
CONSECUTIVE MEETINGS OF: 

THE UNIVERSITY SENATE 
THE FACULTY SENATE 

THURSDAY, MARCH 2, 2006 

2:30- 5:00P.M. 

Coffman Theatre--Twin Cities Campus 
100 Dowell Hall--Crookston Campus 

173 Kirby Plaza--Duluth Campus 
Proscenium Theatre--Morris Campus 

This is a consecutive meeting of the University Senate and Faculty Senate. There are 252 voting 
members of the University Senate and 162 voting members of the Faculty Senate. A simple 
majority must be present for a quorum. Most actions require only a simple majority for 
approval. Actions requiring special majorities for approval are noted under each of those items. 

1. ADMINISTRATIVE RESPONSES TO SENATE ACTIONS 
Information 

University Senate 

Resolution on Employee Retention During Strategic Planning 
Approved by the: University Senate December 1, 2005 
Approved by the: Administration *See comment 
Approved by the: Board of Regents - no action required 

Faculty Senate 

* The administration strongly supports the principle of employee retention 
throughout the strategic positioning process. Accordingly, the Office of 
Human Resources (OHR) has identified three goals: 1) maximize career 
opportunities for and development of all faculty and staff; 2) minimize 
involuntary staff reductions in affected colleges; and 3) promote ability and 
agility of staff in line with newly focused academic directions and 
administrative structures. OHR has been very proactive in designing 
creative and supportive programs and services to maximize employee 
retention and to assist both managers and employees during this time of 
change, including the University Talent Connection that is mentioned in the 
resolutions (please see wwwl.umn.edu/ohr/strategic for more specific 
program information). The additional retention measures described in the 
Senate resolutions are thoughtful and [the President] appreciates the time 
and attention devoted to drafting and advocating for them. Consequently, 
[the President] is sharing them with Vice President Carrier and her 
leadership team for consideration. 

Regents Policy on Openness in Research 
Approved by the: Faculty Senate September 29, 2005 
Approved by the: Administration October 19, 2005 
Approved by the: Board of Regents December 9, 2005 

Policy on the Use of Personal Electronic Devices in the Classroom 



Approved by the: 
Approved by the: 
Approved by the: 

Faculty Senate December 1, 2005 
Administration January 31,2006 
Board of Regents - no action required 

Amendment to the Faculty Compensation Policy 
Approved by the: Faculty Senate December 1, 2005 
Approved by the: Administration January 31, 2006 
Approved by the: Board of Regents - no action required 

2. TRIBUTE TO DECEASED MEMBERS OF THE UNIVERSITY COMMUNITY 

FACULTY/ACADEMIC PROFESSIONALS/STAFF 

Leon L. Adcock 
Professor 

Obstetrics & Gynecology 
1923-2005 

Margarita F. Billings 
Assistant Professor 

Food Science & Nutrition 
1915-2006 

Stanley Erlandsen 
Professor 

Genetics, Cell Biology & Development 
1941-2005 

Leo C.T. Fung 
Professor 

Urologic Surgery 
1963-2005 

Christie Geankoplis 
Professor 

Chemical Engineering & Material Science 
1921-2005 

David J.W. Grant 
Professor 
Pharmacy 

1937-2005 

Marjorie Hartig 
Physician 

Boynton Health Service 
1915-2005 

Frank Hirschbach 
Professor 

German, Scandinavian & Dutch 
1921-2005 
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Anita Hofer 
Civil Service 

Library 
1911-2005 

William Krivit 
Professor 
Pediatrics 

1925-2005 

Merle K. Loken 
Professor 

Radiology & Nuclear Medicine 
1924-2005 

Omelan Lukasewycz 
Medicine 

Medicine - Duluth 
1942-2006 

William A. Madden 
Professor 
English 

1923-2005 

Ralph G. Nichols 
Professor 

Agriculture 
1907-2005 

John Parker 
Professor 

James Ford Library 
1923-2006 

James W. Rowell 
Associate professor 

Mathematics/Statistics- Duluth 
1958-2006 

George Seltzer 
Professor 

Industrial Relations 
1918-2005 

Roxanne Struthers 
Professor 
Nursing 

1952-2005 

Sandra J. Thompson 
Professor 

Institute on Community Integration 
1956-2005 
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Uldis Treibergs 
Civil Service 
Physical Plant 
1923-2005 

Dwain Warner 
Professor 

Bell Museum of Natural History 
1917-2005 

Tibor Zoltai 
Professor 

Geology and Geophysics 
1925-2003 

STUDENTS 

Christa M. Anfinson 
General College 

Kamala Fortune 
University of Minnesota- Crookston 

Joseph Hartman 
College of Science and Engineering- Duluth 

Noah S. Martin 
College of Science and Engineering- Duluth 

Germain J. Vigeant 
College of Liberal Arts 

3. EDUCATIONAL POLICY COMMITTEE 
Administrative Change to Grades Reported in Instructor Class Lists 

Information for the Faculty Senate 

The Senate Committee on Educational Policy (SCEP) voted to request that the administration 
change the information in class lists provided to instructors. The grading system for which a 
student has enrolled in a course will no longer be included. The instructor will give all students a 
letter (A-F) grade; for those students who are enrolled SIN, the computer will automatically 
convert the letter grade to an S (if it is C-or above) or N (if D+ or below). 

The Committee made this recommendation following Senate action to require that an S = C- in 
all courses where SIN enrollment is permitted. The Senate was informed that Duluth faculty are 
not shown the grading base students have chosen; several Senators asked that the Twin Cities 
campus adopt that practice as well. SCEP concurred. 

The Committee does not believe this requires a change in the grading policy. 
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4. FACULTY CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 
Bylaws to Establish an Administrative Retirement Plan Fiduciary Committee 

Information for the Faculty Senate 

RETIREMENT PLAN FIDUCIARY COMMITTEE 

BYLAWS 

SECTION I. MISSION STATEMENT. 

The Retirement Plan Fiduciary Committee has the authority from the president to advise the 
Trustee on fiduciary matters relating to the University- sponsored retirement plans. Specifically, 
the committee will monitor and evaluate ongoing University-sponsored retirement plans and 
formulate recommendations to benefit plan participants, defray plan administration expenses, 
and reduce Board fiduciary risk. 

SECTION II. APPOINTMENTS. 

Subd. 1. Membership. The president or delegate shall appoint the members of the Retirement 
Plan Fiduciary Committee, who shall consist of: 

1. the chair of the Faculty Retirement Subcommittee of the Senate Committee on Faculty 
Affairs; 

2. the Chief Investment Officer of the University; 
3. three at large members to include one each from the faculty, professional and academic 

(P&A) and civil service units. Each delegate shall also have a background in finance 
and/or investments; 

4. the Director of Retirement Programs (non-voting); 
5. delegate from the Office of Asset Management (non-voting). 

Voting right shall exist for those plans which the representative member is eligible. 

Subd. 2. Chair. The Chief Investment Officer shall chair the Retirement Plan Fiduciary 
Committee. 

Subd. 3. Membership Terms. The term for all members, except for the at-large members, shall 
be coterminous with that member's relevant position or appointment. 

Subd. 4. At-Large Member Nominations. The at-large members will be nominated from their 
respective governing groups. The Faculty Retirement Subcommittee will be responsible for 
nominating the faculty representative. The CAPA Benefits and Compensation Committee will 
be responsible for nominating the professional and academic (P&A) representative. The Civil 
Service Benefits and Compensation Committee will be responsible for nominating the civil 
service representative. 

Subd. 5. At-Large Membership Terms. The initial appointments of the three at-large members 
shall be two years with an option to renew for an additional two years upon mutual consent of 
the chair, trustee and appointed member. 

Subd. 6 Vacancies. Vacancies are filled in a manner consistent with subdivision 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5. 

SECTION III. RESPONSIBILITIES. 
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The Retirement Plan Fiduciary Committee shall advise the president and plan trustee. The 
committee shall: 

1. review plan expenses; 
2. monitoring investment returns; 
3. recommend investment fund choices; 
4. recommend investment fund and plan sponsor terminations in exigent circumstances; 
5. evaluate fiduciary risks and responsibilities associated with the University-sponsored 

retirement plans. 
6. receive written comment from the Faculty Retirement Subcommittee of the Senate 

Committee on Faculty Affairs with regard to the above actions. 

SECTION IV. MEETING PROCEDURES. 

Subd. 1. Meeting Schedule. The Retirement Plan Fiduciary Committee shall meet a minimum 
of four times per year. The meetings should proceed following each quarter end as committee 
members schedules allow. 

Subd. 2. Voting. Any recommendation of the committee receiving a majority vote shall be 
forwarded by the committee chair to the trustee and president for consideration. 

COMMENT: 

The University is creating the Retirement Pbm Fiduciary Committee to formally monitor and 
evaluate University-sponsored retirement plans from a financial perspective. The Committee 
will be responsible for reviewing plan expenses, monitoring investment returns and fund choices 
and evaluating and reducing fiduciary risk. This Committee will have representation from 
faculty, professional and administrative and civil service employee groups, and will have direct 
ties to the Senate Faculty Retirement Subcommittee through its chair. The Retirement Plan 
Fiduciary Committee will report to the President through the Chief Financial Officer and, 
ultimately, to the Board of Regents. This is not an administrative committee in the usual sense, 
although it will report up through the administration. It is a committee that will take on the 
fiduciary responsibility of these plans and is charged with acting in the best interest of the plan 
participants as a whole. 

JEAN BAUER, CHAIR 
FACULTY CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 

5. UNIVERSITY SENATE OLD BUSINESS 

6. UNIVERSITY SENATE NEW BUSINESS 

ITEMS 7. THROUGH 10. ARE FACULTY SENATE BUSINESS ONLY. 

7. NOMINATING COMMITTEE FOR THE TWIN CITIES MEMBERS OF THE 
FACULTY CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 

Slate of Candidates 
Action by the Twin Cities Faculty Delegation and UMD Faculty Senators 

(2 minutes) 
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MOTION: 

To approve the following six names to stand for election to the Faculty Consultative Committee, 
from which one of each pair are to be elected by the Twin Cities and non-represented UMD 
faculty for a term of 2006-09. First pair: Professors Donna Bliss and Nelson Rhodus; Second 
Pair: Professors Emily Hoover and Terry Roe ; Third Pair: Professors William Durfee and John 
Koepke. A simple majority is required for approval. 

FIRST PAIR 
DONNA BLISS: 1992*, Professor of Nursing, School of Nursing. University Senate member: 
None. Committee participation (past and present): None. 

NELSON RHODUS: 1985*, Professor of Diagnostic/Biological Sciences, School of Dentistry. 
University Senate member: 1993-997. Committee participation (past and present): Nominating, 
2002-08; Capital Projects/Campus Master Planning, 2004-07; AHC Faculty Consultative, 2005-
08. 

SECOND PAIR 
EMILY HOOVER: 1982*, Professor of Horticultural Science, College of Agricultural, Food, 
and Environmental Sciences. University Senate member: 1991-94. Committee participation 
(past and present): Committee on Committees, 1996-99 (Chair, 1997-98); Consultative 
Committee, (Ex Officio, 2003-05); Educational Policy, 1999-2001, 2003-05 (Chair, 2003-05); 
Equal Employment Opportunity for Women, 1995-96; Professional Studies Provostal Faculty 
Consultative, 1996-98. 

TERRY ROE: 1971 *, Professor of Applied Economics, College of Agricultural, Food, and 
Environmental Sciences. University Senate member: 1995-96. Committee participation (past 
and present): Finance and Planning, 1997-2005; Consultative, 2005-06. 

THIRD PAIR 
WILLIAM DURFEE: 1993*, Professor of Mechanical Engineering, Institute of Technology. 
University Senate member: None. Committee participation (past and present): Disabilities 
Issues, 1998-2003 (Chair, 2001-03); Academic Freedom and Tenure, 2003-06 (Chair, 2005-06). 

JOHN KOEPKE: 1995*, Associate Professor of Landscape Architecture, College of 
Architecture and Landscape Architecture. University Senate member: None. Committee 
participation (past and present): None. 

*Date of initial appointment at the University. 

FOR INFORMATION: 

The Faculty Consultative Committee serves as the executive committee of the Faculty Senate 
and forms the faculty membership of the Senate Consultative Committee. Senate legislation has 
merged the Twin Cities faculty and non-represented UMD faculty for purposes of Faculty 
Consultative Committee elections. Should a non-represented UMD faculty member be elected, 
that individual will be a member of the Senate and Faculty Consultative Committees. 

Additional nominations, certified as willing to stand for election, may be made by (1) petition of 
12 voting members of the faculties, provided that the petition is in the hands of the Clerk of the 
Senate the day before the Senate meeting, and (2) nominations on the floor of the Senate. The 
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faculty representatives of the Senate shall reduce by vote the slate to twice the number to be 
elected. 

Currently serving with terms continuing at least through next year are: 

Gary Balas, Institute of Technology 
Carol Chomsky, Law School 

Megan Gunnar, College of Education and Human Development 
Scott Lanyon, College of Biological Sciences 

John L. Sullivan, College of Liberal Arts 
Jennifer Windsor, College of Liberal Arts 

The terms of Jean Bauer (College of Human Ecology), Daniel Feeney (College of Veterinary 
Medicine), and Terry Roe (College of Agricultural, Food, and Environmental Sciences) expire at 
the end of the academic year. 

W. ANDREW COLLINS, CHAIR 
NOMINATING COMMITTEE 

8. EDUCATIONAL POLICY COMMITTEE 
Policy on Student Evaluation of Instruction 

Discussion by the Faculty Senate 
(15 minutes) 

Draft Policy and Protocol on the Evaluation of Instruction 
February 15, 2006 

PREAMBLE 

The University of Minnesota seeks to achieve instruction of the highest quality so that students 
learn to their maximum potential. The evaluation of instruction is one way to help ensure 
excellence in instruction, so the Faculty Senate adopts the following policy and protocol on 
evaluation of instruction. 

There are at least three reasons to evaluate instruction: (1) to improve instruction, (2) to provide 
information for (a) salary and promotion decisions based on merit and (b) faculty tenure 
decisions, and (3) to assist students in course selection. This policy and protocol is intended to 
meet all three objectives. With respect to the second, the purpose of this policy and protocol is to 
define what shall constitute adequate documentation for student and peer review of faculty and 
instructional staff teaching contri butions.1 

The required evaluation of teaching for tenure and promotion decisions must have two major 
components, peer review and student .evaluation of teaching. Academic units must make 
provisions for peer review for faculty being considered for tenure, promotion, and salary 
increases, and for other instructional staff being considered for reappointment, promotion, and 
salary increases. The peer review information for individuals is to be supplemented by 
information from student evaluations of all their courses. 

1 In this policy and protocol, the term "instructor" includes all who deliver instruction regardless of academic rank, 
appointment status, and so on. At some points in the policy, there will be a distinction between (1) tenured and 
tenure-track faculty, and (2) all others who deliver instruction; in the latter case, the language will refer to faculty 
and instructional staff. 

8 



Students must be made aware that their ratings will be used in making personnel decisions. A 
small number of questions, common to all courses throughout the University, will be used in the 
student evaluations of instruction. The use of common questions provides one means of making 
judgments on teaching effectiveness University-wide and allows calculation of statistical norms. 
This type of information can be used with other types to identify very good instructors who 
deserve rewards as well as instructors who may need assistance in improving their classroom 
effectiveness. This information does not have the resolution necessary to allow fine 
discrimination between instructors in intermediate categories. In addition to questions that 
request a numerical response, survey forms must include provisions for written comments by 
students. 

POLICY 

--Every course with a University course number shall be evaluated by the use of student rating 
forms every time it is offered, except that thesis-only credits, directed or independent study, 
internships, and classes with fewer than five students shall not be evaluated using such forms. 
[Note: The Senate Committee on Educational Policy will appoint an ad hoc subcommittee 
to develop guidelines for departments to evaluate small classes, internships, 
directed/independent study, and so on. Those guidelines do not have to be in place to adopt 
this policy.] A department that wishes permanently to exempt a course or courses from use of 
the standard student evaluation form must receive written approval from the Senate Committee 
on Educational Policy.2 

Data and information from student evaluations shall not be used in isolation from peer evaluation 
and (for faculty) research and service in evaluating faculty and instructional staff. 

The directions for students written on the student rating forms should stress the three purposes of 
the form: evaluation of instructors, improvement of teaching, and assistance to future students in 
selecting courses (the "student release" questions). The instructions should be written in a 
manner that will motivate students to complete the forms. The instructions should explain why 
demographic data are being collected. 

The student rating forms shall be anonymous. Instructors may require students to participate in 
course evaluations but any system for gathering student evaluations, whether paper or electronic, 
shall include an opt-out provision allowing students to decline to respond to questions, 

--Students may not be required to fill in a student rating form for any course. This provision 
applies to ·all courses at the University, including multiple-instructor courses that are otherwise 
covered by a different evaluation protocol. 

--The teaching performance of all instructors, regardless of their academic rank or tenure status, 
is subject to evaluation. This policy and protocol applies to all instructors regardless of whether 
they are tenure-track/tenured, term/P&A, or adjunct faculty or hold any other kind of teaching 
appointment at the University. Specific provisions are noted for tenured and tenure-track 
faculty. 

--Personnel decisions (e.g., merit and salary reviews, promotion, tenure for tenure-track faculty) 
for all faculty and instructional staff whose salary is based in any part on teaching shall include 

2 This policy and protocol shall apply to student evaluation of courses having no more than two instructors. In other 
cases departments and/or colleges that wish to develop alternative evaluation procedures must seek written approval 
from SCEP. SCEP is open to discussion with units in which student evaluation procedures must meet national 
accreditation standards. 
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review by appropriate department, college, and University officers, as set forth in pertinent rules 
and policies, all numeric data from the teaching evaluation forms from their courses. 

--For tenured and tenure-track faculty, faculty peers must evaluate course objectives and syllabi, 
handouts, assignments and tests, theses and dissertations, and examples of graded student work 
in order to measure their quality and appropriateness. Faculty and instructional staff must do the 
same for all other instructors who are not tenured or tenure-track faculty. Peers must also assess 
the instructor's knowledge of the subject matter, contributions to departmental teaching efforts, 
and any other teaching contributions, such as development of new courses or innovative 
instructional materials, authorship of texts or laboratory manuals, or publications on discipline
specific teaching techniques. Peer review could also include assessment of student performance 
on certification exams (if appropriate to the discipline), survey of the extent of mentoring and 
participation in other activities related to instruction, or assessment of an instructor's classroom 
performance via personal visit or videotaping of the class. 3 

--The information collected pursuant to this policy to evaluate teaching effectiveness for 
personnel decisions remains confidential.4 The results must be shared with the faculty member 
being reviewed. Access to information on a specific instructor must be restricted to those 
responsible for decisions on reappointment (where applicable), promotion, tenure (where 
applicable), and salary adjustments. 

--Faculty must always be allowed to respond to student rating results when those results are used 
for performance evaluation; faculty members must be permitted to add written comments to their 
files 

--All student evaluation data used in personnel decisions must be accompanied by the response 
rates for the data.5 

--Responsibility for implementing the provisions of this policy and protocol rests with the Senior 
Vice President for Academic Affairs and Provost, the Senior Vice President for the Health 
Sciences, deans and department heads, all of whom must clearly convey to faculty the emphasis 
being placed on teaching in decisions regarding promotion, tenure, and merit-pay increases. 

--Department heads and chairs should be evaluated in part on the extent to which they effectively 
implement this policy and protocol. 

PROTOCOL 

--Department heads and tenure and promotion review committees will be provided with 
comprehensive information on the interpretation and use of student rating data (including 
questions of reliability and validity) in making personnel decisions, and information on practices 
of peer evaluation of instruction.6 

3 It is to a faculty member's benefit to prepare and regularly update a teaching portfolio that contains materials that 
will be considered during his/her evaluation. This policy is not meant to exclude continued use of other mechanisms 
for peer review that may already be in place in academic units, such as classroom visitation. 
4 As required by Minnesota state law at the time this policy is adopted. 
5 The Senate Committee on Educational Policy is concerned about the very low response rates when students are 
asked to fill out evaluation forms on the web, outside of class. 
6 Responsibility for providing this information rests with the Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs and 
Provost, the chancellors, and the deans. Training for new department heads/chairs and for deans should include this 
information as well. 
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--The student rating form shall contain the following questions, with the verbal anchors as 
identified: 

How would you rate the instructor's overall teaching ability? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Very Poor Satisfactory Exceptional 

How would you rate the instructor's knowledge of the subject matter? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Very Poor Satisfactory Exceptional 

How would you rate the instructor's respect and concern for students? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Very Poor Satisfactory Exceptional 

How much would you say you learned in this course? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Almost Nothing Amount Expected An Exceptional Amount 

--All student rating forms shall have spaces for two questions permitting open-ended comments: 
"Describe things about the course that you found helpful" and "What suggestions do you have 
for improving the course?" 

--The disposition of written comments on student evaluation forms shall be decided by each 
college or campus. 

Faculty and departments are free to add additional open-ended questions to the required form, 
but such questions will be in addition to rather than replace the required questions. 

--Directions given on student evaluation questionnaires will include the following statement: 

"Your responses to this questionnaire are important because they will be used in tenure, 
promotion and salary decisions for your instructor. Your thoughtful written comments are 
especially requested, and may help your instructor improve future course offerings. The 
results of this evaluation (including the evaluation forms) will not be returned to the 
instructor until after the final grades are submitted for this course." [Suggestion has been 

· made to list these points in bullet form.] 

--The evaluation form will ask for information on the student's major, GPA and class year, as 
well as whether or not the course is in the student's major and whether the course is required or 
elective for the student. There will also be a request, marked optional, for information on the 
student's age, gender, and race or ethnicity. [Note: Information about the class size and wpe 
(lab, lecture, seminar, etc.) will be included, but this information will be compiled elsewhere.] 

--The following question shall be included in the demographic section of the student evaluation 
form. The data from this question shall be linked to specific building and room numbers and the 
summary data by room number shall be provided to the chief academic officer and appropriate 
classroom management office on each campus to help guide decisions on facilities resource 

7 Age/gender/ethnicity information shall be requested because the information obtained can be useful to instructors 
in demonstrating how different groups respond to his/her teaching; problems with different race/gender/age groups 
can be identified and addressed. Other personal information--class year, GPA, major, and whether the class was 
elective or required-will be requested (not marked optional) because these factors have been shown in prior 
research to have an effect on student evaluations. 
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allocation.8 [It has been suggested the information should be collected, but not in a demographic 
section.] 

How would you rate the physical environment in which you take this class, especially the 
classroom facilities, including the effect of the environment on your ability to see, hear, 
concentrate, and participate? 

1 2 3 4 
Very Poor Satisfactory 

5 6 7 
Exceptional 

--The instructions on the evaluation forms shall state that harassing comments or comments on 
irrelevant factors are not helpful for evaluation of instruction. Faculty should be provided with 
guidelines on how to process and interpret open-ended student comments, particularly those that 
are inappropriate. 

-- Administering student evaluations will be the responsibility of each instructional unit. Student 
evaluations used in promotion and salary decisions will be administered at the beginning of a 
class period, during the last two weeks of instruction for the term. The instructor may give 
instructions but must not be present while the forms are being completed and collected. The 
evaluations will be handed out, completed, and collected without the instructor being present. 
Once collected, evaluations will be put in a sealed envelope or box. It is suggested that a student 
be asked to hand out and collect the forms. Each instructional unit shall develop its own 
practices for ensuring that the completed forms are delivered to the appropriate office. If the 
forms are delivered to the department office, the department should deliver the envelopes to the 
data processing center without opening the envelopes. The instructor must never touch or see 
completed forms until after grades are turned in. 

--Each campus will determine the appropriate manner of administering and evaluating student 
evaluation forms. To facilitate tabulation of the results of standardized questions on the student 
evaluation forms, each campus administration will provide the instructor and the unit chair/head 
with a summary of the data; the original questionnaires will be returned to the instructor. This 
summary will include appropriate statistical characterization of the responses to each question 
and, where a statistically meaningful data base exists, comparison to the responses for the same 
question on a campus, college, department, and program basis. To make comparative analysis 
more meaningful, there will also be comparisons on the basis of class type (e.g., large lecture, 
small discussion, laboratory, upper or lower division, elective, needed to meet university or 
major requirements). As resources permit, other types of statistical processing and comparisons 
may be added at the request of faculty or instructional units. 

Every instructional unit shall have a policy on peer review of faculty and instructional 
staff teaching efforts and contributions to teaching, both for purposes of promotion decisions and 
for teaching-based salary increases. Each unit shall determine what documentation will be used 
for peer review, and (for faculty) how to evaluate theses and dissertations as well as (for all 
instructors) samples of graded student work. The documentation is to be used as a basis for 
evaluating the instructor's knowledge of the subject matter as well as the quality of the 
instructor's instructional activities. Each unit shall determine who shall have access to the 
documentation for purposes of peer review, and which materials will be retained for future 
reference. 

The documentation shall reflect what each unit determines to be an appropriately cumulative 
record of the instructor's contributions to the instructional mission of the University. It is the 

8 Variants of this question should be developed for classes that use multiple rooms, for field study class, for on-line 
classes, and for other classes that differ from the lecture-in-one-room format. 
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responsibility of the instructor to update the documentation regularly. It is the responsibility of 
the unit to retain appropriate portions of this material, including cumulative summaries of student 
evaluations of the instructor's courses. Each unit shall assume responsibility for maintaining the 

. confidentiality of commentaries or conclusions based on the contents of the documentation. 

The documentation for each instructor shall contain an appropriately cumulative listing of 
courses taught by the instructor, a comprehensive syllabus for each course, and examples of 
exams, assignments and handouts prepared by the instructor. Units may also wish to include, 
where appropriate, a listing of undergraduate and graduate students undertaking independent 
study under the supervision of the instructor, information about student performance on 
certification exams, and a listing of other activities that pertain to the teaching mission of the unit 
(e.g. participation in teaching-related committee work or curriculum development, publication of 
textbooks or study guides, participation in educational development programs, etc.) 
Documentation may also include a one- to-two page self-assessment of the instructor's teaching 
strengths and weaknesses. Instructors have the option of adding any other materials they believe 
are indicative of their contributions to teaching. 

--Instructors are encouraged to adopt a mid-semester course evaluation process so that the course 
can be improved as it is delivered. 

--The student evaluation form shall also include the following questions, the responses to which 
shall, with the consent of the instructor, be made available to students. 9 The responses to these 
questions may not be used in any reappointment, promotion, salary, or (for tenure-track faculty) 
tenure decisions. 

[NOTE: The Senate has delegated to the Senate Committee on Educational Policy final 
authority to approve new questions to be used; they will be inserted here.] 

--In addition to the questions required by the preceding sections of this policy, a question bank 
will be provided for the student evaluation process. 10 The questions would be supplemental to 
the required questions, would be selected by the instructor, and would be used primarily for 
improving teaching. Because the supplemental questions from the question bank are to be used 
for improving teaching, summary results should go to the instructor only. Use of supplemental 
questions from the question bank is optional. Provision will be made for instructors, should they 
choose, to add a reasonable number of custom questions that are not included in the bank. 

Departments or schools may also require questions from the question bank or from other sources 
to be used on all forms used in their area. These additional required questions could be used 
either for evaluation of instructors or for improving teaching, courses or programs. If for the 
evaluation of instructors, summary results should go to the department. If for improvement of 
teaching, courses, or programs, summary results should go to the instructor only if the results are 
to be used by the instructor, or to curriculum committees if the results are to be used for program 
improvements. Data from questions that are to be used only for improving teaching should not 
be released by the University to anyone other than the instructor . Data from questions that are 
to be used for program improvements may be released to department heads and curriculum 
committees. 

--Departments shall develop and make available to instructors a written policy that defines (1) 
which data from student rating forms will be used for personnel decisions and available to 
department heads and committees charged with reviewing instructor performance, and (2) which 

9 On the web, for instance. 
10 The University administration will provide the question bank on a website. 
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data will be made available to curriculum committees for improving courses and programs. (It is 
assumed that all information from the four required questions will be used for personnel 
decisions; the written policy required by this section refers to any additional questions that a unit 
may require on the evaluation forms.) 

--Department and college administrators should be held accountable for timely assessment of the 
evaluative materials assembled for each faculty member. However, for peer review of the 
documentation for the purpose of promotion or of teaching-related merit pay increases, the 
faculty in each unit should be free to decide whether they want their dean or head or chair to take 
responsibility for assessing the quality of teaching, on the basis of the materials, or whether they 
prefer that the evaluation be done by an advisory group from within the unit or college. 

--Each semester, an appropriate University administrator should send a message to every 
instructor who is receiving data from a course evaluation with a request to make the release 
questions available to students. 11 

When adopted, this policy and protocol replaces all earlier policies, protocols, and questions 
approved by the University or Faculty Senates. 

COMMENTS: 

The draft Policy on Student Evaluation of Instruction presented today includes the language from 
alternative one, presented at the December 1, 2005, Faculty Senate meeting. This alternative 
states that the disposition of written comments shall be decided by each college or campus. 

Additionally SCEP has made two additional changes. The first change is in footnote 2, in which, 
SCEP recommends in order that any requests of exemptions to the campus-wide policy on the 
student evaluation of courses be made in writing to SCEP, in order both to involve faculty 
governance in such matters as well as to allow SCEP to make sure that the spirit of the 
evaluation policy is respected when exemptions are necessary, especially for courses with 
multiple instructors in units in the Academic Health Center where accreditation issues govern 
practices for course evaluation by students. SCEP is willing to take such accreditation issues 
into account in considering such requests for exemptions. 

The second change SCEP recommends in order to accommodate current practices in some units 
that are intended to increase participation for online student evaluation of courses. We believe 
that that the anonymity of students can be protected when students are required to go to a website 
to evaluate a course as long as once they are at the site, they have the option not to complete the 
evaluation. We believe that this policy will become ever more important as more units at the 
university move toward electronic evaluation of courses, because the main concern with 
electronic evaluation has been that the participation rates have been so low that the resulting data 
is not reliable. Requiring students to go to an evaluation website but allowing them then to opt 
out if they wish is already being used in some units in the AHC, and it has resulted in high 
participation rates. 

RICHARD MCCORMICK, CHAR 
EDUCATIONAL POLICY COMMITTEE 

11 Reminders each semester coupled with a very easy method to grant permission should increase the number of 
instructors who choose to release their data. The course release information should be cataloged by course along 
with instructor and should have a link at the entry for the course in the on-line Course Guide. This will make it 
easier for students to find information about a course 

14 



, 

9. FACULTY SENATE OLD BUSINESS 

10. FACULTY SENATE NEW BUSINESS 

11. STATE OF THE UNIVERSITY ADDRESS 
(40 minutes) 

12. QUESTIONS TO THE PRESIDENT 
(20 minutes) 

13. ADJOURNMENT 

15 



MEETING OF THE STUDENT SENATE 

THURSDAY, MARCH 2, 2006 

11:30 A.M. - 1:30 P.M. 

Studio C, Rarig Center--Twin Cities Campus 
106 Sahlstrom Conference Center--Crookston Campus 

410 Library--Duluth Campus 
7 Humanities and Fine Arts--Morris Campus 

This is a meeting of the Student Senate. There are 42 voting members of the Student Senate. A 
simple majority must be present for a quorum. Most actions require only a simple majority for 
approval. Actions requiring special majorities for approval are noted under each of those items. 

MOTION: 

1. UPDATE ON STRATEGIC POSITIONING 
Discussion 

(25 minutes) 

2. MINUTES FOR DECEMBER 1, 2005 AND FEBRUARY 9, 2006 
Action 

To approve the Student Senate minutes, which are available on the Web at the following URLs. 
A simple majority is required for approval. 

http://www 1.umn.edu/usenate/ssen/051201 stu.html 
http://www 1. umn.edu/usenate/ssen/060209stu.html 

STUART GOLDSTEIN, CLERK 
UNIVERSITY SENATE 

3. STUDENT SENATE/ STUDENT SENATE 
CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE CHAIR REPORT 

(5 minutes) 

4. ASSEMBLY/ASSOCIATION UPDATES 
(5 minutes) 

5. UPDATE ON SPRING STUDENT SENATOR PROJECTS 
Discussion 

(15 minutes) 

6. REPORT FROM THE STUDENT AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 
(10 minutes) 



7. STATEMENT ON CIVIC ENGAGEMENT 
Action 

(10 minutes) 

The statement will be emailed to senators in advance of the meetings and copies will be available 
at the meeting. 

8. OLD BUSINESS 

9. NEW BUSINESS 

10. ADJOURNMENT 

2 



Revised language for Item 4, Retirement Plan Fiduciary Committee Bylaws, on the March 2, 2006, University 
Senate agenda 

RETIREMENT PLAN FIDUCIARY COMMITTEE 

Bylaws 

SECTION I. MISSION STATEMENT. 

The Retirement Plan Fiduciary Committee has the authority from the president to advise 
the Trustee on fiduciary matters relating to the University- sponsored retirement plans. 
Specifically, the committee will monitor and evaluate ongoing University-sponsored retirement 
plans and formulate recommendations to benefit plan participants, defray plan administration 
expenses, and reduce Board fiduciary risk. 

SECTION II. APPOINTMENTS. 

Subd. 1. Membership. The president or delegate shall appoint the members of the 
Retirement Plan Fiduciary Committee, who shall consist of: 

(1) the chair of the Faculty Retirement Subcommittee of the Senate Committee on 
Faculty Affairs; 

(2) the Chief Investment Officer of the University; 
(3) three at large members to include one each from the faculty, professional and 

academic (P&A) and civil service units. Each delegate shall also have a 
background in finance and/or investments; 

(4) the Director of Retirement Programs (non-voting); 
(5) delegate from the Office of Asset Management (non-voting). 

Voting right shall exist for those plans which the representative member is eligible. 

Subd. 2. Chair. The Chief Investment Officer shall chair the Retirement Plan 
Fiduciary Committee. 

Subd. 3. Membership Terms. The term for all members, except for the at-large 
members, shall be coterminous with that member's relevant position or appointment. 

Subd. 4. At-Large Member Nominations. The at-large members will be 
nominated from their respective governing groups. The Faculty Retirement Subcommittee will 
be responsible for nominating the faculty representative. The CAPA Benefits and Compensation 
Committee will be responsible for nominating the professional and academic (P&A) 
representative. The Civil Service Committee will be responsible for nominating the civil service 
representative. 

Subd. 5. At-Large Membership Terms. The initial appointments of the three at-
large members shall be two years with an option to renew for an additional two years upon 
mutual consent of the chair, trustee and appointed member. 

Subd.6 
1, 2, 3, 4and 5. 

Vacancies. Vacancies are filled in a manner consistent with subdivision 



SECTION III. RESPONSIBILITIES. 

The Retirement Plan Fiduciary Committee shall advise the president and plan trustee. 
The committee shall: 

( 1) review plan expenses; 
(2) monitoring investment returns; 
(3) recommend investment fund choices; 
(4) recommend investment fund and plan sponsor terminations in exigent 

circumstances; 
(5) evaluate fiduciary risks and responsibilities associated with the University

sponsored retirement plans. 
(6) receive written comment from the Faculty Retirement Subcommittee of the 

Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs with regard to the above actions. 

SECTION IY. MEETING PROCEDURES. 

Subd. 1. Meeting Schedule. The Retirement Plan Fiduciary Committee shall meet 
a minimum of four times per year. The meetings should proceed following each quarter end as 
committee members schedules allow. 

Subd 2. Voting. Any recommendation of the committee receiving a majority vote 
shall be forwarded by the committee chair to the trustee and president for consideration. 

COMMENT: 

The change from the previous version occurred in Section II, Subdivision 4, in regard to which 
body nominates civil service members. 



MEETING OF THE STUDENT SENATE 

THURSDAY, MARCH 2, 2006 

11:30 A.M. - 1:30 P.M. 

Studio C, Rarig Center--Twin Cities Campus 
106 Sahlstrom Conference Center--Crookston Campus 

410 Library--Duluth Campus 
7 Humanities and Fine Arts--Morris Campus 

This is a meeting of the Student Senate. There are 42 voting members of the Student Senate. A 
simple majority must be present for a quorum. Most actions require only a simple majority for 
approval. Actions requiring special majorities for approval are noted under each of those items. 

MOTION: 

1. UPDATE ON STRATEGIC POSITIONING 
Discussion 

(25 minutes) 

2. MINUTES FOR DECEMBER 1, 2005 AND FEBRUARY 9, 2006 
Action 

To approve the Student Senate minutes, which are available on the Web at the following URLs. 
A simple majority is required for approval. 

http://www 1. umn.edu/usenate/ssen/051201 stu.html 
http://www 1.umn.edu/usenate/ssen/060209stu.html 

STUART GOLDSTEIN, CLERK 
UNIVERSITY SENATE 

3. STUDENT SENATE/ STUDENT SENATE 
CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE CHAIR REPORT 

(5 minutes) 

4. ASSEMBLY I ASSOCIATION UPDATES 
(5 minutes) 

5. UPDATE ON SPRING STUDENT SENATOR PROJECTS 
Discussion 

(15 minutes) 

6. REPORT FROM THE STUDENT AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 
(10 minutes) 



7. STATEMENT ON CIVIC ENGAGEMENT 
Action 

(10 minutes) 

The statement will be emailed to senators in advance of the meetings and copies will be available 
at the meeting. 

8. OLD BUSINESS 

9. NEW BUSINESS 

10. ADJOURNMENT 

2 



Revised language for Item 4, Retirement Plan Fiduciary Committee Bylaws, on the March 2, 2006, University 
Senate agenda 

RETIREMENT PLAN FIDUCIARY COMMITTEE 

Bylaws 

SECTION I. MISSION STATEMENT. 

The Retirement Plan Fiduciary Committee has the authority from the president to advise 
the Trustee on fiduciary matters relating to the University- sponsored retirement plans. 
Specifically, the committee will monitor and evaluate ongoing University-sponsored retirement 
plans and formulate recommendations to benefit plan participants, defray plan administration 
expenses, and reduce Board fiduciary risk. 

SECTION II. APPOINTMENTS. 

Subd 1. Membership. The president or delegate shall appoint the members of the 
Retirement Plan Fiduciary Committee, who shall consist of: 

(1) the chair of the Faculty Retirement Subcommittee of the Senate Committee on 
Faculty Affairs; 

(2) the Chief Investment Officer of the University; 
(3) three at large members to include one each from the faculty, professional and 

academic (P&A) and civil service units. Each delegate shall also have a 
background in finance and/or investments; 

(4) the Director of Retirement Programs (non-voting); 
(5) delegate from the Office of Asset Management (non-voting). 

Voting right shall exist for those plans which the representative member is eligible. 

Subd. 2. Chair. The Chief Investment Officer shall chair the Retirement Plan 
Fiduciary Committee. 

Subd. 3. Membership Terms. The term for all members, except for the at-large 
members, shall be coterminous with that member's relevant position or appointment. 

Subd. 4. At-Large Member Nominations. The at-large members will be 
nominated from their respective governing groups. The Faculty Retirement Subcommittee will 
be responsible for nominating the faculty representative. The CAPA Benefits and Compensation 
Committee will be responsible for nominating the professional and academic (P&A) 
representative. The Civil Service Committee will be responsible for nominating the civil service 
representative. 

Subd. 5. At-Large Membership Terms. The initial appointments of the three at-
large members shall be two years with an option to renew for an additional two years upon 
mutual consent of the chair, trustee and appointed member. 

Subd.6 
1, 2, 3, 4and 5. 

Vacancies. Vacancies are filled in a manner consistent with subdivision 



SECTION III. RESPONSIBILITIES. 

The Retirement Plan Fiduciary Committee shall advise the president and plan trustee. 
The committee shall: 

( 1) review plan expenses; 
(2) monitoring investment returns; 
(3) recommend investment fund choices; 
(4) recommend investment fund and plan sponsor terminations in exigent 

circumstances; 
(5) evaluate fiduciary risks and responsibilities associated with the University

sponsored retirement plans. 
(6) receive written comment from the Faculty Retirement Subcommittee of the 

Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs with regard to the above actions. 

SECTION IV. MEETING PROCEDURES. 

Subd 1. Meeting Schedule. The Retirement Plan Fiduciary Committee shall meet 
a minimum of four times per year. The meetings should proceed following each quarter end as 
committee members schedules allow. 

Subd. 2. Voting. Any recommendation of the committee receiving a majority vote 
shall be forwarded by the committee chair to the trustee and president for consideration. 

COMMENT: 

The change from the previous version occurred in Section II, Subdivision 4, in regard to which 
body nominates civil service members. 



Information for Item 5 on the March 2 Student Senate agenda 

Position Statement on Graduate and Professional Student Housing 

The Student Senate recognizes that there is a lack of graduate and professional student housing 
on both the Twin Cities and Duluth campuses. 

The Universities of Minnesota has a responsibility to its graduate and professional students to 
provide an adequate amount of graduate and professional Student housing that is accessible to 
campus. This housing should be developed in a way that fosters community, which in turn will 
improve the culture of the University of Minnesota graduate and professional schools. 

Therefore, be it decided that the Student Senate supports any efforts by the Graduate and 
Professional Student Assembly (GAPSA) to urge the University of Minnesota Administration to 
create more graduate and professional student housing on both the Twin Cities and Duluth 
campuses. 

RICK ORR 
AUTHOR 



Resolution on Civic Engagement for Item 7 on the March 2 Student Senate agenda 

Resolution on Civic Engagement 

The Student Senate recognizes that the University of Minnesota is a public land grant 
institution and is inherently connected to the well-being of the community and state. 

The Student Senate believes the mission statement1 of the University of Minnesota makes 
clear that the institution is to provide its knowledge and expertise to help solve problems 
in the greater community through public service and outreach. 

The Student Senate also believes that students should have a commitment to carrying out 
the mission statement of the University of Minnesota. 

The Student Senate furthermore believes that students who are civically engaged in their 
communities become better citizens. 

Therefore, the Student Senate strongly supports any existing or new initiatives dedicated 
to expanding civic engagement on University of Minnesota campuses around the state. 
The focus of these initiatives need not be solely on the University of Minnesota campus 
community, but on the greater local, state, national, and global communities. 

The Student Senate also supports any initiatives stemming from Strategic Positioning 
designed to institutionalize civic engagement into the University of Minnesota. The 
Student Senate asks that students have a strong voice in any proposed plans to 
institutionalize civic engagement. 

1 The link to the mission statement of The University of Minnesota is 
http://www l.umn.edu/twincities/0 1_ abt_gen _ hist.php 

NICHOLAS ALLYN 
AUTHOR 



UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

Strategic Positioning Process Timeline: December 2005 -May 2006 

Task 
Forces 

Dec. 
16-
Jan.27 

Jan.24 

Jan.27 

Feb.3 

Feb.6 

3 Systemwide Academic & 
13Academtc 

Public cominent period open 
for the systemwide task forces & 
eigh.t academic task forces"' 

Public comment period closes for 
the systemwide task forces and 
eigh.t academic task forces' 

Final recommendations due from 
the systemwide task forces and 
ei t academic task forces· 

Preliminary recommendations 
Feb. 9 due from one academic task force 

(College Design: Smail Colleges) 

Public comment period opens for 
Feb. 11 one academic task force (College 

Design: Small Colleges) 

4AHC& 
2Researcb 

Metrics and 
Measurement 

Progress report 
posted for public 
comment 

Public comment 
Feb. 24 period closes for 

March 
6 

March 
13 

March 
15 

March 
24 

March 
27 

March 
31 

April 
30 

MayS 

Public comment period closes fOr 
one academic task fOrce (College 
Design: Small Colleges) 

Fmal recommendations due from 
one academic task fOrce (College 
Design; Small Colleges) 

Preliminary re(:ommendations 
due forfottr:academic task ·· · 
forces** ·. 

Public comment period opens for 
four academic task forces** 

Public comment period closes for 
four academic task forces"'* 

Final recommendations due from 
fot.lt academic task forces""" 

progress report 

Pre~ .. ·· · Preliminary 
i'ecotnrile&tdations recommendations 
~e · . . ·· · due 

1Ublic com~nt·.···· 
e~riod opens < . ! . • 

PubliC oonum.mt: 
periOd closes · 

Public comment 
period opens 

Public comment 
period closes 

Final recommerida~ Final recommenda-
tions .d.Qe · tions due 

. . 
Prloriti~s po$ted ··. 

The University of Minnesota is an equal 
opportunity educator and employer. 

Produced by University Relations. • zlo6 

*Undergraduate Reform: Student Support, Undergraduate Reform: Writing, Undergraduate Reform: Honors, Graduate Reform: Student Support, 
College Design: GC/CEHD, College Design: CALNCHE, College Design: CHE/CEHD, and College Design: CNR/COAFES/CHE) 

**Faculty Culture, Graduate Reform: Discipline Evolution, College Design: Science/Engineering, and College Design: CLA 
AHC task forces-AHC Precinct Plan, Knowledge Management Technology, AHC Health Professional Workforce, and Clinical Sciences Enterprise 
Research task forces-Research Infrastructure and Collaborative Research 
Systemwide academic task forces-Diversity, PreK-12 Strategy, and International University 



Implementation Priorities: 
Administrative Service & Productivity Steering Committee 

I People 

February,2006 

In support of the University of Minnesota's academic mission, 
our administrative operations will be the best among our peers, 

focused on service to faculty, students, staff and units, and 
driven by performance objectives and defined results. 

I. Strengthen the leadership skills of our managers, supenrisors, and leaders 
This project will strengthen managerial and leadership capabilities by identifying, agreeing upon, and implementing 
key competencies for supervisors, managers and leaders. These competencies will be used in the selection, training, 
and performance assessments of individuals. 

II. Invest in a "strong start" for all employees 
This effort will ensure that all new employees begin their employment at the University with a strong start. All 
employees must receive appropriate support, assistance, and information to orient them to the university as a 
community, acquaint them with critical resources, and heighten understanding of what is expected of them in their new 
positions. 

III. Improve performance management systems for staff 
This effort will improve performance management systems so that every employee receives regular feedback on their 
performance and understands the expectation to continuously upgrade their skills and knowledge. This project will 
promote the idea that all University supervisors should reward and recognize achievement, actively support the 
development of their staff, and deal appropriately with underachieving employees. 

IV. Enhance classification and compensation systems across all job families 
In order to continue enhancing the competitiveness of the University, classifications and compensation systems will be 
updated to ensure that pay philosophies for each employee group are clearly articulated, internal and external market 
compensation information is up-to-date and accessible, and job classifications for each employee group are simplified 
and current. All managers will be trained to use these systems as designed. 

I Information 

V. Single Enterprise I Best Practice Identification and Advancement Process 
This project will create a process to nimbly and systematically identify, analyze, and advance single enterprise and best 
practice tools, techniques, and systems. In addition, a review process must be put in place to assess the ongoing 
effectiveness of these systems. 

VI. Internal Budget Model 
This project will build a transparent and responsive budget model that supports the stated values of the institution, 
allows for long-term financial investments, and addresses the overhead needs of the University, while providing 



reliable, stable and predictable incentives for sound financial planning and strong fiscal management. The model 
should create appropriate incentives and disincentives to enhance the University's excellence and optimize the use of 
resources. 

VII. Enterprise Financial System 
The new fmancial system replaces aged technology as well as overhauls many University financial processes and 
reporting mechanisms. Improvements in processes, quality, and quantity of information will occur through uniformity, 
consistency, automation, and ease of use. One key objective of the project is to provide the University more data 
gathering flexibility in an increasingly complex and demanding internal and external reporting environment. An 
overarching goal is to ensure that each financial business process, and by extension the financial system as a whole, 
supports a strong and transparent control environment. 

VIII. Strengthen Compact Process to Integrate Planning, Performance, and Budgets 
This effort will strengthen the existing Compact process to integrate planning, decision making, resource allocation, 
and performance metrics into a comprehensive system for all colleges, campuses, and units. It will place 
accountability at the appropriate leadership levels throughout the University and reward improved performance. 

IX. Reliable Management Data Support 
In order to standardize definitions and promote accessibility, this project will review management and operational 
performance data needs of University decision-makers and implement necessary changes. In addition, the functions of 
the offices that provide this data will be assessed to determine how these units might be best optimized to provide 
better information for planning and decision-making. 

I Organization I Structure 

X: New Administrative Services Model 
This effort is developing a new model for administrative services that (1) clearly defines the responsibilities and 
authorities of central units, colleges, and departments; (2) identifies areas for sharing and clustering administrative 
services to support multiple units; (3) integrates the delivery of administrative services from central to colleges to 
departments; and (4) delineates system roles and responsibilities. 

XI. Administrative Policy Review and Simplification 
In order to reduce over-regulation and complexity, increase consistency and compliance, and empower individuals to 
make decisions, administrative policies and process will be overhauled. This will include clarifying delegations of 
authority, eliminating conflicts between internal policies or with external regulatory requirements, redrafting 
administrative policies in a consistent and easily accessible format, and communicating them clearly and 
understandably to faculty, staff, students, and the public. 

XII. Facilities Management Transformation 
To achieve the University's strategic goal, space and services must genuinely meet the needs of faculty, staff, students, 
and academic units. Facilities Management will move from managing buildings to providing services and facilities to 
serve the faculty, staff, students, and academic programs that utilize those facilities. In addition, beginning July 1, 
2006, ev.;:ry university department will be billed directly for their custodial, maintenance and energy services when 
previously these costs were covered in central budgets. With this increased transparency and accountability, Facilities 
Management needs to clearly demonstrate the value and quality of their services for users. 

I Culture 

XIII: Define and Foster a Culture that Propels and Reflects the University's Aspiration 
Define, communicate, and foster a culture that propels and reflects the University's aspiration to be a top three public 
research university by: (1) creating a clear statement of the University's desired culture; and (2) developing a 
comprehensive plan to transform the University's culture. Next steps include executing strategies and developing 
appropriate measures to gauge culture change. 
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• Transforming the University of Minnesota 

The University of Minnesota is on a journey to become 
one of the top three public research universities in the 
world within a decade. 

In September 2005, 34 task forces-made up of more 
than 300 faculty, staff, students and friends of the 
University-began meeting to develop recommendations 
for how the University can attain that goal. 

Each task force was charged with developing 
recommendations across a wide range of key University 
objectives: improving students' writing skills, 
educational experience and success rates; attracting and 
supporting outstanding faculty members; creating world
class colleges of education and design, among others; 
optimizing research, and making administrative services 
more effective and efficient. An equivalent standard 
of excellence is applied to our coordinate campuses, 
statewide research centers, and extension service offices. 
Recommendations will be issued throughout the 
2005-06 academic year. 

Making a good university great 

The initiative to transform the University has been 
described as the most far-reaching and comprehensive 
in the University's storied 154--year history-and perhaps 
in the history of any university. It has won widespread 
support within the greater community, and as the task 
forces work to craft their recommendations, there's a 
buzz on campus that this very good university is on its 
way to becoming great. 

Why a top-three "research university?" 

• Because faculty who are engaged in cutting-edge 
research are in the best position to teach our next 
generation ofleaders, scholars, and innovators. 

• Because the University is Minnesota's only public 
research university. The U receives more than 
98 percent of all research funding going to higher 
education institutions in the state. 

• Because research-in science, technology, the arts 
and social sciences-is one of the best ways to 
advance the public good and has tangible benefits 
for all Minnesotans. 

A magnet for talent and enterprise 

Each of the task forces has been asked to consider 
how their recommendations can help recruit talented, 
promising and highly qualified students from diverse 
backgrounds; attract and retain energetic and creative 
faculty and staff; and promote a culture that is 
committed to excellence, the effective use of resources 
and engaging the public for the common good. 

Engage in the process 

Throughout 2005, there have been numerous public 
forums, consultations, questionnaires and other efforts 
to seek advice and counsel from a broad range of people 
from the University and greater communities. 

Preliminary recommendations from 11 task forces are 
available on the Transforming the U Web site (www.umn 
.edu/transforming...the_u). Recommendations from the 
23 remaining task forces will be posted to the site as they 
become available throughout the first half of 2006. 
The U encourages people to review the recommenda
tions and share their thoughts and concerns via the 
Web site during the public comment periods. The task 
forces will review these comments before issuing final 
recommendations to their respective team leaders. From 
there, the recommendations will go to the U's executive 
team for review and next steps. 

The journey ahead 

University President Robert Bruininks describes this 
new course as "the first steps of a long journey." Already, 
the plan has received widespread support. 

·~strategic plan for the University of Minnesota that 
makes it a world-class competitive research university, 
and measures the value of all programs against this 
vision, is exactly what all Minnesotans need," concluded 
a Citizens League Task Force on Higher Education. 

Each year of the coming decade will hold its own 
opportunities and challenges. Throughout this process, 
the University is committed to elevating its education, 
research and outreach endeavors to even higher levels. 

The University of Minnesota is an equal opportunity educator and employer. 
Produced by University Relations. 2/06 · 


