
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, June 16, 2011 

1:00 – 4:00 
Coffman Board Room 

 
 
Present: Kate VandenBosch (chair), Chris Cramer (chair), Peter Bitterman, Elizabeth Boyle, Colin 

Campbell, Nancy Carpenter, Carol Chomsky, Shawn Curley, Nancy Ehlke, Janet 
Fitzakerley, Marti Hope Gonzales, Michael Hancher, Jeff Kahn 

 
Absent: Melissa Anderson, Thomas Brothen, Caroline Hayes, Russell Luepker, Jan McCulloch, 

Michael Oakes, George Sheets 
 
Guests: Peter Radcliffe, Daniel Jones-Whyte (Office of Planning and Analysis); Ann Freeman, 

Matt Sumera (University Relations); Amy Phenix (President-designate's Office); 
Professor Laura Gurak (Writing Studies), Professor Ed Schiappa (Communication 
Studies), Professor Albert Tims (School of Journalism and Mass Communications); Vice 
Presidents Aaron Friedman and Tim Mulcahy (Academic Health Center Executive 
Steering Committee) 

 
Other: None 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) committee business; (2) Morris campus faculty salary comparisons; (3) internal 
communication; (4) communications issues; (5) Academic Health Center Review Executive Steering 
Committee update] 
 
 
1. Committee Business 
 
 Professor VandenBosch convened the meeting at 1:00.  She noted for Committee members the 
protocol "Effect of Committee Member Candidacy for an Administrative Post at the Level of Dean or 
Above" and the specific provision that "when someone serving as chair or vice chair of FCC becomes a 
candidate for an administrative position at the level of dean or above, that individual shall inform the FCC 
of his or her candidacy and shall step down from the chair or vice chair position for the remainder of his 
or her term of office. . . .  This rule applies whether the person applied for the position or is a candidate as 
a result of nomination and does not withdraw, because the potential for conflict is the same."  She 
reported that she has been nominated for the provost's position and does not wish to withdraw the 
nomination, so she will step down as chair of the Committee.  She passed the gavel to Vice Chair 
Professor Cramer, who became chair. 
 
 Professor Cramer next noted that Professors Jean Bauer, Victor Bloomfield, and Will Durfee had 
been selected to receive the President's Award for Outstanding Service.  Professors Bauer and Bloomfield 
are former chairs of this Committee; Professor Durfee is a member of the Committee on Finance and 
Planning.  The Committee extended its congratulations to the three for their governance service and for 
receiving the award. 

                                                           
* These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University of Minnesota 

Senate; none of the comments, conclusions, or actions reported in these minutes represents the views of, nor are they 
binding on, the Senate, the Administration, or the Board of Regents. 
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2. Morris Campus Faculty Salary Comparisons 
 
 Professor Cramer turned now to Dr. Peter Radcliffe to provide information about the comparison 
group for Morris campus faculty salaries. 
 
 Dr. Radcliffe introduced Mr. Jones-Whyte and then made observations about comparison groups.  
They in the Office of Planning and Analysis talk to each campus about their data needs, including a 
comparison group, and they have started to do so for the Morris campus.  Comparison groups are used for 
various purposes, including serving as benchmarks in a number of ways.  They try to use only one group 
for each campus, but that one group may or may not be best for some purposes, or if there are 
comparisons being made with only one part of a campus, but for the purposes of clarity and credibility, 
they tend to use only one group. 
 
 Each campus has had comparison groups over the years, Dr. Radcliffe said, and he did not know 
their origins.  With each campus it is worth doing a periodic review of the comparison group, and they are 
pleased to work with the Morris campus to see if they have the appropriate group.  One question that has 
been raised about the Morris comparison group is the number of private institutions it contains.  There are 
a number of private institutions in all of the campus comparison groups; the Twin Cities campus does not 
have one, but Duluth has two and Crookston has one.  The Morris comparison group, the Morris 14, has 
eight.  He noted language from a document provided by his office: 
 

The Morris campus comparison group, Morris 14, consists of 14 public and private institutions 
that were identified and supported by Morris leaders prior to the inauguration of Chancellor 
Johnson.  For the past several years, Chancellor Jacqueline Johnson and leaders on the Twin 
Cities campus have raised concerns about the comparability of some of the institutions 
represented in the comparison group.  It is their concern that particular analyses, such as student 
demographic and academic achievement profiles, faculty salaries and total compensation, may be 
particularly sensitive to the compatibility and aspirational intent of the institutions within the 
Morris 14 group. 

 
Dr. Radcliffe said his office will work with the Morris campus and will look at a number of factors that 
affect selection of a comparison group (e.g., Carnegie classification, FTE students and faculty, net tuition 
and state dependency, %FTE staff as faculty, public/private, % undergraduates who are full time, 
endowment per FTE student, graduation and retention rates).  They will work with the campus to decide 
which ones are the most salient for comparisons and determine what the most logical institutions for a 
comparison group would be. 
 
 What uses are made of a comparison group, Professor Hancher inquired?  If the campus believes 
a different set would be better, that is what they would use in peer analyses, Dr. Radcliffe said, to 
consider salaries, graduation rates, etc.  What are the consequences if a campus is high or low compared 
to its peer-group members?  That is an issue for the Board of Regents and institutional governance, Dr. 
Radcliffe responded.  The question is the standard of comparison and to decide if it is good or bad.  If one 
discovers that a campus is lower-ranked, does that motivate movement and money, Professor Hancher 
asked?  It could, although that is not guaranteed, Dr. Radcliffe said, but such a discovery does enable the 
arguments. 
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 This discussion is about establishing a comparison group for many things, not just faculty 
salaries, Professor Carpenter commented; Dr. Radcliffe concurred.  Does the comparison group receive 
regular review, she asked?  They have not received such review since he has been in his position, Dr. 
Radcliffe said; he said it is a relevant question to ask.   
 
 What is a "better" fit, Professor Carpenter asked?  A discussion about what characteristics matter 
the most, Dr. Radcliffe responded—geography, percentage undergraduates, etc.  Is one characteristic 
mission, Professor Carpenter asked?  It can be, Dr. Radcliffe said; those are primarily prose documents 
but they can be captured in data (e.g., percentage undergraduates, percentage in classic liberal-arts fields 
versus science and engineering, and so on). 
 
 Professor Chomsky observed that metrics are used to identify comparable institutions in order to 
compare them with our own campus.  But how do you identify which institutions are comparable without 
first comparing those numbers?  And which numbers do you use to pick comparables? How do they 
protect against the circularity of the inquiry?  They try to keep to institutional characteristics to identify 
comparable institutions, Dr. Radcliffe said—things like size of the student body and the nature of the 
instruction rather than things like faculty salaries, but it is not a sharp line.  The comparison group is set at 
a point in time and maintained; they look at the trajectories over time. 
 
 Professor VandenBosch inquired of Professor Carpenter how good the "Morris 14" is.  They have 
used it and a group of public liberal-arts colleges as comparison groups, but neither works perfectly; they 
meld together well.  Morris is much more like Gustavus and St. Olaf than it is like Evergreen State 
College (in Olympia, Washington).  Dr. Radcliffe noted that there is overlap between the two lists, and 
said they sometimes use the public liberal-arts college list as well.  They do that for all campuses and 
schools:  They use different groups for different reasons when they need to in order to make reasonable 
comparisons. 
 
 Professor Chomsky asked Dr. Radcliffe if there is any relationship between the compensation 
study and looking at comparison groups.  From the outside, it could appear that after the compensation 
study showed us to be on the low end, the reaction was "well, we’d better rethink the comparison group."  
Dr. Radcliffe said the basic answer is that they can use various groups and get the same answer, so the 
comparison group does not drive conclusions and the decision to review the comparison groups was made 
independently of the compensation study. 
 
 Professor Boyle commented on salary data that had been provided to the Committee by the 
Morris campus; she observed that by comparison with other Minnesota colleges, Morris is very near the 
bottom.  That suggests that it is not the comparison group that makes the salaries look low. 
 
 Professor Cramer asked how a Morris representative would be chosen to participate in 
discussions about the Morris comparison group.  Dr. Radcliffe said they would ask Chancellor Johnson to 
make an appointment.  One person seems too few, Professor Chomsky commented.  That would be the 
point person, Dr. Radcliffe said; they will vet any proposal broadly.  There are two critical issues:  There 
must be data available for the institutions chosen and the list must be credible internally and externally—
that is why they discuss the list a great deal and take their time to decide.  Professor Cramer said that the 
Committee would like to hear a progress report next fall on development of the comparison group.  Dr. 
Radcliffe said he would identify the best time to make a report. 
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 Professor Cramer thanked Dr. Radcliffe for his report. 
 
3.   Internal Communication 
 
 Professor Cramer turned next to Ms. Freeman and Mr. Sumera to discuss internal communication. 
 
 Ms. Freeman said they hoped to use the time with the Committee to open the discussion and to 
receive ideas from Committee members, and she thanked the Committee for regularly inviting them back 
to touch base.  She and Mr. Sumera have only been working on internal communications issues for about 
three years and the contributions of the Committee have been invaluable.   
 
 They have done some research with faculty and staff and received great responses to a survey, 
and have established best practices to improve internal communication.  The results have included more 
disciplined use of email, establishment of the "Campus Conversations" (which not many faculty members 
have attended), and creation of a client-service model within the University Relations Internal 
Communications department to help units with communications issues.  They would like to know what 
topics would be of interest to faculty for Campus Conversations, and they are especially interested in the 
views of Committee members on faculty members' needs in internal communication and the kinds of 
communication from the new administration that would be helpful for faculty members. 
 
 Professor Cramer inquired what the topics had been at the Campus Conversations.  Ms. Freeman 
reported that they had been safety and security, light rail, the legislative session, and one of them had 
been a talk with President-designate Kaler's Chief of Staff, Amy Phenix.  Is the community aware of the 
talks, Professor Cramer asked?  Is the lack of faculty attendance because of a lack of time or because the 
faculty did not know about them?  Ms. Freeman said that the Conversations occur in a physical forum 
plus are on UMConnect, and notice goes out to the administrative mailing list.  They are still looking for 
the best way to put out information about them.  The time of the event, 9:00 – 10:30, may be a problem 
for many faculty members, Professor Bitterman pointed out. 
 
 Professor Boyle said she has noticed that there are fewer emails recently from the central 
administration; she used to delete all of them but does not do so now.  Sometimes she hears from faculty 
members that they do not know how to express their concerns to the administration; having served on this 
Committee, she knows how to do so, but many do not.  Both faculty and staff have expressed a desire for 
more two-way conversation, Ms. Freeman said.  They will look at the most effective way to enhance two-
way communication and ways that people can express their views.  That would be a good idea, Professor 
Boyle said, and she observed that sometimes people go to legislators when they cannot figure out who to 
contact at the University.   
 
 Professor Hancher said that one way to find out whom to contact is to search web pages.  Some 
offices identify a person to contact, some do not.  Any office with a web page should have the name of a 
person in that office to contact.   
 
 Committee members complimented Ms. Freeman and Mr. Sumera on the accessibility of 
information on governance on the personalized web page and on the fact that the faculty page was no 
longer secondary.  If they wish to see other things on the web page, Mr. Sumera said, Committee 
members should let them know.  Professor VandenBosch asked if the web pages are customizable; only 
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to the extent one is a faculty member, staff member, student, or parent, Mr. Sumera said.  Those who have 
used the customized faculty web page have liked it.   
 
 Professor Cramer said that when one is doing a search on the University's web page, one often 
gets documents from several years ago as the first 50 hits.  Similarly, it doesn't seem to have any 
influence on the presentation priority if the search phrase is buried once in a huge document compared to 
being the title of an entire webpage where it occurs 20 times.  What is needed is a better algorithm to 
order results by likely relevance.  Ms. Freeman agreed that the search function needs to be improved.  
Professor Hancher agreed with Professor Cramer and added that there is a lack of general responsiveness 
in searches; the coordinate campuses often appear ahead of the Twin Cities in the search results when that 
is not responsive.  Mr. Sumera explained that the search functionality is co-managed by University 
Relations and the Office of Information Technology.  In order to optimize the search engine, pages need 
to be coded consistently across the institution, including appropriate information that describes the kind of 
content to be found on a page.  This is a challenge, given the decentralized nature of web development at 
the University. Server configurations also affect the quality of search results. 
 
 Professor Bitterman inquired about "TXT-U."  Ms. Freeman indicated that her office is not 
responsible for its functionality but is involved to the extent that it is part of the University’s emergency 
communications strategies.  He noted that there was never any notice on the University's web page that 
email servers went down, which was a problem because many in the AHC rely on emails for patient care.  
Some emails went unanswered for three or four days.  Who is responsible for the email system?  Mr. 
Sumera explained that the Office of Information Technology (OIT) is responsible for the email system 
and that University Relations as well only found out later about the servers being down; they have asked 
about how to deal with such a problem in the future.  Professor Bitterman commented that the faculty will 
not have a lot of confidence in internal communications when there is no notice on the web page and no 
text message about something as important as email servers being down. Ms. Freeman said that TXT-U 
would not be used to notify people about a problem such as email servers being down, but that they will 
be discussing with OIT how to best handle communications of future similar problems. In addition, there 
is a group looking at improving the functionality of TXT-U.  Many universities installed texting systems 
after the events at Virginia Tech, and the reactions to them have been mixed.  They need to look at the 
technology as well.  
 
 Professor Curley commented that the downside to the personalized web pages is that there is still 
MyU, one-stop, and so on—it would be nice if those sites could be integrated as there are improvements 
in the web sites, rather than simply adding the personalized web pages to those that already exist.  Ms. 
Freeman said they agree.  Mr. Sumera noted that the different web pages came from different units; one-
stop came from the Registrar, MyU came from Vice Provost Wahlstrom's office for distance learning, but 
the question is the right one, he said. 
 
 Professor Chomsky said she had a more general question about internal communication.  This 
Committee is a good governance group to consult with on the topic of communication to faculty as a 
whole, but it may not be as helpful as needed because Committee members already know a great deal 
about what is going on because of their service on this Committee.  As a result, Committee members may 
not pay attention to some messages because for them it is old news.  She said she has noticed that the 
quality of information (e.g., about the budget and light-rail transit) seems more targeted and substantive—
there has been an improvement.  The difficulty they face, in communicating with faculty members, is that 
faculty members do not want to be bothered about something until it happens—and then they ask why 
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they were not told about it in advance.  Faculty members need to be able to discern quickly whether 
something is worth reading; many of them also read the long and detailed minutes of Senate committees, 
so they do read material that is of interest to them. 
 
 They did learn that faculty members and staff members have different preferences, Ms. Freeman 
recalled.  Faculty member prefer information from a more local source, such as a dean or department 
head, and they prefer printed material.  So there is an ongoing question about the best way to get 
information to faculty members at every stage of their career.   
 
 Many faculty members have not taken the plunge into social media, Professor VandenBosch 
observed, so that is new, and they are now talking about a new web page.  What else are they thinking 
about, she asked?  Ms. Freeman said they have put Brief on Facebook, and one can "like" Brief.  They 
hope to build this Facebook page to become more of a hub for community-building.  They have a Twitter 
feed for University faculty and staff  (@UFacultyStaff)—and they have noticed an uptick in the following 
when they started live tweeting.  Mr. Sumera, she said, is also looking at a broader social-media strategy 
for the University.  The problem, Mr. Sumera added, is that social media are so new that the best practices 
are quickly old because people are constantly innovating.   
 
 Professor Cramer said that there will be a great opportunity, when President Kaler is newly 
arrived and giving speeches about his vision for the University, to take advantage of enhanced attention 
by groups outside the University and perhaps maintain contact with them through the use of these newer 
media. 
 
 Professor Gonzales thanked Ms. Freeman and Mr. Sumera for their responsiveness to faculty 
concerns and interests.  Ms. Freeman thanked the Committee and said that people should feel free to call 
her or Mr. Sumera.  Professor Cramer thanked Ms. Freeman and Mr. Sumera for their report. 
 
4.   Communications Issues 
 
 Professor Cramer now welcomed Professors Gurak, Schiappa, and Tims to discuss issues related 
to communication.  He noted that several times in the last year the Committee had to deal with issues that 
received considerable attention outside the University, and it observed that the external discussion was 
sometimes ill-informed or that inaccurate or misleading statements were made in various media.  The 
Committee was frustrated about the lack of an authoritative, accurate, and trustworthy response to 
allegations.  The Committee concluded it would like to hear from colleagues who are expert in matters of 
communication, and so invited Professors Gurak, Schiappa, and Tims to discuss the issues.  One question 
that has arisen is about the "comments" that appear, on electronic versions of newspapers and other 
publications, in response to articles.  Some of them can contain gross misrepresentations; do they think 
many readers look at those comments, or are they largely ignored? 
 
 Professor Gurak related the story of a product from 1991 prepared by a corporation that was 
pulled before it reached the market because the use of email to protest the product was more effective 
than traditional top-down organizational communication.  The Internet is a non-hierarchical structure, 
initially designed for military purposes (so if one site went down, others would still be in operation).  In 
many ways, although the technology is more user-friendly and more ubiquitous, nothing has changed 
since the earliest days of the Internet.  There is a conflict between corporate communications (top-down 
and controlled) and the Internet, which is more like an uncontrolled squash plant.  This conflict will be a 
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continuing organizational question (for all organizations, not just universities).  Smart organizations are 
engaging social media at the source, and have people whose full-time job is to engage with Internet and 
social media communication.  This is a new world and it won't go away and it cannot be controlled, 
Professor Gurak said.  Organizations need a new mode of engaging this non-hierarchical world, 
something they have not done before.  
 
 Professor Schiappa said that there is a huge array of practices in external communications.  One is 
a response to a crisis.  An organization needs to hire good people whom it can trust, put them on the hot 
seat when they screw up, and learn lessons from the incident.  A second is to take a more proactive role, 
and for the University that has two dimensions.  One is University Relations, getting stories out and 
responding to media inquiries.  What this Committee can do is work with faculty members to get stories 
out, because the community needs to know faculty members better.  The other dimension is advocacy:  
The administration is in a difficult position in this regard, because unlike companies, it cannot hire 
professional bloggers to be active on the web surreptitiously, like companies do.  He said he would like to 
see the information about the University generating $13 in the state economy for every dollar the state 
provides plastered on the side of buses—but then the University would be criticized for spending the 
money to do so.  The administration of the University is limited in ways that corporations are not.   
 
 Professor Schiappa added that he is a fan of "Driven to Discover."  He said the University does 
not need to spend money on the campaign on campus, but it is a good campaign. 
 
 Professor Tims said that Professor Gurak is correct, the University (and all other institutions) 
cannot gain control of communications on the Internet.  The real issue is clarity, he said—the University 
speaking with clarity on issues, and the right people doing the speaking.  Speaking with clarity must also 
be timely, because news is now 24/7, and if the University holds back, the void will be filled.  That may 
mean the University will have to take a risk; the attorneys must understand that they cannot noodle for 
three days about a response, because the University will lose control of the situation if that happens.  (As 
happened with Troubled Waters, Central Corridor light rail, and other issues that left accusations against 
the University unanswered for so long that any ultimate responses were drained of impact.) 
 
 Professor Tims said he did not know if there has been a staffing review in University Relations, 
but in this more complex environment, many organizations have expanded their communications staff. 
 
 Professor Gurak commented that the three of them had exchanged messages about their 
attendance at this meeting and asked if it is time to ask the incoming president if the use of technology is 
appropriate.  That is why it would be appropriate to review staffing and look at best practices.  Minnesota 
is not the only university dealing with these issues.  What are other large universities doing?  She added 
that Facebook, Twitter, and blogs are all variations on the same theme. 
 

Professor Cramer inquired about rapid responders.  He said he understood that from an 
administrative perspective, a rapid response carries risk because it is not vetted, but if it takes forever to 
formulate a fully agreed, consensus response, the delay is likely so long that it is no longer useful from a 
time perspective.  How can things be structured so that frontline people will have the trust and credibility 
to make rapid responses? 
 
 Professor Schiappa said he was not sure that it should be a University employee who responds to 
a news article.  In the bigger picture, the question is "who is the spokesperson for the University when 
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there is a crisis?"  The President and the President's office will have individuals who can respond.  That is 
different from responding as a University employee; if he sees something, even as a University employee, 
he can respond without vetting his response with anyone. 
 
 Corporations try to create "brand zealots," Professor Tims reported.  Students could do this for 
the University, but they have to be engaged.  Everyone engages in issues that matter to them, and it is a 
slippery slope to engage students outside areas where they speak with more legitimacy.  In the case of one 
of the newspapers, University coverage has recently been assigned to reporters with limited experience.  
The University could perhaps do more to help them see how important the institution is to the state and 
that they should cover the big issues.   
 
 No one has a good answer to questions about dealing with the new news environment but 
institutions cannot ignore it, Professor Tims said.  The use of social media is the logical next step, but 
many in elite groups do not use them, so the University cannot abandon its traditional means of 
communication where it has authority and trust.  Professor Gurak said that many corporations have social 
media specialists. 
 
 Professor Hancher said, apropos of the web comments in response to newspaper articles, that 
many are vitriolic and hostile to the University, and that the Committee has been concerned about their 
cumulative impact.  The question is whether the University should worry about them or discount them.  
Trolls1 in an online community or blog are one thing, but attached to a major newspaper they can damage 
the University's image.  Should someone at the University be paying attention to them?   
 
 The University cannot hire someone to do so, Professor Schiappa said.  It is too early to tell 
empirically if the comments make any difference.  Based on general communication theory, it would be 
difficult to make the case that they change attitudes.  If one reads a lot of the comment streams, one 
knows where a lot of the crazies are (some people do make thoughtful comments).  The assumption that 
opinion leaders read the comments, and are influenced by them, is not likely accurate.  What is the 
motivation for reading the comments?  Not likely to change one's opinion.  Entertainment?  To see what 
the crazies are saying?  He said he would not worry too much about comments to articles, but someone 
should respond. 
 
 Professor Tims said that corporate CEOs see the same things and target them.  One question is 
how much activity is appropriate.  Another question is what community is engaging in the comments and 
what it means for the University.  Are the comments substantial enough that they should receive a 
response?  The University needs to make a tactical decision and not get its feathers ruffled because some 
people say outrageous things.  If there is an active external-relations function that monitors the external 
environment to see what stories are in play, and if there are a lot of stories or comments, people doing the 
monitoring need to look at how they are framed, and communications professionals need to develop 
responses.  It could mean using social media and it may be that the president or a dean issues an 
authoritative statement.  Professional communications people can help leaders respond.  But they should 
not let issues fester. 
 

                                                           
1 Troll has been defined as "In Internet slang, a troll is someone who posts inflammatory, extraneous, or off-topic 
messages in an online community, such as an online discussion forum, chat room, or blog, with the primary intent of 
provoking readers into an emotional response or of otherwise disrupting normal on-topic discussion." [Wikipedia] 
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 Professor Hancher asked what use the University is making of these new veins of information 
about the University's image.  Ms. Freeman, who noted that she does not work in external 
communications, commented that a response cannot just be a letter to the editor or an op-ed piece; they 
need the President or a faculty member to respond, both in social media and by traditional methods.  They 
in University Relations try to correct errors, but the nature of trolls is that the more one talks, they more 
they talk.  It is important to focus on the important sandboxes; if something rises to the level of opinion 
leaders, the University must deal with it. 
 
 If (as happened) a legislator says, on Minnesota Public Radio, that University faculty and staff are 
receiving big raises, Professor Schiappa said, that indicates the University must focus its message more 
on cuts, salary freezes, and so on.  The University has not been sure it should admit that the cuts have 
hurt; some of the material that has been in the Minnesota Daily should have been in the Twin Cities 
newspapers.  But legislators should know better about salaries and effort must be spent to respond to such 
statements.  Responding to those is more important than responding to comments on articles in the media. 
 
 Ms. Freeman said that the staff in University Relations talks a lot about how to do the best job 
possible to ensure that the University is well-educated about facts, but they do not know the best way to 
do so.  They try to make sure that information is in the hands of everyone. 
 
 These are not new problems, Professor Fitzakerley commented, and faculty members can blog as 
citizens.  If they speak online, however, they are perceived as speaking for the University, something they 
are uncomfortable doing as faculty members.  How can one be sure that faculty members do not tread on 
what the University is trying to do?  One should not use one's own name in writing comments, Professor 
Schiappa said; he said no one else does.  And that people do not do so is the reason they write the way 
they do, Professor Gurak added.  One can create a pseudonym, say one works at the University, and say 
that something that has been written is wrong.  That is enough credibility for a comment.  That is different 
from a letter to the editor or an op-ed piece. 
 
 Professor Tims agreed that these are not new problems.  At a corporation, no one speaks to the 
press without going through the public relations office.  The University does not do that, and should not, 
and faculty should not feel responsible to represent the University.  He recalled an era when he believed 
the University did an especially good job in public relations, during the era of President Yudof.  President 
Yudof spoke all over the state and developed relationships with the media.  Any organization can 
cultivate CEO relationships like that—and they are tremendously helpful.  If reporters know they can call 
and get an interview, they won't do end runs--if the University has a president who is willing to speak in 
clear terms on big issue.  There will always be noise in the system, sloppy stuff that can be ignored. 
 
 Professor Boyle said she believed many faculty members are afraid they will do the wrong thing 
if they speak up for the University, or believe they will need to take time to find out if they can say 
something.  She agreed that a strong central message is important, and what she has been hearing at the 
capitol is that the University needs a strong communications plan rather than just to respond to crises. 
 
 Professor Bitterman asked how frequently communications people, the president, and the provost 
have met with the faculty of the three departments represented at this meeting, given the academic 
expertise at the University.  Not since Nils Hasselmo was president, Professor Tims said.  Professor 
Gurak said she is tapped more for news stories than for practical communications issues.  Would 
consulting with faculty experts be a good idea, Professor Bitterman asked?  It could be, Professor Tims 
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responded, although he noted that academic study is not necessarily focused on the same issues as real-
world practice.  The University has done a good job of going to world-class public-relations people for 
counsel, but the three of them at this meeting would not turn down an invitation to consult on 
communications.   
 
 Professor Cramer reported that he and Professor VandenBosch had discussed with Ms. Phenix 
and President-designate Kaler the possibility of a Senate Committee on Communications to advise on 
these issues.  Professor Schiappa said he was not sure that would be the best investment of time; the 
University should hire experts.  They (the faculty member guests at this meeting) study communications, 
but there is a difference between the practitioner and the theoretician.  A better investment would be to 
get faculty members to be brand enthusiasts (such as the ones that corporations hire that the University 
cannot) and get them to be willing to talk to the media.  Many faculty members do not see that as part of 
their job—it is something that Morrill Hall is supposed to do.  He said he would like to see this 
Committee get involved in mobilizing students and faculty, who are also citizens and voters—who are 
being silent at a dangerous time.  There need to be hundreds of smart people mobilized. 
 
 Professor Gurak observed, apropos undergraduates, that "we get older but they stay the same 
age."  Students are good at living in this new world of communications, and rather than create a Senate 
committee, think about how to engage undergraduate students.   
 
 Professor Tims did not have a view on creation of a committee but said it would be helpful for 
someone to review the University's communications plan, because then one would know if they have 
what is needed in the plan.  
  
 The original impetus for the proposal for a committee was internal communication, Professor 
VandenBosch commented.  Professor Tims suggested that this Committee could create an internal faculty 
blog, monitored, and faculty members could be encouraged to comment on policies and practices.  One 
might find very articulate faculty members who would contribute.   
 
 Professor Gurak said that with respect to myU, one-stop, texting, e-learning, and portals, things 
need to be tidied up and there needs to be some coherence; right now people ask "where do I go first?"  
The relationship between the two offices that have created websites needs to be figured out (i.e., 
University Relations and Office of the Registrar). 
  
 Professor Curley commented, with regard to mobilizing faculty and students, that whoever might 
do so will want a combination of motivation and competence, so that people are not talking with seeming 
authority on topics about which they actually do not know enough.  There is a white paper on academic 
freedom coming out that he understands will be an educational piece, pulling information from many 
sources, informing everyone what they must know in a way that all can understand.  The University needs 
to do the same thing on hot topics—pull together information in an educational piece to which everyone 
has access. 
 
 Professor Schiappa said he liked Professor Curley's idea.  Something comes up; what four points 
should everyone know about?  And who should those talking points come from?  There are different 
constituents in the University that are interested in different topics, and it cannot be one-size-fits-all.  The 
key points must be in the hands of people who should know them. 
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 Professor Gurak cautioned that email is not as effective as other means might be, because people 
receive too much of it and 18-26-year-olds don't use it very much.   
 
 Professor Kahn said he thought many of the negative perceptions have been driven by the trope 
that faculty should stop complaining about budget cuts, should teach more and are overpaid, and that this 
is a problem of the public not being well-informed of the strengths of the University's faculty.  He said he 
was not sure that it would help the public to know the faculty better by asking them to respond to rants; 
but that it makes more sense for faculty to do more public communication in their fields of expertise.  He 
agreed with Professor Fitzakerley that faculty members cannot speak for the institution.  But the faculty 
includes a lot of smart, articulate, good-natured people who can communicate what they do, and that will 
reflect well on the University.  This seems a more effective way to inform the public about what the 
University does, rather than respond to blogging.   
 
 Professor Cramer thanked Professors Gurak, Schiappa, and Tims for an engaging conversation. 
 
5.   Academic Health Center Review Executive Steering Committee Update 
 
 Next up at the meeting were Vice Presidents Friedman and Mulcahy and Associate Vice 
President Bock to discuss the work of the Academic Health Center (AHC) Review Executive Steering 
Committee, which is co-chaired by Drs. Friedman and Mulcahy. 
 
 Vice President Friedman began by saying that it has been an informative few months.  In terms of 
where they are now, the Steering Committee created a set of subcommittees to review specific aspects of 
the AHC—the connections to the rest of the University, administrative centers and infrastructure issues, 
and academic centers.  The next step is to assemble the subcommittee reports into a single document and 
then make it available to the members of the University community for their comments.  They will then 
provide a formal report to President Kaler, probably in August. 

 
 Vice President Mulcahy said he originally thought the timeline was aggressive, in that the goal 
was to get a report ready for President Bruininks.  As the Steering Committee delved into issues, 
however, things got more complex, and it turned out to be a bigger task than they originally thought it 
would be.  So the timeline did slide, and the comment period will come during the summer. 
 
 The key things they learned, Dr. Mulcahy said, were these: 
 
-- There is a surprising lack of information, and considerable misinformation, about the AHC—
what it does and what it is responsible for, including among people in the AHC.  They met with many 
people who, they learned, did not know a great deal or were misinformed, so one finding of the report will 
be to make clear the role of the AHC.  There are polar opinions on the issue ranging from, the AHC 
hinders the ability of the University to carry out its mission, to, the University and other colleges are 
interfering with the AHC’s ability to meet its mission.   
  
-- They were charged to examine how to align the AHC best with the rest of the University, not to 
look at the AHC mission independently.  They have told people recommendations will likely come down 
between two bookends, one of which would be no change at all and the other of which would be that the 
AHC should disappear and everything would be different.  They believe there is a compelling reason to 
have a constellation of colleges around the health mission and the idea of the AHC as a convening 
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structure makes sense.  Dr. Mulcahy said he believed there would be a recommendation to continue the 
AHC, to focus on its mission, but that perhaps there are things it is doing that it should not or that it 
should do differently.  There is also a sense that the health mission is not exclusive to AHC colleges 
(which have been working with other parts of the University).   
 
 Dr. Mulcahy said he chaired the subcommittee on academic centers and research facilities.  They 
met with all center heads to discuss how best to carry out their mission.  They will have recommendations 
on that topic, but they did not evaluate the mission of the centers because doing so was not within their 
charge. 
 
 Vice President Mulcahy related that Dr. Friedman chaired the subcommittee on the AHC mission, 
and what it heard most about was the role of the Vice President and the Dean of the Medical School and 
whether the two positions should be held by the same person.  It was clear that that was the number one 
question.  Everyone they heard from was laudatory about the administrative services provided by the 
AHC, so it is to be hoped that any changes do not result in a diminution of services that people rely on.  
The people in administrative service units were appreciated for the jobs they are doing. 
 
 There was a sense at the beginning of the review that there was considerable duplication and 
repetition in administrative operations, Dr. Mulcahy said (e.g., why is there an AHC human resources 
office and OHR?).  The Steering Committee will not dispute that there is some duplication, but someone 
has to do the work that is being done—there may be some duplication in names of offices but there is not 
redundancy in activities.  One cannot zero out AHC administrative service budgets and say that those will 
be cash savings to the University.  So what they will do is identify places where there can be streamlining 
and money saved and where services could reside in a different location. 
 
 Dr. Friedman said the report will explain the processes the Steering Committee used, and he 
reported that it had received about 1000 responses to the survey sent to faculty, staff, and students 
University-wide. 
 
 Given the robust number of responses, Professor Bitterman said, he was concerned about the 
summer comment period.  If there is no enthusiastic response, they may need to extend the comment 
period to perhaps the first week of fall semester.  Dr. Mulcahy agreed, and observed that the charge was 
not just about the AHC; in many other colleges, faculty members are not here for 12 months.  They will 
be attentive to that issue, he promised. 
 
 Professor Chomsky underscored the fact that she continues to hear from faculty members about 
the process of making changes in the Graduate School, which may provide an unfortunate analogy for the 
AHC study.  First a decision is made, then it is pulled back and there is a task force, but then what is 
decided is perceived to be what was projected at the start of the process.  Openness and responsiveness 
are important so that people understand that what is implemented is what the Steering Committee learned, 
not a preconceived vision of what would be.  Dr. Friedman commented that the Steering Committee did 
not anticipate some of the outcomes of its work and that it learned quite a bit. 
 
 It would be different to embrace a perfect-world vision versus embrace what is practical within a 
fixed budget model, Professor Cramer observed.  Which direction is the task force proceeding along—
starting at the blue-sky level or starting by defining limits?  They have considered what other places look 
like, Dr. Friedman said, including what schools are in other AHCs as well as the overall "geography" 
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(e.g., whether it includes a hospital, other professional groups, whether it is on the same campus as the 
rest of the institution) to see how they work elsewhere.  One surprise was that there are many differences 
across the country among institutions that have an AHC. 
 
 They ended up with a hybrid, Dr. Mulcahy said.  It was not possible to level the existing AHC 
and start anew, so they asked what was possible and practical from this starting point. 
 
 Professor Carpenter commented that most Morris campus faculty members know almost nothing 
about the AHC.  How holistic was the process and were the interests of the coordinate campuses 
considered?  Duluth and Rochester clearly have an interest; what about Crookston and Morris?  She said 
she could see ways there could be a synergistic impact.  Dr. Mulcahy said that except for Duluth, which 
has an arm of the Medical School and College of Pharmacy, they did not consider the impact on the 
coordinate campuses, and acknowledged that was a possible shortcoming.  They are one of the pipelines 
for the AHC programs, Professor Carpenter observed. 
 
 Professor Boyle extended congratulations to the AHC for the $51-million CTSA grant it had just 
received, and noted that the grant had received great press coverage.  Did it affect their process?   It is an 
infrastructure grant, Dr. Friedman said, and it affects not only the AHC.  As they think about how to 
develop the CTSA infrastructure, they must bear in mind that the grant is to the University, and it will 
also create educational opportunities and support clinical trials.  The latter may occur more in the AHC, 
but the remainder of the impact will be University-wide.  Dr. Mulcahy added that NIH's objective with 
the CTSA grants program is exactly what the University should be striving for, a vital AHC functioning 
collaboratively with others in the University.  Mr. Bock said the University's grant is in the top 15 of the 
60 CTSA grants that have been made, which speaks to the quality of the programs.  And Dr. Bruce Blezar 
is one of the top three or four people in the world in the field, Professor Bitterman added; he is a brilliant 
scientist and the grant is a tour de force. 
 
 Professor Cramer asked about the extent to which student views will have a role in the work of 
the Steering Committee.  Dr. Mulcahy said that Professor Oakes chaired a subcommittee that met with 
centers about placement impact on their missions, but they did not meet directly with students.  Do they 
see student feedback on the report as important, Professor Cramer inquired?  They do, Dr. Friedman said.  
There were some responses from students in the original group, and while the request for comment went 
to students in a number of different ways, there were only a very small number of responses. 
 
 Professor Cramer thanked Vice Presidents Friedman and Mulcahy and Mr. Bock for their report. 
 
 Following brief additional discussion of various issues, Professor Cramer adjourned the meeting 
at 4:00. 
 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


