same 
is true for members of the Faculty Consultative Committee and the Faculty Senate.  The 
Committee made no move to change this interpretation. 

 
2. The Budget 
 
 Professor Marshak noted that he is asking Committee members and other faculty to host 
gatherings of legislators; he asked Committee members to let him know if they would be willing to host 
an event. 
 
 The Committee voted to close the discussion of the budget but concluded that an outline of what 
was discussed should be included.  The magnitude of the numbers being discussed are these; all numbers 
are in millions: 
 
 665 approximate base budget (state funds) entering 2001-02 fiscal year 
 -24 rescission during 2001-02 
 641 approximate base budget (state funds) entering 2002-03 fiscal year 
 -25 rescission during 2002-03 
 616 approximate base budget (state funds) at end of 2002-03 fiscal year 
 -100 possible reduction in base budget (state funds) for 2003-04 fiscal year 
 516 approximate base budget (state funds) at end of 2003-04 fiscal year 
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 -100 possible reduction in base budget (state funds) for 2004-05 fiscal year 
 416 new base budget during 2004-05/entering 2005-06 fiscal year 
 
This would amount to a 38% reduction in state funding for the University between July 1, 2001, and July 
1, 2004. 
 
-- It is necessary to think about what the University will look like with about one-half its current 
state appropriation (models are Cornell, which has some colleges funded by the state and some not, or 
Penn State, where students pay more than the cost of education in order to fund the rest of the institution.  
Undergraduate tuition at Penn State is roughly double that of the Twin Cities campus of the University of 
Minnesota).  Change of this magnitude will not be accomplished by eliminating the paper version of the 
class schedule. 
 
-- This is a democracy; the people who won the election are going to cut the state's budget.  It is 
clear where the University is going; it can either drag its feet or it can figure out how to get there. The 
effect of the cuts means a remaking of the University; the University must lead, not have changes 
imposed upon it. 
 
-- There is a need to identify options that allow assessment of the reduction in funding.  Among the 
many possibilities are, for example, a substantial tuition increase (on an order of magnitude similar to that 
recently proposed for SUNY, at 41%), elimination of all state funding for some colleges, across-the-board 
reduction in all state funds to each college, or some combination of these or similar changes. 
 
-- The University must tell the legislature it got the message about the changed world and then 
itemize the changes it will implement.  The University will very likely have to raise tuition but must do so 
in a way not intended to challenge or threaten the legislature; any tuition increase must be set in the 
context of a strategy to remake the institution in light of the changes in funding.  One result of the funding 
reductions is that the University is being pushed to a high-tuition model (which will require high quality 
or it will not be sustainable); the University must itemize the things it will do to sustain the new model.  
Any statement/proposal must BEGIN with the proposition that the University is remaking itself and that it 
will continue to deliver quality. 
 
-- There are documents the University can rely on.  The Pawlenty Commission report is "stunningly 
helpful."  There are two parts to the report:  improve research and improve undergraduate education.  A 
tuition increase must come in the context of continuing to improve undergraduate education.  Absent a 
substantial tuition increase, the University will not be able to maintain the progress it has made; no one 
can expect the University to get better or even stay the same with a 40% reduction in its state funding. 
 
-- "Anything that has a spreadsheet is not a targeted strategy." 
 
-- Professor Martin, who had attended the Finance and Planning Committee meeting two days 
earlier, said that one of the most interesting documents she had seen in a long time was the table laying 
out how much each administrative and collegiate unit and campus could be thought of as contributing to 
the $8.3 million subsidy of intercollegiate athletics.  She said she was not sure what value CLA received 
for "its" portion of the subsidy ($942,000) and she expressed doubt about the value to units such as the 
Medical School ($435,000), IT ($746,000), or UMD ($750,000). 
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 It was agreed that Professors Feeney and Martin would seek a special meeting with President 
Bruininks and Executive Vice President Maziar to discuss these and related issues. 
 
3. Change in Academic Workload 
 
 Professor Martin noted that the Committee on Educational Policy had proposed for the Senate 
docket a one-word change to that part of the semester conversion standards that deal with credit 
hours/student contact hours.  The change provided that there would NORMALLY be a one-to-one ratio 
between credits for the course and contact hours per week (with "normally" added).  Several Committee 
members opined this was not a trivial change.  Professor Sampson concurred with a suggestion that the 
item be pulled from the docket and discussed further by the Senate Consultative Committee.  It was so 
agreed. 
 
 Professor Feeney adjourned the meeting at 3:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 
 
 


