Minutes”

Faculty Consultative Committee
Thursday, January 30, 1997 (Part 1)
1:30-4:30
Room 238 Morrill Hall

Present: Virginia Gray (chair), Carl Adams, Carole Bland, Victor Bloomfield, Gary Davis, Sara
Evans, Dan Feeney, Russell Hobbie, Laura Coffin Koch, Michael Korth, Fred Morrison,
Harvey Peterson, Craig Swan, Matthew Tirrell

Absent: W. Andrew Collins, Michael Steffes

Guests: President Nils Hasselmo; Provost Frank Cerra, Professors Muriel Bebeau, Judith Garrard,
David Hamilton, (the latter three from the Academic Health Center Provostal Faculty
Consultative Committee)

Others: Mario Bognanno (President's Office); Martha Kvanbeck (University Senate); Maureen
Smith (University Relations); Kim Isenberg, Steven Bosacker (Regents' Office)

[In these minutes: governance and collective bargaining; discussion with President Hasselmo about the
budget, biennial request and legislative issues, central reversion of one-fourth of vacant faculty positions,
planning

1. Governance and Collective Bargaining and Related Matters

Professor Gray convened the meeting at 1:30 and noted that "we have several thousand things to
discuss.” She began with the status of the relationship between FCC and UFA/AAUP and the status of
negotiations on tenure, and distributed copies of a letter from Regents’' Board Chair Thomas Reagan
saying the Board would join in discussions of tenure, and the Faculty Senate proposals should come
through the administration. The administration is reviewing the proposals from the Faculty Senate,
Professor Gray reported.

In the meantime, the situation with respect to the UFA/AAUP appears to be in some disarray,
Professor Gray said, and she has written a letter to them asking them to clarify the situation because she
cannot understand it. She inquired if Professor Evans could clarify the situation. She explained that
there would be documents presented to the AAUP Executive Committee later in the day, and she would
provide them to the Committee after they have been acted on. She said it is important to acknowledge
the email memorandum from Professors Bloomfield and Gray about the role of faculty governance, and
that the majority of those who favor collective bargaining think it is a good idea ONLY in collaboration
with strong faculty governance. Professor Gray expressed appreciation for the sentiments.

Professor Morrison said he has been thinking about what would result if there is a vote in favor of
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collective bargaining. Clearly, educational policy issues remain a concern of the whole faculty; clearly,
the union will represent only the faculty in the bargaining unit on economic and benefit issues. It will
probably become necessary for a subset of governance, a separate organization, to represent units outside
the bargaining unit on economic and benefit issues in a "meet and confer,"” not "meet and negotiate"
structure.

There will be a spokesperson on faculty salaries IN the bargaining unit, and that will proceed by
way of collective bargaining. Traditionally, there has been a spokesperson for faculty salaries and other
issues for the unrepresented units; there will have to be a structure for that to continue to occur. They
will be "meet and confer" units, not "meet and negotiate™ units. There will have to be a consultative
body for unrepresented faculty, especially for Faculty Affairs and FCC issues. It will be an interesting
problem.

Professor Evans agreed, but said there is a wish not to reinvent the Senate; it will be up to the
Senate to decide if it needs reinventing. The question is what manner of collaboration and what
definitions of domains can occur. There is everything to be gained from having a body that represents
the entire faculty of the University; there is no serious argument about that.

Professor Gray noted that the Regents may have a voice in this; the Senate constitution is a
delegation of authority from the Regents, and any changes to it will require their approval. The legal
aspects are unclear.

His assumption, Professor Morrison said, is that if there is collective bargaining, the functions
performed by the FACULTY Senate (as opposed to the UNIVERSITY Senate) would largely be within
the domain of the union, as would the functions of the Committee on Faculty Affairs (for the people in
the bargaining unit). The functions performed by the University Senate--educational policy, social
concerns, and so on--will continue to be University Senate issues. But for things like salaries and other
very specific things, the union will control for faculty within the bargaining unit. There will need to be
another group to deal with those matters for faculty outside the bargaining unit, but through consultation,
rather than negotiation.

Professor Evans concurred, and said she was resisting the implication that what happened at
Duluth would have to happen in the rest of the University--that is, a withdrawal from the Senate. That is
not at all what is desired, she said.

The Senate will be weaker, Professor Gray said, in the sense that whatever it does will be at the
sufferance of the union; it will not have the same status as it does now. Professor Evans demurred,
saying it depends on how things are defined. But the union will be doing the defining, Professor Gray
responded. It is possible, Professor Hobbie observed, that the union could define the Senate as the "meet
and confer" body, and reserved a very narrow scope for "meet and negotiate" sessions. Professor Gray
pointed out that at Duluth, "faculty governance has died." That is exactly the point, Professor Evans
replied; that is not what anyone involved in bargaining is talking about doing. Professor Gray said she
hoped it would not happen, but there is a possibility, and it will be up to the union--not the Senate--to be
sure that does not happen.

Professor Adams suggested that this will largely be determined by the administration and Regents,
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not the union. As Professor Morrison said, there will be issues clearly in the domain of the union that
would not be passed to the Senate in any case; the other areas that have historically been the domain of
the governance system are, in some sense, a delegation of administrative interests. It is less a question of
the attitude of the union than of the attitude of the Regents and administration toward the governance
structure in those other areas. To assume that what will happen is a function of the union position is too
narrow.

Professor Koch raised an issue related to this question as well as the grading policy. She was
recently told the Senate should not wait on the Duluth campus to act on the grading policy; the Duluth
faculty are unionized, so are not under the Senate policy. The concern is that the students from Duluth
ARE under the Senate, so the grading policy will affect the students but not the faculty. This kind of
thing can occur.

Professor Adams inquired if Professor Koch's dilemma is people's perception or the reality of the
law. Grading policy is not automatically the purview of the union. Professor Gray recalled a comment in
the DAILY from a faculty member in Duluth that they--Duluth faculty--do not have to follow the Senate
policy because they are unionized; that may be a personal opinion.

Professor Koch said she had been told the President had transmitted the grading policy to Duluth,
and a comment said that Duluth could do as it wished because the faculty are unionized and not under
Senate jurisdiction.

Professor Adams said there are two different issues. In some areas, the Senate has given to
campuses certain authority; that has been the Senate's choice, and the Senate could reclaim the authority.
Grading policy may be an example. The other issue is that in many cases, it is not the administration's
issue; if the President assumes the administration dictates the grading policy, then he is wrong, because
that is not what the basic delegation of authority provides.

There is much confusion about these delegated powers, Professor Adams observed; one of the
major confusions is that the Regents are somewhat ambiguous. The delegation to the Senate is quite
clear; issues of grading policy are clearly in the purview of the Senate, to either establish or to
recommend for action to the Board of Regents. In the Duluth constitution, also approved by the Regents,
there may be elements that suggest it is not subject to the Senate. It may be the Regents have approved
two different documents, suggesting two different delegations of authority. His agreement with Vice
Chancellor Magnuson was that Duluth did not really want to have that debate, and that the issue should
be worked out.

Professor Evans said there has begun an effort to begin to lay out the different domains; an attempt
was made in the AAUP-UFA position paper on the relationship between collective bargaining and
faculty governance that appeared in the DAILY on January 29. Educational policy clearly belongs to the
Senate.

Professor Gray next noted the opinion piece in the DAILY (January 30) that mis-characterizes
Sullivan 11; Professor Morrison has volunteered to write a correction.

Professor Gray inquired if Committee members had any reaction to the letter from Regent Reagan.
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Professor Koch inquired if current tenure policy called for bringing Faculty Senate amendments to
the President, and then to the Regents, or do they come directly from the Faculty Senate to the Regents,
without the involvement of the administration.

Professor Morrison said the tenure regulations provide that amendments will go to the Regents;
they do not say HOW amendments will go to the Regents. The standard procedure is to send them to
Regents through the President, which is the way things have been done forever. The Regents have
responded saying they want someone to talk to the faculty, that they cannot all twelve talk to the faculty,
and have said they believe the President should do so. He said he assumes there will at some point be a
presentation to the Regents about what has come from the Faculty Senate; the administration, he noted, is
free to comment on what the Faculty Senate adopts, and can agree with all or part or none of what has
been proposed. That is the next step, to get the support of the administration or to identify technical
points that the faculty can accept.

Professor Adams said there are important legal constructs involved, that need not bog down this
effort. When certain items come from the Faculty Senate, they go to the Regents via the President. That
is not the same thing as saying they go via the administration. The President has an official position in
the Senate, and things go to him as a Senate officer, which he can carry to the Regents in that office. He
does not carry them as the administration, he carries the message from the Senate. The disturbing part of
Regent Reagan's letter is the clause "should they [the administration] deem it appropriate for Board
consideration." The administration does not HAVE the ability to say the tenure amendments are
inappropriate and choose not to carry them to the Regents. One can get tangled up in these kind of legal
issues in a way that is not helpful, Professor Adams observed, but the position taken by Regent Reagan is
fundamentally different from the historical, documented model in the constitution of the Senate. It gives
the administration a gatekeeping role that in certain delegated matters it does not possess.

Professor Gray made several remarks, and noted that the tenure amendments have been transmitted
to the President and the Board chair, and the tenure interpretations to Senior Vice President Marshak.
Everyone has received them. Professor Bloomfield agreed with Professor Adams that the Committee
should not get sidetracked on the issue, and said that Regent Reagan's letter is a positive step, one that
moves in the right direction.

2. Other Business

Professor Gray reported that the Committee on Public Understanding had a productive meeting
with Vice President Tom Swain. University Relations will help by providing media training for all who
wish it, and for other Senate Committee chairs (up to perhaps 15 people), so faculty can be more
effective in talking with reporters. They will organize faculty to go out to speak to groups, University
Relations will set up an exhibit in the lobby of Morrill Hall, and various other activities will be pursued.

Professor Koch related that she had received several calls from faculty asking if there had been
consultation with SCEP about the return of one out of four faculty positions to the administration.

Professor Gray said she has been told by Dr. Bognanno that the intention had been misunderstood
and a memo clarifying it has been sent. It sounded to people like there would be a reduction in force; it is
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not. One in four positions will be taken centrally and reallocated, something that Professor Bloomfield
urged the administration do some time ago.

Who is doing it and at what level, Professor Morrison asked? That is unclear, Professor Gray said;
what they are countering, now, is the idea that it is a reduction in force.

To whom and from whom is the memo, and from, Professor Morrison then asked? From the
President to the deans, Professor Gray said; the deans were "mounting a revolt,” but that is because they
also did not understand the intent. There has NOT been any discussion about that kind of reallocation
with anyone, Professor Morrison said.

3. Discussion with President Hasselmo

Professor Gray now welcomed the President to the meeting, who reported he had just come from a
press conference about tax credits for donations to the University.

Professor Gray reported she and Professor Bloomfield had met with the President earlier in the day
to itemize points that would be of most interest, and she then related the discussion that had occurred
about the central withholding of one in four faculty positions for reallocation. Professor Morrison noted
that the question was also about the level of consultation about it that preceded the memo. Professor
Gray recalled that some members of FCC had advocated such a step, but did not recall discussion of how
it would be implemented.

The President began by commenting on the forthcoming union election, to take place February 11-
12. Itis extremely important that every faculty member vote in the election, he said, because it will set
the course for the future of the University. It is a fundamental choice that the faculty must make between
the traditional governance system and the unionized system. He asked faculty to urge their colleagues to
vote. He has expressed, over the years, his views on the subject, and he has shared those views in a
memo in November before elections in the AHC and at Crookston and Morris, and has again shared them
in a message earlier in the day. As an administration and Board, they are not campaigning for or against
collective bargaining; they have made it clear, in a statement about the approach the Board and
administration would take, that individuals have the right to express their views, as members of the
University community. He has expressed his views in the spirit of that approach.

In terms of the tenure amendments adopted by the Faculty Senate, the President noted that Regent
Reagan has asked him to review the amendments, which the administration is now doing. Regent Reagan
has also asked for recommendations on those amendments; the President said he would work with
Professor Gray on the appropriate process to evaluate the amendments.

On the budget, the University has received the Governor's recommendations. He has
recommended an increase of $116 million for the biennium, over the recurring base. There was the
problem, in the current biennium, of having a significant portion of the funding as non-recurring; the
Governor's recommendations are based on the RECURRING base, so about $53 million in non-recurring
money must be recovered first, before there is new funding available. Nevertheless, the President said,
the Governor's step is positive, and gives the University a foundation with which to work with the
legislature.
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The Governor emphasized themes that were part of the request as proposed. The request went
through careful honing and screening, including sessions with representatives of the faculty, with deans,
and with others, and it remains the basic request that the University will present to the legislature.

The request had four categories of investment. One was bringing faculty compensation to the
average of the top 30 research universities. The University also requested, for other categories of
University employees, that salaries be at least at the average of the appropriate comparison group. Those
other groups are closer to the average than faculty, so it is the faculty compensation issue that was
specifically put on the agenda in this request. The Governor responded well to the compensation request;
although he included categories that were not included in the original request, in that he set aside $40
million for faculty compensation and divided it into recruiting blue-chip faculty and retaining blue-chip
faculty already at the University. The President said he looks on retention of faculty now at the
University as the most urgent issue. There will be selective recruitment, but the pinch has been in
providing adequate salaries to the faculty already at the University. It remains the University's objective,
in the legislature, to increase the overall budget in such a way that the University can stay on course with
faculty compensation, and without having to use draconian additional reallocation beyond what had
already been planned in the request.

The Governor also endorsed strongly the technology theme in the University's request. He has not
constrained the category in ways the University finds problematic, although he does have ideas about a
virtual university.

The third theme, maintenance, has been very much on the University's agenda in recent years
because of the "staggering amount of deferred maintenance™ that has accumulated.

The fourth theme is programmatic development, where, again, the Governor has programmatic
commitments he wishes honored, and they fall well within the University's priorities (such as biomedical
engineering). There are no constraints the University finds troubling.

The President related that he had already been at the legislature twice this day, and was returning
later, and said he finds the mood there very positive. The University has received the best reception it
has received in quite some time; the difference is that while the reception has been good in the past, this
time the legislature implies that it also has some money. That is gratifying, he observed, because a good
reception without any money is not worth much in the long run. This time the University has a good
chance to do at least as well as the Governor recommended. At the news conference about the tax credit
(granting a 50% tax credit for donations), the President said the legislators are not only sponsoring the
legislation, they spoke about higher education, and about the University specifically, in very positive
terms; it was pleasurable to listen to legislators arguing the case for higher education with the press.

There are a number of issues that are on the agenda in St. Paul, the President said. One is the way
higher education cooperates; he has drafted, with the leaders of the other two systems, a statement
concerning collaboration among the three systems. It is general, but it represents the tip of the iceberg;
there is much collaboration and the statement tries to highlight it, because it appears to be an important
issue to legislators as they evaluate what is being done in higher education. There will be a hearing on
this issue in February, at which time the three will testify; the President said he intends also to focus on
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the extensive collaboration the University has with Wisconsin, the other Big Ten universities, and
increasing efforts to establish relationships with the Big Ten and Pac-10 (both to strengthen the lobbying
capacity of higher education as well as to facilitate collaboration enabled by new technologies).

Providing educational opportunity in the metropolitan area is also an issue, partly because of the
issue MNSCU faces in deciding what the future mission of Metro State should be. Should it merge with
some two-year institution in the area? The University is developing, in dialogue with MNSCU and the
private colleges, a plan to hone its metropolitan strategy. The basic elements are clear: the University
will continue to develop undergraduate education on the Twin Cities campus along the lines that have
been made clear through the Undergraduate Initiative. That effort has tightened up the undergraduate
experience, better defined the student clientele--and led to a tremendous increase in freshman
applications as a result of the perceived quality improvements. That will be continued.

Through University College, the University can increasingly draw on University resources to
provide other kinds of educational opportunities as well. It is to the University's advantage to do so. By
doing it through UC, the University can play to different needs, different clienteles, without placing in
jeopardy the basic standards and admissions criteria that must be applied to basic undergraduate
education.

The University is looking to the potential of the virtual university, using new technology and
distribution systems, and to further collaboration with MNSCU to provide cost-effective education (as
has been done with the 2+2 degree programs with community colleges). There are practitioner-oriented
Master's degrees that will be marketed by IT, for example, that address the service role of the University
in the Twin Cities.

The University must play its role in the metropolitan area, providing educational opportunity,
while safeguarding its role as a national university. University College can be an important mechanism
to do that.

On the coordinate campuses, the University is trying to stay with the niches that have been
defined. That has been a key to the success of those campuses. The University is placing itself in a more
narrowly-defined basic mission, while at the same time looking at the need to serve society in creative
ways with the resources it has.

The Rochester issue will come up, the President said. The University is operating on the
assumption that the collaborative model that has been in place will continue, but it is a volatile political
issue. There are strong aspirations in Rochester for a four-year campus, preferable a University campus,
and it is not clear how the legislature will deal with the issue.

On the transition, the President said it is going well. He met with Dr. Yudof when he visited and
participated in some events together. They match values well, and Dr. Yudof is quickly becoming
steeped in the issues of the University. As he eases into his new role, he will build on those things that
should be continued and make course corrections where those are appropriate. He is getting an earful on
various issues, and is sorting out evidence. The President said he is trying to be as helpful as possible.

On the issue of the one faculty position in four reverting centrally, the President said it was an idea
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that was part of the biennial request, and consultation took place in that context. They are looking to
budget preparation for next year, with uncertainty about what the actual appropriation will be. Budget
instructions for the next phase are now going out; they are trying to approximate the budget the
University will have, without making it a self-fulfilling prophecy. There will be additional rounds as
there are better estimates of tuition income and there is a firmer handle on what the legislature will do.

In the budaget, it is clear that faculty salaries remain the number one priority, and the administration
will set aside resources for moving aggressively towards the goals of faculty compensation that were
established.

Professor Morrison said the notion of shrinkage of faculty was canvassed in the discussions
preparing for budget preparation, but he did not recall any discussion about recalling one in four
positions that came up in the context of the advisory committee or the Finance and Planning Committee.
Putting that aside, he said he had two concerns. He believed resources should be reallocated; to tag the
reallocation to the accident of where vacancies happen to occur seems to be the abdication of planning,
rather than planning. Second, the President mentioned budget instructions are going out; the Finance and
Planning Committee was told earlier in the week they are not available. Are these Phase Il plans?

They are the baseline plans, Dr. Bognanno said. Those only address where the units start,
Professor Morrison said. The reservation of faculty positions seems to be an approach to dealing with
the reallocations that are in the plan; is that the approach that the administration will take on
reallocation?

The one-in-four is simply one mechanism whereby the administration can provide flexibility for
reallocation, the President said. It is NOT a strategy to embargo and cancel one position in four; it is
simply a mechanism to provide flexibility across provostries and campuses. They must have such a
mechanism; they have evaluated every vacancy that has occurred in recent years, and they have been
filled in a way to meet strategic objectives at the department, college, provostal, and campus levels. This
simply makes more formal the creation of flexibility. This only says that of every four positions that
become available, one will revert centrally in order for the University to have flexibility in the event
money is to move across provostal and campus lines. Three positions stay within the campus or
provostal area, to be reassigned in that unit with the concurrence of the chancellor or provost. It is not a
plan to reduce the faculty by one-fourth of the vacancies, nor is it the intent to let the losses be sustained
where the vacancies occur.

During the tenure discussions last year, Dr. Bognanno said, there was great concern on the part of
some Regents that the University did not enjoy the flexibility it needed to allocate resources across
provostries and campuses to meet strategic choices. The argument was made that there will be
considerable attrition among the faculty, and that that attrition provided flexibility, so there was no need
for the Board to pursue a layoff strategy in the tenure code.

Professor Morrison said he understood, he participated in the discussions, and that is not what is
being discussed.

But that was the origin of the attrition-based allocation mechanism, Dr. Bognanno pointed out. It
may not have been the origin, the President added, but it was a contributing factor to the establishment of
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the mechanism. The University has had various forms of position control over the years, and it varies
from college to college, but it has existed. The tenure discussion had a definite impact on the
establishment of that mechanism. The President recalled that the argument had been made that the
University has had 902 vacancies in the last six years; of those, 234 have not been filled. This was a
fundamental argument against the need for layoffs, because the University can create the flexibility it
needs.

His sense, Professor Morrison said, is that this is an UNPLANNED mechanism, one that operates
purely by accident. One, it is regrettable that there was no discussion of the mechanism before it was
implemented, and there wasn't any discussion. Two, it is not a sound way to proceed. Professor
Morrison said he agreed positions needed to be moved, but not this way.

Professor Bloomfield argued that it IS a sound way to proceed; Committee members do not agree,
on this issue. If faculty numbers are not to grow, the only way to get flexibility is to pick up positions as
they become vacant and decide where they best belong. The need to plan is very clear; in the units with
which he is affiliated, when someone leaves, the position is absorbed. That REALLY is an accident.

What he hears being said is that when someone leaves, the position reverts centrally--and there
should be discussion among colleges and provostries about where the needs really are, especially in the
case of the provostries. There is a need for a mechanism that allows the University community
collectively to examine what its intellectual future is. Without some central capture of open positions,
followed by a reasoned planning process for reallocating them, the University cannot examine that future.

Professor Morrison said the only place he disagreed was with "followed by"; it should be preceded
by a planning process.

Professor Hobbie said he agreed with Professor Bloomfield; some are responding as if ALL open
positions will be reverting centrally, but three out of four will not.

Professor Adams said he was not clear that there is position control at the University. Positions
may be a surrogate for money--"if you don't get the position, you don't get the money"--but he is unaware
that the University has in place a policy that says a unit may not hire if it does not have the slot. Most
units operate on the basis of whether the money is available, so it is not clear what this discussion has to
do with, about what the currency is.

Professor Adams said another point he has made for a long time is that the University College
strategy is one that is not soundly thought out; it is risky and difficult, and he wanted to be on the record
on it one more time.

The basic currency is dollars, the President said. The University does not count slots separate
from the dollars. The one-in-four, and reassignment of the three positions, is part of a dollar reallocation
process. As he reconstructs how this came about, he recalled he was driven to a considerable extent by
the tenure discussion. They ran into the problem of trying to convince the leadership of the Board of
Regents that the University had the flexibility it needed; this was one way of doing so.

That argument has been there all along, because the University has made strategic decisions about



Faculty Consultative Committee 10
January 30, 1997 (Part I)

investments; $132 million has been retrenched and reallocated over the past six or seven years. That has
involved a lot of positions--234 of 902. The importance of that mechanism should not be
underestimated; it is one way to make sure that the University carefully evaluates each vacant position so
that resources can be redirected when those occasions arise. The University has laid out, for every
college and for the larger departments, the anticipated attrition pattern; the statistics up to the year 2005
have been prepared. The attrition will hit quite differentially, he said, so changes can happen earlier in
some units than others; the University must use that flexibility as systematically as it can.

The decision where resources go has nothing to do with that particular mechanism, the President
pointed out. It has to do with strategic objectives and with the timetable on when certain changes in a
unit can be made.

Professor Koch said her concern was with the educational mission, particularly in undergraduate
education. There is a trend toward trying to improve the University's position in the research community,
which might mean using the vacant positions to bring in the blue-chip researchers, people who may not
enhance the undergraduate teaching mission. Some of the positions could come out of primarily
undergraduate colleges and placed in fields where people are attracted because of their research abilities.
This must be kept in mind as the positions are assigned.

Professor Morrison said he found it interesting there is a chart to the year 2005, and that he would
have thought it would be a part of planning, and would have been shared. He asked to receive a copy.
The Finance and Planning Committee ought to have and should also see it.

The President agreed, and said that the interaction with the Finance and Planning Committee has
not been as systematic as it should be, and the administration must make sure that connection is made.
He said he regretted it very much when he discovered, retrospectively, that those connections had not
been made as the budget and planning processes were moving forward. Professor Morrison said the
budget discussions moved forward with full disclosure; it is this item, planning items, and Finance and
Operations items that the Committee has not had good communications about.

Professor Bland said faculty would be more reassured that this is not a layoff policy if there were a
mechanism to ensure that when dollars go back to the administration, they go back to faculty salaries,
rather than into a big pot for repainting buildings. Some statement would help.

The President said that so many of the investments the University needs to make are in faculty; it
is a faculty-intensive operation. The unfortunate circumstance is that the University has had to put a
huge amount of money into maintenance, and into technology. They have tried to make the best possible
trade-offs, and it is difficult to give absolute assurances. The size of the faculty has to be appropriate to
what the University can sustain in supporting technology, the support staff, the facilities that can be
provided; these things are all related. How much of all of this can be financed depends on the state's
investment and how effective the University can be in leveraging the state money. That is the point they
are trying to make with the state: that the state makes fundamental decisions about how much the
University can do, because the University can leverage only so much. It needs certain technical and
facilities and staff support if it is to maintain a faculty of a certain size, and a faculty of a certain size can
provide education and research at a certain level. It gets back to the state's willingness to invest. There
must be a balance between faculty and staff and technology, he concluded, to get the most effective
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combination. One does not want a faculty that cannot be supported; the University has had a faculty that
has not been adequately supported, and it has been a problem.

Then that needs to be said, Professor Bland said. The implication that the administration is just
shuffling faculty lines and not doing away with faculty lines is not true. The President agreed; faculty
positions have been eliminated--just as over 1000 staff positions have been eliminated.

Professor Evans said she would like to see the two issues separated. One is what the appropriate
size of the faculty is. If the University is in the process of downsizing, and if projections into the future
can be made, then provostries and colleges can be told what their projected size is and what that means--
rather than just have things happen to people.

There is a separate question about the long-term intellectual agenda and where teaching and
research resources are to be allocated, Professor Evans continued. One hates to see those issues
scrambled together, because that makes it more difficult to approach the process of change in a planful
way, without feeling like one is always deciding whether to have a building or a faculty member. The
two processes need to be laid out, as well as who makes the decisions and how they are made. Some will
try to think about their intellectual future, but the finance side of the University will have already spent
the money.

President Hasselmo said the point was well taken. The driving force must be the intellectual
agenda of the University; what must be determined are the faculty resources and support in staff,
facilities, technology are needed to function, within the constraints of their disciplines. In imperfect
ways, that is the way the University has proceeded, and increasingly so.

There is a committee, for example, that reviews ALL requests for physical facility investments,
and there is a rolling six-year plan that lays out the plans, with priorities; the capital request to the
legislature comes out of that six-year plan. The plan is based on enrollment projections and areas where
the University will make strategic investments. Why does the University have a new basic sciences
building, the President asked? Because it was going to invest in biomedical engineering and in
disciplines that needed that kind of facility. Sometimes, because buildings do not come on line until
years after the planning took place, the relationship between the intellectual agenda and the building may
not be all that clear. And sometimes things have not been as related as they should. But the University
has moved toward more coherence between the intellectual agenda, the faculty investment, the support
staff and facilities, the President concluded. The University must continue to be sure these things all
hang together, and that there can be a sustained discussion.

The University is driven by many other agendas that impinge on it. The "incredible disruption of
the tenure issue"” is an example. There are attacks on the University by people who think it can "just lop
off five more Wasecas" without affecting the intellectual agenda of the University at all, and that it can
go on its "merry way, and we can downsize, and the state has no responsibility to provide more funding.”
The University plans systematically, but is also driven by those agendas.

As far as the long-term is concerned, the President said, the University could adopt an aggressive
downsizing scenario--and there are people who say it should. He has refused to do so, because he does
not believe it in the best interests of the state to downsize the University beyond what it has already done.
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There is reason to believe it should be built somewhat, given the demands on it. Given that the
University only admits 62% of its freshman applicants; perhaps there are more who are qualified. The
President said he just does not want to adopt downsizing.

Professor Evans said she was not advocating downsizing. President Hasselmo said he understood,
he said he would love to take the uncertainty out of the process, but the price for trying to optimize what
IS possible is uncertainty.

Professor Evans said the basic concern is that the educational mission of the University drive the
changes, and that it not be eclipsed by other things.

The President again agreed, but noted that there are internal and external disagreements about that
agenda. There are some legislators who very much like the four-year graduation guarantee. There are
other legislators who ask what it will do to students who have to work or who have family
responsibilities? There are ambiguities. The President said he believed in the four-year graduation
alternative, if for no other reason than for the intellectual discipline imposed on students. But the
University also has the responsibility that other students do need more time. Sometimes the institution is
caught in those ambiguities, which look like profound disagreements.

Professor Bloomfield said he wanted to make the case for computer modeling. People tend to talk
about these issues--the desire to know the numbers and participate in planning--in words, not numbers.
To some extent, the administration has the numbers; to some extent it does not. There are optimizations,
feedbacks, assumptions that must be made more explicit than usual; trying to concoct even a simple
model of how teaching and research and support services feed back among each other is a very useful
exercise, but it is hard. It forces one to clarify one's thinking, and to make it public. A public university
modeling exercise, if it could be developed, would clarify for everyone what it is that is being talked
about, and what the consequences of actions will be. There are many uncertainties in the parameters.
More of this kind of modeling was done in the past; less of it is done now. This would be useful for the
University.

Professor Feeney inquired about the one-in-four issue. The plan does not preclude reassignment of
the faculty position back to the unit, if appropriate arguments are made, does it? The President said it
does not.

Professor Feeney then recalled a discussion, partly in the newspapers with Regent Keffeler, that
there was a lack of a plan for the future of faculty positions; this discussion created a furor about the
proposed layoff clause in the tenure code: it would grant the power to lay off faculty, but there is no plan
on how to use it. The President is now saying there is an assessment of faculty turnover; is there a plan,
as faculty positions become available from various units? Do the chips get thrown on the table, with
everyone seeking them, or will there be an assessment of the number of positions available and how they
should be reassigned? And who makes that decision?

The President said the process has to be layered. The University has 250-some academic
departments, so it is impossible to put everything into one neat package. There are certain things the
central administration can do, in setting directions and strategic objectives, setting budget cuts,
establishing the strategic investment pool; it is into the latter that much of the $132 million has gone.
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There are plans at the campus and provostal levels that are more specific about the assignment of
resources, and then even more specific plans at the college and department levels. The trick is to knit
those different levels together in meaningful ways to make the right decisions at the right levels. What
he hears people asking for is a plan that one can do for a department of 30 or a college of 70, but not that
can be adopted for a university of 3,500 faculty members. There must be layered planning, and specific
parts of the university dealt with in specific terms, as was done with the AHC and with the biological
sciences. The latter will result in major changes. But things cannot be pulled together in one simple plan,
because no one could absorb it. The President said this is a constant dilemma, because they are always
under pressure to have a simple, 3-minute explanation of what the University will look like in 2015;
things do not evolve that way.

Professor Feeney then inquired who would make the final decision about reallocation of positions.
Ultimately the President does, through a recommendation to the Regents concerning adoption of the
budget, the President replied, but the budget only has a certain level of specificity. The provosts and
chancellors make decisions, deans make decisions, department chairs make decisions, within strategic
plans.

Who decides about moving positions between provostal units, Professor Gray asked? The
President said he would look to the Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs for recommendations,
and would approve them, perhaps with modifications, after they go through the consultative process.
They would then go to the Board of Regents.

Professor Bland asked the President to confirm the understanding that she now had about the
policy of one in four faculty positions being returned to central administration. She said her
understanding is that the money from those one out of four positions, from people who leave, will be
returned to central administration to be reallocated to priority areas. Yes, the President said, it will go
into a strategic pool that is part of reallocation among units; it helps create the flexibility the University
needs. But it is not purely a reallocation of positions, Professor Bland said. The reallocation will include
faculty positions, the President replied. That is reasonable and should be described as he just did,
Professor Bland maintained. If it is described as a reallocation of faculty positions, and then the money is
used for other things, faculty will feel they had the wool pulled over their eyes.

Professor Bland then asked about the other three positions: would they go to the provosts? The
document says they will be allocated by the dean with the approval of the provost, the President said.
They are not staying in the departments, the President affirmed.

In the second phase of budget instructions, Professor Bland asked, will there be major requests for
retrenchment? There will be some, the President said; that is part of the partnership proposal to the state.
The four-year investment calls for an investment of $115 million per year by the state, and over the four
years an average investment by the University of $115 million. Not all of the latter will come from
retrenchments, but also from revenue enhancements other than tuition increases (such as volume
increases in tuition revenues), and the University participate starts lower and escalates.

The budget for 1997-98 will have to have certain retrenchments and revenue enhancements for the
University to produce its portion of the bargain. If the state does not come up with its portion, the
University will not try to cover the state's mission portion (as it did a couple of years ago). But the
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University will try to meet its first-year obligation. If the state does not come up with $115 million per
year, the University cannot carry out its retrenchment plans, even at the level specified, because it will
not have the flexibility it needs.

Professor Bloomfield said he wished to emphasize the President's comments about broader-scale
planning, which is why he supports seeing one position in four revert to central administration. Much of
what goes on at the University, and what will be important in the future, is cross-provostal, such as
biology, biomedical engineering, social sciences, economics--all of those have homes in more than one
provostry. One cannot plan sensibly for the University as a whole unless it has flexibility in moving
funds between provostries.

The President said he hoped Committee members would read the record of the last few years. If
one looks at the strategic investment pools, one finds the University has shifted resources aggressively. It
built the cancer center, invested in biomedical engineering, invested in some engineering disciplines and
in the social sciences, set aside money for languages and literature, invested in the Carlson School. The
strategic investments have come at considerable cost, the President said, but the cost has been a pay-off
in these investments. The pattern is there; it must be continued and made more distinct, and on an annual
basis make sure it is appropriate in the changing environment. It is not a simple formula, but a
complicated set of priorities that manifest themselves in budget decisions.

Professor Morrison recalled the President said there will be retrenchments and reallocations and
suggested it might be a small number; his recollection from the budget documents is that will not be a
small number, it will be a large number. One thing that seriously concerns him is something that
happened in the process last year: for some reason, the allocation of the shortfall was put off until quite
late. Then it hit everyone hard, because degrees of freedom had been eaten away day by day. He said he
sees the same thing happening this year; if there is a retrenchment and reallocation, if applied today or
next week or soon, there can be reasoned decisions to deal with it. If it is distributed on the first of April
or May, reactive decisions will be made. His concern is that the University is going down the same road;
there must be, on some reasonable schedule, an allocation of the probable retrenchments and
reallocations. What is the schedule?

That is part of the budget discussions leading up to the budget instructions, the President said,
involving the provosts and chancellors. There is a distribution identified, and is across the board for
provosts, chancellors, and vice presidents, based on certain criteria; it is not a flat percentage, but based
on enrollment and other factors. It is a preliminary guideline, and represents the most severe cut that
would be imposed. The President agreed that Professor Morrison's point was well-taken; in the last
biennium there was an extra retrenchment in order to make the strategic investments the state did not
fund. This time it is being anticipated, so there will not be a last minute flurry of finding money.

The other part that caused problems was salaries, Professor Morrison said, because it was the last
piece that was available. That should not happen again. The President said that the salary increases last
year did not play out as they should have and last year's process will not be repeated; there will be a
central pool set aside for compensation and will be used for compensation alone.

Professor Bland noted that Provost Cerra would be joining the meeting and pointed out that the
Medical School already faces a 15% retrenchment; if there is another cut of 5-10% from the
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administration, they need to know that now. The President said it would not be 5-10%.

The President told the Committee, as he was leaving, that the hospital patient census has gone
from 300 to 370 in the three weeks since the transaction, so the result sought seems to be materializing.

Professor Gray thanked the President for joining the meeting.
End of Part I.
-- Gary Engstrand

University of Minnesota



