
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, February 16, 2006 

1:15 – 3:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Jean Bauer (chair), Nancy Carpenter, Carol Chomsky, Dan Feeney, Megan Gunnar, 

Morris Kleiner, Scott Lanyon, Marvin Marshak, Judith Martin, Richard McCormick, 
Fred Morrison, Steven Ruggles, Martin Sampson, John Sullivan, Jennifer Windsor 

 
Absent: Gary Balas, Barbara Elliot, Kathleen Krichbaum, Terry Roe 
 
Guests: President Bruininks, Kathleen O'Brien, Richard Pfutzenreuter, Al Sullivan 
 
Other: Kate Stuckert 
  
[In these minutes:  (1) Review of Senate Docket (2) President Bruininks; (3) Legislative Liaison; (4) 
Capital Request Process] 
 
 
 Professor Bauer convened the meeting at 1:15 pm. 
 
1. Review Senate Docket  
 
 Professor Bauer referred to Business & Rules committee for the upcoming Senate meeting and 
the review of the Senate docket.  She reported there had been request that had come to her which she had 
sent back to Business & Rules because she wanted more discussion on the issue.  The issue involved a 
P&A who asked she be able to make a statement about one of the deceased faculty members who is on 
the Senate list, and to talk about the disease that the faculty member died from and announce that she is 
running in a marathon to raise funds.  Professor Bauer said that there were several options: to allow her to 
speak, to allow her to put information on the back table; or to say no.  CAPA had been at the meeting and 
said they supported the option of putting all the information on the back table, and Professor Bauer asked 
that the policy issue be discussed.  Professor Bauer said the general agreement was that only things that 
are on the docket and belong to the University in general should be addressed.  The individual will be 
outside the door and may hand out a statement and information about the faculty member.  Professor 
Bauer said that Professor Martin was going to be leading the meeting as President Bruininks would be in 
Morris.  Professor Bauer reviewed the docket with the committee.  Professor Martin clarified that 
Professor Roe was not an elected member so his term was not expiring, as noted on the docket.  She said 
that he was filling in for the year for someone, and Professor Sullivan said that Professor Roe had been on 
the ballet previously.  Professor McCormick said that SCEP had made changes to the policy regarding 
teaching evaluations, and he distributed a summary of the changes.  He said that he believed that since 
there were changes in the wording of the policy, it meant that it could not be voted on.  The committee 
clarified that it was for discussion only.  The information he distributed explained the two changes that 
SCEP had made to the policy, and the committee discussed how Professor McCormick would present the 
information to the Senate as well as his announcement that SCEP and SCFA have decided to form a 
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subcommittee this spring to look at the mandated questions for faculty evaluation.  Professor Bauer 
continued reviewing the docket.  Professor Sampson asked if he could bring up under new business an 
announcement regarding the legislative liaison.  It was agreed to bring to do so.  Professor Bauer 
suggested there be written information for people to pick up at the back of the room as well. 
 
 Professor Bauer then continued on to Committee Business.  Professor Lanyon said that at the 
last steering group committee meeting with the Provost, there were reports from the task forces on the 
strategic planning initiative.  The task force from the CNR/COAFES/CHE merger made a request to the 
Provost that the College Design: Science/Engineering task force recognize that their charge overlapped 
somewhat with the CNR/COAFES/CHE task force had been asked to address. They requested that the 
Science/Engineering task force be encouraged to interact with members of the CNR/COAFES/CHE task 
force as well as engage the faculty of those units.  Professor Lanyon said he had since talked to other 
members of the CNR/COAFES/CHE task force and that there continued to be minimal interaction with 
the Science/Engineering task force.  Professor Lanyon said it was important that there be communication 
between these two task forces, and said that faculty would like the Provost to encourage the groups to 
collaborate and to stress the importance of the groups working together.  Professor Bauer suggested that 
perhaps the issue could be brought up in a couple of different ways, including the pre-FCC meeting or the 
FCC meeting on March 2.  Professor Lanyon said the task force draft report will be completed by the end 
of March.  Professor Bauer asked the committee if they wanted Provost Sullivan to address the issue 
when he met with the committee on March 2.  Professor Morrison said that there would probably be more 
task forces with either overlapping or conflicting recommendations, and it would be interesting to see 
how they were reconciled once all the reports were in.  He said he personally wouldn't be upset to see two 
separate recommendations as long as it is assumed that neither one supersedes the other.  The issue was 
how to focus two conflicting ideas.  Professor Lanyon said that the FCC may want to make a statement 
about how conflicts between task forces are resolved. Professor Martin said it was a matter of 
recommendations coming forth that are different and there are many steps to a decision being made. 
Provost Sullivan will have to decide what is going to be recommended to him and what will be 
recommended to the Regents.  If there are interests that are University-wide, they need to be dealt with at 
a University-wide level.  Professor Lanyon said that one of FCC's primary concerns/interests in strategic 
planning was the coordination and communication between task forces, and that this was a clear case 
where increased communication was necessary and requested by one of the task forces.  Professor Martin 
said that Professor Bauer should relay the issue to Provost Sullivan in the pre-FCC meeting.  Professor 
Martin reiterated that this issue would probably present itself again, and that this instance could be used as 
a model to encourage the best behavior in dealing with the issue. 
 
 The committee discussed the transitions of the Wave 1 colleges and the process of oversight 
that is occurring.   
 
 Professor Bauer went on to discuss a question about the Finance and Planning presentation, 
which entailed looking at the details about the rates and the manner in which they were determined.  She 
asked Professor Ruggles to elucidate the issue.  Professor Ruggles reminded the committee that a few 
months ago several people were concerned about how the metrics for various aspects of the budget model 
were derived.  The Finance and Planning committee had not addressed it in their presentation and 
Professor Ruggles wanted to raise the issue again. He noted that it could be a situation where in the 
upcoming years, millions of dollars are likely to move around the college based on metrics based on 
unknown factors.  Professor McCormick said that the charges had hit the colleges already, that they'd 
seen what the increases are, and deans are not happy.  Professor Sampson said that he thought that there 
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were already repercussions, and said that there were implications for the faculty and the reputation of the 
university.  Professor Ruggles raised a broader issue, in the research conducted in order to determine how 
much things actually cost. He agreed the incentives created by the new budget model were very 
important, but wondered if they were things that would make the University a Top 3 institution. 
Professor Morrison said, to Professor Ruggles' concern, that they had not seen the detailed information on 
that, but the basic information was that the costs were identified from the CUFS system and the allocation 
methodology was based upon a basic assumption about who is using a particular kind of service.  There 
was an understanding that those were rough estimates.  Professor Morrison said he was less worried about 
the past than the future, and that he was more worried about what it was going to do than how it was 
generated.  Professor Ruggles agreed but said that if the costs are presented as if they are somehow true, 
but do not account for the possibility that they may not be.  Professor McCormick said there would be a 
7% increase in costs across the colleges, and he had brought up questions about the cost drivers.  For 
instance, pertaining to libraries, there are fields that have very expensive journals yet don't have much 
enrollment.  Does that not mean that everyone else is subsidizing those journals?  He said he had been 
told that the cost allocators were not about consumption and were not about incentives.  The committee 
discussed how different departments subsidize others based on enrollments and consumption.  Professor 
Bauer said that that Dr. Wendy Lougee, University Librarian, had mentioned to her the issue of the 
academic public good as opposed to shared good.    Professor Marshak said that the budget model, to be 
useful, ought to be manageable as much as possible without "committing suicide".  The only way to 
manage costs allocated by headcount was by shrinking them and that was not a good thing.  He also 
thought they were promised some idea of how everything would shake out, a pro forma of the current 
year or last year to see what kind of shifts would occur.  Professor Morrison said that changes in all the 
underlying factors will mean that these costs suddenly shift from one place to another as the budgets of 
various units differ or as the head counts shift.  He acknowledged that allocated library costs go up when 
enrollment goes up.  The committee discussed the budget model and enrollments.  Professor Windsor said 
that deans and chairs are looking at the budget model in a different way than the larger proxy model, and 
said that she felt there was a real breakdown.  The committee suggested continuing the discussion at a 
later date.   
 
2. President Bruininks   
 
 Professor Bauer welcomed President Bruininks to the committee.  President Bruininks 
discussed some of the issues that had arisen from strategic positioning and Wave 1 colleges, as well as 
other issues.  Professor Bauer thanked him for the discussion. 
 
3. Legislative Liaison 
 
 Professor Bauer asked Professor Chomsky to speak to the issue of the legislative liaison 
position, a description of which was drafted by Professors Chomsky, Sampson and Morrison.  The 
description was distributed to committee members.  Professor Chomsky noted two issues:  articulating the 
position in the description; and second, filling the position for next year.  She noted that the draft 
distributed may help facilitate a discussion about how the position is viewed and what the liaison should 
be doing, apropos of the faculty and FCC.  Further, filling the position(s) for next year has two 
components: discussion of the process and discussion of people to fill the position. Professor Chomsky 
noted that Professors Sampson and Morrison had been the liaisons the past two year. Several years ago, 
the position had been filled by one person, then it was divided so it would be two people, one from the 
Democrat side and the other Republican so as to develop relationships on the two sides. She said that 
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Professor Sampson wishes to step down next year; Professor Morrison is willing to continue, but also 
wants to be replaced in the relatively near future. Professor Chomsky noted that it has been hard to find 
individuals to fill the liaison positions. It is her understanding that ultimately the President makes the 
selection based on the FCC recommendations.  She said that Donna Peterson, the University lobbyist, will 
also likely be involved informally in the process at some point because the faculty liaisons will work with 
her as well.  Professor Chomsky said that Professor Morrison had suggested someone to replace Professor 
Sampson, and she added that it might be a good idea to identify the person while the current session is 
underway so that they could be introduced and begin to work in the process.  Professor Marshak 
suggested that in terms of finding someone on the Republican side, the net needed to cast farther. The 
committee discussed broadening the search, and the business school or the St. Paul campus was 
suggested.  Professor Kleiner suggested consulting with Professor Terry Roe.  Professor Sampson 
stressed that it was important to have two people; it was crucial in discussing strategic issues, that each 
could cover for the other in hearings, and sometimes one person works better with certain 
representatives.  Professor Kleiner reiterated this saying that he worked with Craig Swan, dividing 
the appropriate leadership and the ability to talk about issues if one is thrown a curve ball.  Professor 
Bauer added that President Bruininks had said it was a good model, and was very interested in FCC's 
discussion on the matter to inform their appointment of people.  Professor Marshak pointed out that 
working with the Regent Candidate Advisory Council (RCAC) was also very important, and that that 
should be noted on the position description.  Professor Chomsky asked committee members to send her 
comments and names for possible people for the positions.  Professor Bauer said that this issue should be 
brought back to the upcoming FCC meetings.  She thanked Professors Chomsky, Morrison and Sampson 
for their presentation.   
 
4. Capital Request Process  
 
 Professor Bauer welcomed Vice President Kathleen O'Brien and Associate Vice President Al 
Sullivan to present information about the Capital Request Process, who noted that it might be helpful to 
give it a historical context.  She said that the methodology that's been used in arriving at a University 
capital budget has changed over time, and some of the questions that have been asked were the result of 
different methods and inheriting those decisions.  For example, in previous years, there was a substantial 
standing capital improvements committee that was fairly representative, had biennial hearings and 
accepted recommendations from the University. In some ways, the input part of the process was more 
transparent and the decision making rested with the President and ultimately the Board of Regents.  When 
President Yudof was at the University, he identified some very specific academic priorities that had 
companion capital priorities.  He eliminated the capital improvement committee and instigated capital 
improvements on campus.  These included the redevelopment of the south mall, and the recognition of the 
importance of the appearance of the campus and its historic structures.  In the current administration, the 
capital process has been reexamined.  Associate Vice President Al Sullivan, Mr. Richard Pfutzenreuter 
and she were the three people who served as the Capital Oversight Group (COG), together with others 
from the administration and academic units, making for a broad network of people participating in the 
process.  Vice President O'Brien said that her office, University Services, had two functions which she 
defined as decision support and execution/implementation.  She distributed a diagram used to describe 
Capital Improvement Planning and Oversight Process.  In reviewing the diagram/chart, she pointed out 
two major elements that the Regents act on, the six-year plan and the capital budget.  There are two 
primary inputs to the capital process, which come from the academic planning side and the facility 
condition assessment (FCA).  FCA is an inspection based assessment that has been conducted of all the 
university buildings throughout the system over the past four years. Vice President O'Brien said this 
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helped establish more legitimate projects for the HEAPR requests. There are currently about $260 million 
dollars worth of projects that could be identified as coming through FCA, and there is about $150 million 
toward the $260 million need, which takes into consideration the $40 million HEAPR bonding bill. She 
said that presentations had been made on the process at the SCFP and the subcommittee on Master 
Planning and Capital Projects. Vice President O'Brien asked Associate Vice President Sullivan to speak to 
how the facilities components of the compact come into the process.  Professor Marshak asked how much 
the HEAPR backlog rose in the past year, and how much money would be needed to stay even.  Vice 
President O'Brien said that based on looking at need, they had about 40% of the funding level needed 
from HEAPR. Professor Marshak said that the University would continue to fall behind at that rate, which 
Ms. O'Brien confirmed.  She said that there may be multiple strategies to address this, including more 
funding, taking buildings off-line, etc. Associate Vice President Sullivan suggested another tack would be 
to reuse an old building.  Vice President O'Brien said that in looking at the measures and metrics report 
that Mr. Sullivan's team was working on, the FCA is one of the critical ratios that would be regarding and 
would be a critical measure.  Associate Vice President Sullivan noted that some fundamental issues, one 
of which was that the programmatic needs side has a voracious appetite for valid needs across the 
institution. He noted that individual projects are costing more and more as well.  The same thing applies 
when looking at another primary driver: the two primary drivers are programmatic needs and facilities 
conditions.  He cited $15 million just for the outside stabilization of Folwell and $21 million for the 
exterior of Northrop simply to keep them from deteriorating, and neither of these were programmatic 
needs. He said that although there were many requests, after much consultation and a lot of thought the 
line gets drawn over what can and cannot be done, which unfortunately leaves a lot of good ideas and 
valid needs behind.  He said that one of the things they did in one of his first years at the University was a 
compact process focused on the academic side, and there was a separate facilities aspect.  It was then 
decided to put the two together, and so for the past several years there has been a facilities component 
directly embedded in the compact process.  Associate Vice President Sullivan said the Provost and Senior 
Vice Presidents had had many conversations with the leaders of the major units about a host of issues, 
specifically, what the priorities for facilities needs were.  It was at that level that ideas were generated.  
Then the staff reviews and puts in a spreadsheet, put in a particular form, which is then reviewed and 
priorities are established.  The coordinate campuses follow the same procedure.  Then Mr. Pfutzenreuter 
is consulted about what is financially possible and what the debt capacity is.  There had been several 
meetings this year wrestling with the issue, and the end result is the six-year capital plan, which is 
roughly ¾ of a billion dollars.  Mr. Sullivan stressed that this illustrated the magnitude of what the 
President and the Senior Vice Presidents were dealing with.  He also noted that private money also 
leverages the ability to accomplish some of the goals and looking forward, there will be some things 
related to strategic positioning.  There was also approximately $15 million set aside for some relocations 
and adjacencies that may be subsequently created by the strategic positioning initiative.  Associate Vice 
President Sullivan reiterated the difficult decisions considering many needs and desires, all of which were 
legitimate, but ultimately the Senior Vice President and President make the decision.  The committee 
discussed the issues. 
 

Professor Windsor asked for clarification regarding potential projects moving forward and units 
coming up with a third of the debt.  She asked what happened if units don't have that money, and if they 
go to Stage 2, where the President or Provost sees it as part of strategic positioning and academic 
priorities. Would units then request the money through the compact process?  Mr. Pfutzenreuter said that 
was correct, that the budget model pushes all costs to the collegiate level and that those issues and costs 
come back through the budget compact discussions that begin next week.  At the end of that process, the 
institution must make decisions accordingly.  Professor Sullivan clarified that at that level, it is not a 
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commitment of central resources, but a matter of trying to get on the list, which Mr. Pfutzenreuter 
confirmed.  Professor Sullivan said that basically that means is that the priorities year after year are going 
to be the same priorities that the budget model favors and that the professional schools, the parts of the 
University that have strong financial sources of outside money, can always come up with that extra 
money whereas the core and often most distinguished units at the University are unable to do that.  Vice 
President O'Brien said that before the strategic positioning process was underway that description was 
more apt to be the reality.  The compact process allowed each academic unit to do its planning and then 
relied on senior officers to decide how to sort it out.  It was her feeling that from the work that was 
underway now, some direction that will inform these decisions across the compact processes will emerge.  
Associate Vice President Sullivan said they were also trying to find win-win situations and cited 
examples of joint projects.  Professor Sullivan said that it raised his concerns that under the new budget 
model, the next administration may be more susceptible to political pressure than the current 
administration. His sense was that the very units that have the best access to outside money also have the 
best access to inside political pressure and power.  Therefore, even though the budget process may free up 
more money centrally it will be used largely to top off the units that are already doing well rather than the 
ones that are academically powerful.  Mr. Sullivan and Mr. Pfutzenreuter acknowledged the point well 
taken.  Professor Sullivan asked if there was anything to be done in the new budget model to make it hard 
to do things like that, as his sense was that it was making it easier.  He said that the new budget model has 
centralized power to the deans' offices and that he would have to make changes in his graduate program 
because certain features which make it a top ten graduate program now cost too much money.  Professor 
Sullivan said he felt there was now leverage to shape and control behavior in ways that can destroy 
excellence, and asked what kinds of institutional arrangements could be devised for pushback.  Mr. 
Pfutzenreuter said that the budget model wasn't the structure nor was it the solution but that it was 
leadership, and that it expects strong leadership. Professor Martin said that it was important to have some 
perspective, that investments over time aren't really tracked.  Someone who had a sense of that and could 
speak to it might be very helpful.  Associate Vice President Sullivan noted that there had been a fair 
amount of money in the last few cycles put in the CLA programs, for example.  Professor Sullivan said 
his concern was in the new initiatives, not the old systems.  The committee discussed the issues.  Mr. 
Pfutzenreuter said that in capital requests, that no matter what happens it ends up being around $115-120 
million, compared to the $206 million requested.  When he looks at the price of buildings, there is never 
going to be more than 3-5 buildings on the list.  Mr. Sullivan added that it was a complicated set of 
dominoes, in which some things are a priority primarily to be able to get to something else.  Mr. 
Pfutzenreuter cited the average funding projects at the legislature and the pace at which they proceed.  
The committee discussed various projects, and it was noted that it was hard to justify, for example, 
spending money on Northrop yet it was hard to imagine the campus without it. Vice President O'Brien 
said she welcomed the opportunity to have this discussion with the committee, because the conversations 
are reflected in the ongoing work of COG and academic officers. It was very helpful to have faculty 
leaders understand the issues and the difficult process.  Professor Bauer thanked them for the information.   
 
 Professor Bauer concluded the meeting at 3:30 pm  
 
      --Mary Jo Pehl 
 
University of Minnesota  


