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Minutes*

Faculty Consultative Committee


Thursday, June 6, 1996


10:00 - 12:00


Room 238 Morrill Hall

Present:
Virginia Gray (chair pro tem), John Adams, Carole Bland, Victor Bloomfield, Lester Drewes, James Gremmels, Russell Hobbie, Roberta Humphreys, Harvey Peterson, Michael Steffes

Regrets:
Carl Adams, Dan Feeney, Laura Coffin Koch, Fred Morrison

Guests:
President Nils Hasselmo

Others:
Mario Bognanno (President's Office), Martha Kvanbeck (University Senate)

[In these minutes:  (With the President:) themes for and consultation on the biennial request, appointment of Professor Marshak, tenure, graduate assistant fringe benefits; closed discussion of personnel matters.]

1.  
Discussion with President Hasselmo

Professor Gray convened the meeting at 10:00, explained that Professor Adams was out of town, and turned to the President.


The President began by referring to a handout previously distributed about the biennial request.  He reported that a core staff group is doing analytical work and gathering information for the biennial request.  There are also two strategy committees that will be established, one to actually formulate the request and the other to deal with communication about the request.  He said he has spoken with Professor Gray about faculty participation on both committees, and how to deal with the recurrently awkward timing of the request preparation (through the summer).  He said he wants to be sure there is appropriate connection with the faculty leadership during the summer.


The University expects to receive from the State by June 17 the guidelines for the preparation of the biennial request.  That will mean that the substance of the request must be prepared over the summer, when the faculty are hardest to interact with.  It would be helpful to have a core group available during the summer.  


As the discussion of the content and nature of the request begins, the President said, he wished to make a few general comments, to alert the Committee to what the thinking now is as well as to receive advice from the Committee about the request.


One thing he feels is important is that the core budget of the University be protected.  The University's history is littered with special appropriations, and it is tempting to seek them again.  The problem is that in situations of revenue shortages, the legislature may fund a special at the expense of the core budget.  The staff group is trying to develop a strategy to protect the core budget.  This means that the request must be structured in such a way that the funding will serve the entire University, not be appropriated just for the health sciences or a coordinate campus or the arts and sciences.


So where would the emphasis be put?  The President said he wanted to present some very preliminary ideas about institution-wide needs that would support the core budget, and to solicit Committee reaction to the ideas.  

--
One idea is information technology; the University clearly has tremendous needs in this area.  

--
Another idea is faculty salaries.  The President said he believed salaries must be put in front of the legislature, even though there has been much political advice in recent years that the University should not do so.  Some say that to present salaries simply provides the legislature opportunity to talk about teaching load, he said, and that is an unproductive discussion.  Salaries must be put explicitly on the agenda, he said, and run the risk.  If the facts about teaching loads and productivity can be presented, he said, he has no worry about the   There has been progress in defining outcomes of faculty productivity, and it is very high.  


Another issue is maintenance, which continues to be a significant problem; the deferred maintenance of half a century weighs on the University and must be dealt with.  

--
A fourth idea is program development and support; can the University ask for funding in a way that does not tie it down to special appropriations?  Can there be a more generic description of what that support might be?  There may be opportunities in undergraduate education, as a generic category.  If the University can make the argument for support in such areas, that would alleviate the need for reallocation to support them--which is the way they have been supported in recent years, with great difficulty.

--
They are also considering a partnership proposal again.  The University did reasonably well with such a proposal in the last biennium--although of the state funding, all but $7 million was indicated to be one-time money.  This means the University would couple a request for funding for the various categories from the State with another commitment that it will generate additional resources from efficiency gains and programmatic change. That may be another taxing agenda for institutional change, but one that is necessary.

--
They are also looking at tuition, which is very volatile and where there does not seem to be emerging any consensus.  There is not agreement on low tuition, and the need for public investment that approach entails, or if there will be high tuition, high financial aid.  The University has been moving toward higher tuition and higher financial aid.  One possible part of the request could be merit-based financial aid, to offset the negative effects of tuition increases.  Another possibility would be to say the University would hold tuition increases to the rate of inflation if certain funding terms are met; if the University could identify the implications of not being funded at a certain level, then the tuition increases would be more explicitly driven by a state decision.  This would avoid the "double jeopardy" in which the University finds itself, where the legislature tells the University not to raise tuition, but then does not provide funding, forcing the University to raise tuition, getting it in trouble with students and other constituencies.


Professor Humphreys said she has wondered why this argument is so hard to make with the legislature.  One can easily visualize one or two graphs to explain the situation:  as state support goes down, something else must come up to make up the difference.  Graphs with lines crossing would make the situation clear.


The trouble is that there is an intervening variable, the President responded, and that is effective management and cost-effectiveness in the University.  The relationship between tuition increases and state funding is a simple causal relationship, but it is complicated by questions of University efficiency.


Getting even the simple causal relationship across might be worth the effort, Professor Humphreys observed, and not just to the legislature.  It also needs to be presented to students and parents, perhaps through articles in the paper.  If they wish more money in their pockets, through lower taxes, they will have to decide how to spend it. 


The President said the University has the graphs, and publicizing them might be part of the solution, he agreed.  Professor Gray recalled that the legislative auditor wrote a report saying the same thing.  But it is more that the legislature wants the University to downsize, and not pass on increases to our "customers."  The legislature wants a different result, she told Professor Humphreys.  One should ask them what end product they are looking for, Professor Humphreys asked?  Until one knows what that is, it is hard to made decisions.


The Committee then went into a closed meeting to discuss University relationships with the legislature, including where higher education stands in state priorities, possible additional but very preliminary themes for the request, ways in which the request might be presented, the role of colleges and departments in the biennial request process


Professor Bloomfield suggested that one possible addition to the list of biennial request themes might be graduate student fringe benefits, because they are important to the economic life of Minnesota, and is something the University provides to the state that the other systems do not.  Professor Hobbie said it might be helpful to learn from IT which of its alumni who founded companies in the state had graduate rather than undergraduate degrees.  


Professor Gremmels pointed out that the liberal arts seem often to get lost in these discussions, and that a theme that applies the liberal arts might be helpful.  The President noted that the arts and sciences have received major infusions of the funding over the last several years, but agreed that this was a possibility that should be considered.  Professor Gray observed that there is graduate education in the liberal arts as well; if one looks at what affects the state, surely the production of Ph.D.s by top-ranking departments in such fields as music, psychology, and communication disorders contributes to the economic and social climate of the state.  There has to be attention to graduate education as well as undergraduate education.


Professor Humphreys agreed, and said that when the President says the core will be emphasized, that means to her the arts and sciences.  The state recognizes it needs a population that is educated, but more importantly, one that can think; the only place one obtains that is in the core of arts AND sciences, no matter what one chooses to do in graduate or professional training.  (There appeared to be confusion about what the "core" budget meant, as opposed to the "core" of the arts and sciences.  The President said the "core budget" means the funding that serves the University broadly, rather than a specific program, campus, or college.)


What will be important, although yet in an early stage of evolution, is the relationship between CEE/University College and learning for life and work, Professor Bloomfield said.  Now, if one wants to take a liberal arts course for fun, it is through CEE, and may be a hobbyist venture.  The course may be taught by a graduate student, and may not carry regular college credit.  What society is going to, however, is lifelong learning--and SERIOUS lifelong learning.  The University needs somehow to build that into what it offers.  That is a long-term prospect, but needs to be kept in mind.


The President said these were the ideas being considered for the request, and that he would return in the next several weeks with more specifics.  This is only an initial discussion, he concluded, and they wished more intense consultation over the next few weeks and through the summer, until it must be submitted to the Board of Regents in September.


The President then spoke briefly about Professor Marshak's appointment as Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs; he distributed an organizational chart of Academic Affairs.  Dr. Marshak will take over the position as it is now constituted, with responsibility for planning and analysis and with the current vice presidents reporting to the position.  Dr. Marshak will have an integral role in the biennial request; the staff committee for the request, tying together planning and budgeting, is co-chaired by Dr. Kvavik and Mr. Pfutzenreuter.  To the extent the administration has a role before the Faculty Senate's recommendations go to the Board of Regents, he will be involved.  Dr. Marshak will also work with the President on relationships with the other higher education systems in the state, and also on national relationships.  As Senior Vice President, he will have a major role in the academic agenda-setting and the budgeting priorities.


On Fairview, the discussions continue.  Although the July 1 deadline will not be met, the President said he remains hopeful there will be a contract by October.  This is an extraordinarily complex set of relationships, including not only financial issues but also the way the new division that would own the hospital would have responsibilities in teaching and research.  Progress continues to be made, although there remains opposition from some employees.  The only other solution may be to close the hospital.


On tenure, the President expressed the hope that the Faculty Senate would pass the proposals that have been made, and that they can then be brought to the Board of Regents. He said it was his expectation the changes would be forwarded to the Board of Regents as they come from the Faculty Senate, and that the administration would support them.  He said he hoped the Board would accept the changes, take action in July, and get the item off the agenda, because it has been the most destructive issue the University has had before it for some time.  The sooner it can be off the agenda, the better it will be.  Gross misinterpretations and misunderstandings and undervaluing of tenure are a continuing threat; that is why, painful as the exercise has been, it has been important because it shows that the University faculty has taken a thorough look at the tenure code to make sure it is up to date and as effective as it can be in representing the basic values of tenure.  He assured the Committee the administration would work actively to get the amendments adopted.  


Dr. Bognanno has been working with the faculty leadership on communication about the tenure changes, the President said; the debate and public statements surrounding the presentation of the recommendations to the Board will be very important.  If there can be a constructive debate, and strong support for adopting the recommendations, things will work out well with the Board.  If there is great contentiousness surrounding the discussion, things will become more difficult.  He said he hoped the rhetoric could be kept down and the real issues addressed.


If the Faculty Senate passes the remaining tenure amendments, what will be the contentious issues with the Board--both in what is being sent and what is not being sent--Professor Bloomfield asked?  The Committee discussed with the President the various issues that may come up in the discussion with the Board.  


Another question, Professor Bloomfield said, is about the conflicts that have occurred; it has been suggested that it would be nice if there were some highly respected person in the state--the role that Elmer Anderson used to play--who could rise above this and calm the waters.  That may not be feasible, and there may not be anyone these days who has that kind of stature, but one wonders if some effort along that line might be helpful, to get a highly-regarded public spokesman in a mediating role.  The President spoke with the Committee about this possibility, and reported on efforts under way to help calm the situation.


The Committee then discussed with the President the possible actions that the Faculty Senate might take later that afternoon.


Apropos the issue of unit versus system-wide tenure, Professor Hobbie recalled seeing a book review in the Washington POST recently.  The book looked at a group of companies that had downsized significantly; their productivity had doubled.  The authors also looked at a control group of companies that had not downsized; during the same period, their productivity had quadrupled.  Is the University far enough beyond Waseca to tell a story about what happened with the campus?  Would it be a convincing story?


President Hasselmo said it is a VERY convincing story.  The University placed the tenured faculty within the University--and staff members who did not have tenure.  By and large, each individual was placed in an assignment that was necessary, and most were funded from central sources.  Even if, in a few cases, the position was only necessary at the 75% or 90% level, it certainly was necessary.  There were $5.2 million in annual expenditures eliminated by closing Waseca.  He said he hears frequently that the University did not save money by closing Waseca; "if $5.2 million on an annual basis is not money, then I don't know what money is," he concluded.  Even if one considers the cost of placing people within the University as a net loss, there were STILL savings of $3.7 million.  It is remarkable how the myth that the University saved no money is believed.  Dr. Infante sent a letter to the Board of Regents quite recently outlining these figures.  Tenure, the President added, was not a major obstacle to making that change.  Professor Gremmels related how the Morris campus hired one of the Waseca employees to fill a vacancy due to retirement, and the situation worked out wonderfully.


Professor Bland reported that she had done a summary, for the American Association of Medical Schools, of the literature on downsizing.  Professor Hobbie is right, she said; even corporation literature attests that downsizing, three years later, does not get the return that retraining and replacing employees.  Are those interested in unit versus system tenure amenable to evidence, she asked?  There is a lot of evidence that system tenure is not only the best decision for the University, but it is also the best decision from a corporate standpoint as well.  The evidence should be provided.


There is also the evidence on the aging of the professoriate, Professor Gray added; by the time the discussion is through, the problem will have solved itself with retirements.


Professor Humphreys next raised the issue of the graduate assistant fringe benefit rate, and reported that Vice President Brenner's memo had been discussed widely.  As Dr. Brenner admits, what he proposes is a short-term solution, but the faculty remain very concerned that in the long term this is an unfair and unstable situation, one that will continue to get worse.  Many in IT have tried to think of alternatives; the long-term solution has to be direct charging.  That will be fair for departments and will work with grants; if the present trend continues, the University will put itself out of the business of funding graduate students as RAs from research grant funds.  She expressed the hope that the administration would be receptive to ideas from the faculty, department heads, and deans on this topic; the President said it would.


The President repeated that he has asked Drs. Brenner and Infante to come up with a long-term solution.  He said they realize there is an absolute involved; the University will NOT go to 75% fringe benefit rates.  That is impossible.  Is there some way other than direct subsidization?  That is a possibility, but does take resources from other areas.  He agreed that there needed to be a long-term solution, but said the University will not go to the astronomical rates projected in the most recent memos.  This is on the agenda, he assured the Committee; there is a commitment to acting.  The problem must be evaluated in the context of the University's role in graduate education, he said; this is not a technical issue, but one that has to do with how the University will sustain the graduate enterprise it needs for the future.


This has to do with how the University can sustain the graduate enterprise for the future, and what the funding parameters will be for doing so.  He said he understood that federal agencies are extremely unwilling to accept rates like this charged against grants.  They do not care that the IRS has forced this on the University.


Professor Bloomfield pointed out that the University is not unique in the country in this problem; why is this university having such trouble with it?   What are the other major state universities doing?  The President said he understood that they all have problems; it has to do with tuition remission, a benefit the University provides that others do not.  Tuition remission causes the pressure, and that raises the question of whether the University should do something else.  He assured Professor Humphreys again that this will have a long-term solution.  Professor Humphreys noted that there is a limited amount of money in federal funding agencies, and there will not be additional dollars provided; if more and more of the money goes to fringe benefits, there will be less work done.  The President agreed, and repeated that the agencies would not cover the very high rates.


The President distributed copies of the 1996-97 University Plan, saying it was important that everyone work from the same document and the same agenda.  He also provided copies of notes he has been using in talks about the basic problems the University has faced and how it has dealt with them.


Professor Gray thanked the President for joining the meeting.

2.  
Committee Business

Professor Gray noted that all of items of business involved individuals, so asked for a motion to close the meeting.  Professor Hobbie moved the meeting be closed, Professor Bloomfield seconded it, and the motion was adopted unanimously.


Professor Gray then took the Committee through a number of items of business:

--
The spring retreat of the Committee

--
A faculty leadership meeting with the President

--
Report on names submitted for the Presidential Search Advisory Committee

--
Selection of the faculty legislative liaison

--
How consultation would take place over the summer, and who would participate on the groups identified by the President


The Committee voted to approve a protocol for the minutes of meetings, including attribution of statements to individuals and the manner in which the drafts will be approved.


Professor Gray then adjourned the meeting at 12:00.







-- Gary Engstrand

University of Minnesota
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