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Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, October 18, 2012 

1:00 – 3:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Sally Gregory Kohlstedt (chair), Avner Ben-Ner, Peter Bitterman, James Cloyd, Chris 

Cramer, Nancy Ehlke, Michael Hancher, Scott Lanyon, Russell Luepker, Elaine Tyler 
May, James Pacala, Ned Patterson, Jeff Ratliff-Crain, Rebecca Ropers-Huilman, George 
Sheets, Richard Ziegler 

 
Absent: Linda Bearinger, Brian Buhr, Will Durfee, Alon McCormick 
 
Guests: Vice President Tim Mulcahy; President Eric Kaler; Bob Rubinyi, Chris Scruton (Office 

of the Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs and Provost) 
 
Other: Amy Phenix (Chief of Staff), Ken Savary (Office of the Board of Regents) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) discussion with Vice President Mulcahy; (2) report of the chair; (3) Request for 
Proposals:  Enhancement of Academic Programs Using Digital Technology; (4) discussion with President 
Kaler] 
 
 
1. Discussion with Vice President Mulcahy 
 

Professor Kohlstedt convened the meeting at 1:00 and welcomed Vice President Mulcahy.  She 
noted that the Committee had provided him with questions (that were intended to be discussed at the 
Committee's retreat, which Dr. Mulcahy had been unable to attend).  She told him that the Committee had 
asked all of the retreat guests two questions about governance:   

 
1) What upcoming topics on your plate can shared governance help you with most and how?   
2)  What interactions do you have with shared governance that you consider a poor use of your 

time, if any, and what restructuring might we accomplish to remedy that? 
 
Vice President Mulcahy began by saying that he sincerely believes he has enjoyed a good 

working relationship with the governance system and said it has been instrumental in doing his job to 
benefit the faculty.  His working relationship with the Senate Research Committee and its chairs has been 
a joy; the committee has been a touch point for what his office does.  He said he respects faculty 
governance, and that it was his participation in governance at Wisconsin that led to his administrative 
career.  He said it is important to work with faculty and learn the challenges they face, to solicit their 
views, so he came to governance with a respectful attitude to start with. 

 
Dr. Mulcahy related that when he came to Minnesota as vice president for research, it was not the 

job that he thought it was.  It was a middle-management position rather than a strategic one.  Taking a 
position like that was not the reason he got into administration.  He got into administrative work because 
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he liked the work and believed there were opportunities to help facilitate research, scholarship and 
teaching.  He was encouraged by faculty colleagues to move up administratively in order to help benefit 
the faculty and the institution.  That was his mindset as he pursued an administrative career.  However, 
the vice president for research job at Minnesota really wasn’t positioned to have meaningful impact when 
he arrived; it was focused primarily on grants management and compliance.  He tried for four years to get 
his office to a more strategic place in the administration, but was unsuccessful.  Nothing happened until 
the Senate Research Committee sent a letter to the president that said that we as faculty do not believe the 
research agenda occupies an appropriate place at the decision-making table.  That letter made a 
difference.  So he appreciates the role that faculty governance can play; he came to the University seeking 
to make positive changes and it was the faculty who positioned his office to do so. 

 
Vice President Mulcahy said that the partnership with this Committee on policies advancing 

research was extremely significant.  He used the Committee to seek advice and its views were important. 
He commented that he has had the great privilege of never being in the hot seat with senate committees 
and has always found the relationship to be collaborative.  When there have been tensions with the 
faculty, he has tapped into this Committee to guide him through the issue.  Without that help, his office 
could have found itself at odds with the faculty. 

 
At the same time, however, the governance system is not perfect.  Sometimes he has had the 

feeling that an agenda was developed because a meeting was on the calendar.  Sometimes that works out 
fine but other times there would be better ways for people to spend their time.  They do their best to 
address issues and need to work with the committee leadership on issues that they are hearing about from 
their colleagues.  He recalled that he has often been asked what he wishes to talk about with the 
committee—it should be the other way around.  His only frustration with governance has been a few 
times when the same topic has been presented to multiple groups.  It would help to have more 
coordination among committees.  But this, Dr. Mulcahy observed, is merely an operational question, not a 
fundamental deficit in the governance process.  He has found the process very valuable; if he, as vice 
president for research, is doing something the faculty believe out of line, he will not be in the job very 
long and will not meet his goal of advancing scholarship rather than impeding it. 

 
Professor Kohlstedt thanked Dr. Mulcahy for his comments.  She noted that the governance 

system has been formulating questions ahead of time for committee guests and is also reviewing meeting 
schedules to reduce duplication of presentations. 

 
Professor Kohlstedt next asked Dr. Mulcahy about the third question the Committee had posed:  

Given the search for a new vice president for research, what changes do you envision or recommend in 
your office?  What should your successor fear and what newly appearing low-hanging fruit may be 
ripening?  Vice President Mulcahy said he hoped that the next vice president would not undo what has 
been done.  Based on the feedback he has received, he believes that many of the changes his office has 
made have been in the right general direction, even if some may not agree with all of the specifics.  He 
said he hopes the next vice president takes a similar outlook about advancing research at the University 
and being an advocate for faculty and students.  The vice president's office does not have all the answers; 
he has learned from experience that one size does not fit all, there is no one solution, and some solutions 
do more harm than good.  The new vice president must talk to faculty colleagues; he said he hoped the 
person would be in a position where he or she would hear many voices. 
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 What two or three things would he not want to see undone, Professor Kohlstedt inquired?  First, 
Dr. Mulcahy said, he worked hard to establish a sense of credibility with the faculty as a whole and 
believed he established a reputation of supporting faculty across all disciplines.  He built a good and 
trusted relationship, and trust means he would ask, consult, get feedback, and even when he did not agree, 
everyone involved would agree that he was making the best attempt to reach a solution in a complex 
matter.  He will tell the next vice president that he or she must have a good relationship with the faculty.   
 
 Second, he tried to work more effectively with the other campuses.  They have different issues 
from the Twin Cities but their issues are just as real.  He has tried to help them out and believes they 
would say he has been an advocate for them.  Professor Ratliff-Crain interjected the statement that Dr. 
Mulcahy was "absolutely accurate" and that the Morris campus had not had that kind of connection with 
the office of the vice president for research before Dr. Mulcahy came to the University.  His contributions 
to the Morris campus led to astounding changes for the faculty and programs, and Professor Ratliff-Crain 
said he has heard many of his colleagues praise Dr. Mulcahy.  Professor Ziegler said he would echo those 
statements for the Duluth campus. 
 
 Vice President Mulcahy expressed appreciation for the comments.  As one reaches the end of a 
career, one assumes that one has accomplished certain things.  It helps to have a more objective 
assessment.   
 
 The third thing he hopes is not undone, and one of the accomplishments of which he is most 
proud (and which is not completed) is reduction in the risk hurdles and barriers for faculty.  He could 
have made changes in his office, which would have been fine, but it was more important to accomplish 
those changes at the institutional level and to get the president to introduce a risk-recalibration initiative.  
That is a long-term culture change, and when he first proposed the idea, many advised that attempts to 
affect such a dramatic culture change would be a waste of time and would never happen.  It is now 
moving forward and he hopes it continues, Dr. Mulcahy said.  The University must have a culture of 
compliance but it must not have a culture of burden.   
 

Professor Lanyon said the faculty are very appreciative of the effort because it was a huge issue 
for the University.  He said he hopes it continues.  Dr. Mulcahy said he will suggest to his successor that 
it will be necessary to keep the foot on the pedal to keep the momentum going or it will come to a stop.  
There are hallways at the University that are not embracing the idea of risk recalibration as they could, so 
the vice president needs to keep up the pressure.  He added that he has been glad that President Kaler took 
this issue on as a presidential initiative. 

 
Professor Lanyon commented that Vice President Mulcahy has had the job for a number of years 

and can reflect on a question:  Technological changes are so fast that it is difficult to stay on the cutting 
edge in fields.  What about working together with the CIC [Committee on Institutional Cooperation, the 
Big Ten plus the University of Chicago]?  On technologies to advance science?  Dr. Mulcahy said he was 
recently asked what he is seeing on the research landscape, and what he responded is that he is seeing an 
incredibly steep cost line.  Everything costs more and more and in many cases institutions cannot 
uniquely provide something.  That is a problem but it is also an opportunity:  Institutions learn to work 
together at less cost to each of them, and even more of a benefit is that working together leads to 
interactions that would not necessarily happen otherwise, and that goes beyond simply equipment.  But 
another problem can be that if there is a new or emerging area of scholarship or research, Minnesota and 



Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, October 18, 2012 
 
 

4 

Iowa and Wisconsin all want it—but in some cases it could be better if they got it together.  That will be a 
critical element in how research moves forward. 

 
Are any of his counterparts in the CIC talking about that kind of collaboration, Professor Lanyon 

asked?  They are starting to, Dr. Mulcahy said.  It is good to have aspirational goals, and institutions need 
to strive to get better, but that means they are competitive, and Minnesota wants to be better than 
Wisconsin and Iowa.  He said that in the past some CIC schools looked for non-CIC partners so that they 
could remain top dog in the Midwest.  That is changing, he believes.  The University recently tried to 
participate in a large CIC collaboration, but it collapsed because it was too big.  But there are more and 
more such efforts. 

 
 Professor Hancher inquired how the CIC has worked for its members and what does Dr. Mulcahy 
see in the future.  Vice President Mulcahy said it has been very beneficial; he has tried not to miss 
meetings of the senior research officers of the CIC, both to get new ideas and to commiserate.  There are 
multiple groups in the CIC that meet about research issues—human subjects protection officers, research 
misconduct, etc.—and he assumes they have good exchanges.  In principle, the great research universities 
in the Midwest have not effectively leveraged their strength to benefit themselves and the Midwest.  
California has the equivalent of the CIC within its own borders and there are similar groupings in the area 
around Boston, for example.  But the Midwestern universities have not worked together the way the 
schools in those areas have.  Of the top 20 research universities in the country, 5-6 are in the CIC.  That is 
a huge asset that the institutions have not figured out how to leverage. 
 
 Will new communication technology help, Professor Hancher asked?  "No," Dr. Mulcahy 
responded.  It provides an opportunity to talk but it does not get people working together. 
 
 Professor Luepker reported that he had just come from a lunch where faculty members had been 
saying how helpful Dr. Mulcahy's office has been with research regulations.  As Dr. Mulcahy looks at 
what to say to his successor, Professor Luepker said he wished to put the Academic Health Center (AHC) 
on the table:  How will the vice president for research relate to the AHC?  And where are things going 
with the Biomedical Discovery District (BDD)?  Dr. Mulcahy said he has prepared a list of a number of 
issues about which he intends to speak to his successor—and the AHC is #1 on the list.  But not as a 
problem.  There are problems in the AHC, and he does not believe that as a university the institution has 
leveraged all parts of it as well as it should.  In his view, Dr. Mulcahy said, that failure had to do with 
how the campus has been governed, with a separate senior vice president for the AHC and another for the 
non-AHC collegiate units. There was not enough collaboration across Washington Avenue.  The power 
struggle/reporting lines issues in the Medical School create problems that will complicate recruiting until 
they are resolved.  Until the University gets those things right, it will not be able to harness the full 
potential of the AHC and vice versa.  Dr. Mulcahy emphasized that these are only his opinions and that 
others may disagree. 
 
 The CTSA [Clinical Translational Science Award] is an example of the challenge that the 
previous and the current structure present.  The CTSA is one of the most important research opportunities 
in the last 25 years and the University responded to it.  The first two iterations of the response did not 
include discussion with the vice president for research or assessment of how the assets of the office could 
enhance the application.  The first applications failed.  By the fourth and fifth iterations, people started to 
realize how much comprehensive University assets contribute to the application.  While the $50 million 
over five years is important, even more important is that the CTSA is the invitation to NIH's "ball."  Its 
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members will have privileges that without them would put the University in a backwater.  He will tell his 
successor to focus on the CTSA, the AHC, and strengthening the Medical School, because there is a 
window of opportunity there that will close in the next few years. 
 
 Why was he not involved in the first two CTSA iterations, Professor Cloyd asked?  When he 
came to the University, Dr. Mulcahy said, he was surprised that the vice president for research was not at 
the table—it was because there were three senior vice presidents, each with a piece of the pie to manage.  
His portfolio ran across the entire institution.  The administrative structure was that there were three 
primary areas of focus and the three senior vice presidents were the primary decision-makers.  That was 
one reason.  Another was that he would fault how the office of the vice president for research evolved 10 
years ago.  The vice president for research and dean of the Graduate School were a combined position; 
today, the majority of research intensive universities have moved away from that model because both 
positions have great responsibilities requiring full time attention.  Dr. Mulcahy opined that the two must 
work together but they must be separate, in his view.  The decision to split them was the right one for the 
University to make, but there were not the strategic decisions about what should go where when the 
offices were divided.  What happened, given the interests of the two individuals involved at the time, was 
that the Graduate School ended up with the research-support function and the vice president for research 
did all the grants management and compliance functions, "the dastardly things" in the opinion of many.  
He inherited the title but the vice president's function was not the strategic leadership position he thought 
it should be and typically is at the University's peers.  So the vice president for research was not much 
involved in the early CTSA proposals. 
 
 Has that changed, Professor Cloyd asked?  Very much so, Dr. Mulcahy said, which he attributes 
to faculty members rallying around the need for change.  The Research Committee asked him whether he 
was at the table when budgets were decided; he told the committee he was not.  The Research Committee 
did not like that answer and went to the president.  To his credit, President Bruininks made a change and 
President Kaler has continued the practice, a practice that he sees as the norm. 
  
 Professor Cramer commented that there are institutions that seem to be effective in lobbying in 
Washington; is that an area for improvement for the University?  Vice President Mulcahy said there are 
multiple answers to that question and multiple strategies that could be followed.  Some he supports and 
some he rejects.  A number of institutions lobby; "give us the money."  He said he opposes that approach; 
a meritocracy is where the best research is funded through the peer-review process, not because of 
institutional lobbying.  But it is possible to help set the federal agenda and to be aware of opportunities 
coming—which means having University faculty on federal advisory panels and committees.  It is the 
latter where other institutions are doing much better than the University.  That doesn't mean they are 
advancing bogus objectives but they naturally advocate for programs where their institutions have 
strength and can be competitive. 
 
 Professor Kohlstedt observed that the National Academies tend to be somewhat closed circles and 
it is difficult to get in, and the same is true for federal panels.  How does the University break in?  It must 
break in, Dr. Mulcahy said, and then it can make the transition to more advocacy.  Where there are 
University faculty participating on federal panels, the University, including his office, has not done a 
good job of being aware of that presence and drawing on them.  The University also needs faculty 
members willing to participate.  With respect to the National Academies and similar groups, both the 
institution and the colleges have done a poor job of promoting the best faculty from the University.  At 
Wisconsin they had well-organized machinery at the institution and the colleges to promote faculty 
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members for such service; doing so takes a lot of work and Minnesota does not do it well.  If one wants to 
increase the University's ranking number—a goal he doesn't necessarily endorse on the basis of a 
number—it has to be acknowledged that many of the rankings rely on the number of faculty who serve in 
such roles. 
 

Professor Bitterman asked if, in the life and health sciences University-wide, there is any 
mechanism to notify the Office of the Vice President for Research when faculty members are on advisory 
panels and the like.  He is on one and it never occurred to him to let the vice president's office know.  
There is no established mechanism, Dr. Mulcahy responded, and he has regretted that he didn't put one in 
place.  It is a good time to recognize the need for it, and the College of Science and Engineering, for 
example, does a better job than some of the other colleges.  Part of the problem, Professor Bitterman said, 
is because of some confusion in the life and health sciences about which vice president for research 
handles which issues.  Dr. Mulcahy said, apropos of the role of the vice president for research vis-à-vis 
the AHC, in the past there were two research vice presidents—one for the AHC, and one for the Medical 
School—and it is to them where reports would go.  And stop.  The AHC and the Medical School need the 
function, but as a piece of the whole.  That is one of the biggest problems in bridging Washington 
Avenue.  The CTSA is an example; everyone was trying to do the right thing in assembling a competitive 
proposal but the view was too myopic and did not effectively leverage the research assets of the rest of 
the campus.  Those relationships need to be straightened out and have improved dramatically in the past 
two years. 
 
 Professor Kohlstedt thanked Dr. Mulcahy for his comments.  Dr. Mulcahy thanked the 
Committee and said he wished to extend his appreciation to its members and their predecessors, who had 
made his experience at Minnesota an enjoyable one. 
 
2. Report of the Chair 
 
 Professor Kohlstedt next reviewed the questions for President Kaler, who was joining the meeting 
shortly, and said that questions provided in advance help make the discussion more pointed.  She asked 
that member review the preliminary questions for visitors attending the next two meetings and send her 
any additional issues or questions to be raised. 
 
 The memo on decanal reviews, provided by Professor Pacala’s subcommittee, is ready and will 
be shared with Provost Hanson for discussion next week. 
 
3. Request for Proposals:  Enhancement of Academic Programs Using Digital Technology 
 
 Professor Kohlstedt called on Professor Cramer to brief the Committee on the Request for 
Proposals (RFP) that he has drafted for consultation.  Professor Cramer introduced Drs. Rubinyi and 
Scruton, who are members of the staff in the provost's office responsible for matters related to e-learning. 
 
 Professor Cramer noted that he is working half-time for the provost this academic year to move e-
learning and digital education to the next level at the institution, to get beyond vignettes and achieve 
better alignment and momentum.  His initial efforts are being targeted at undergraduate education.  The 
RFP envisions providing three years of support to undergraduate programs offering innovative ideas for 
the enhancement of their curricula through digital means, i.e., somehow involving "e-Learning" or "online 
learning" in a broad sense. The RFP is not designed to support efforts involving only one or two courses, 
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for example, but seeks to foster a deeper consideration by program faculty of how recent developments in 
digital education can be applied throughout their curriculum.  
 
 Professor Cramer noted that he had previously consulted with the Senate Committee on 
Educational Policy. One question that he has for this Committee, he said, or at least for those who are 
members of undergraduate programs, is what minimum level of funding is required for departments to 
want to submit a proposal, and below which they won't want to waste their time on.  The provost has a 
limited budget, and does not want to over-fund one effort at the expense of other worthy initiatives, but 
she also does not want to under-fund them and receive only a limited return on investment.  The goal is 
high publicity for the funded programs and their undertakings, including perhaps an Academy of 
Distinguished Teachers symposium, and other efforts to highlight innovative activities both within and 
outside of the University. 
 
 Professor Cramer noted that part of the plan is to schedule, for shortly after the issuance of the 
RFP, a seminar/webinar that will include experts from the Libraries and the Office of Information 
Technology (both of which offices are moving to establish a more convenient "one-stop shop" for faculty) 
describing the assistance that they can offer to developers with respect to content and technology. 
Successful initiatives from Nursing and CEHD will be presented also, as case studies for how to develop 
online and e-enhanced curricula with a team of subject-matter and technology experts. 
 
 Professor Kohlstedt asked if he expected to be supporting faculty in a concentrated way, perhaps 
over the summer?  Or to hire a graduate assistant to work with a faculty developer?  Professor Cramer 
said that he would regard such efforts as too minimal.  His vision, rather, is to provide enough funding 
that a chair/head brings up with the faculty the idea of a proposal to revisit the curriculum, to generate 
enthusiasm for this project—but not just change a course here or there.  He would like them to develop a 
program that others would emulate and that can help central service units assess what they need to 
provide on an ongoing basis.  Many curricula may have been running largely on autopilot since the 
transition from quarters to semesters, and now is a particularly opportune time for programs to rethink 
changes in the context of possibly leveraging funding from this RFP.  This is, he said, a "ready, fire, aim" 
effort in that they do not have preconceived ideas of what will be a good proposal, rather, they are hoping 
to be fascinated by ideas that are not necessarily mainstream. 
 

Professor Ropers-Huilman said that for people developing a proposal, they would usually look 
first to their college and department for assistance in enhancing their programs through the use of 
technology; the RFP suggests they should look to central units.  Is that a shift?  It is, Professor Cramer 
said.  Colleges have been providing their own resources, which cannot be sustained indefinitely—and it is 
unwise to duplicate expenditures.  Every successful model for digital education involves a central role in 
providing the platform, the libraries, and so on.  The University needs innovation from the colleges but 
right now it is still a case of 1000 flowers blooming and it’s time to start thinking about a better organized 
garden. 
 
 Dr. Rubinyi said that as they look across the country, both centralized and decentralized models 
exist.  The University is much more decentralized than those institutions that have made the most 
progress in digital education and that disparity can be attributed in part to that decentralization.  Most 
institutions, at a conference he recently attended on this topic hosted by the Sloan Foundation, have a 
central group that maintains and supports a common platform and provides training on best practices.  
Professor Cramer said the University has derived innovation from its decentralization but that it makes 
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sense now to learn from those successes by institutionalizing them at a central level so that each new 
effort does not have to re-invent the wheel. 
 

Professor Luepker noted that the School of Public Health has a digital learning center and said 
that he teaches a hybrid course.  One question is product quality; both the technical staff and the faculty 
want high quality.  Will there be some standard of quality?  Professor Cramer said he did not know the 
answer to that yet, as no metric for quality has yet been proposed.  Are they thinking of a University 
standard of quality, Professor Luepker asked?  "Excellence," Professor Cramer responded. 

 
 Professor Cramer asked that Committee members send him a message about the funding level 
they believe necessary for the RFP to be attractive to departments. 
 
4. Discussion with President Kaler 
 
 Professor Kohlstedt welcomed the president to the meeting, noted that she had provided him a 
few questions in advance, and suggested he start by discussing whatever he wished. 
 
 President Kaler began by observing that he, the athletic director, and the football coach were 
receiving criticism about the decision to cancel the football games with North Carolina, which will cost 
the football program $800,000.  President Kaler said he wanted to provide information to the faculty who 
may have or get questions.  While he would of course prefer that the University not take a public-relations 
hit, Coach Kill is adamant that he needs to use the non-conference games to work with his players and 
this is difficult against an upper-division.  The previous coach preferred to play marquee teams because 
he believed there would be more fan interest.  Coach Kill wanted to make this change from the time he 
came to Minnesota. 
 
 New Athletic Director Norwood Teague knew this would be a controversial decision. However, 
he felt strongly coming in new to the program that it was important to address what was for the coach a 
major issue.  President Kaler said it is his view is that if intercollegiate athletics chooses to spend 
$800,000 to change the schedule, that is $800,000 that is not available to spend elsewhere.  Wrapping up 
the discussion, President Kaler reflected that this situation is what happens when a $3.5-billion 
educational enterprise is blended with an $80-million sports entertainment business and noted that the 
University receives about $25 million from the Big Ten television network for football.  
 
 President Kaler provided brief updates on the searches for the vice president for research and the 
Vice President for Equity and Diversity.  In the case of the former, he is negotiating with a candidate; in 
the latter, there appears to be an outstanding short list of candidates and he is excited about the prospects.  
That position is critical to moving the diversity agenda forward.  He noted that he has had three listening 
sessions on diversity, one with faculty, one with staff, and one with students and has concluded the 
University is not where it should be in terms of access for students with disabilities or students of color, 
and, as he has said previously, the University needs diversity in order to achieve excellence.  The job of 
the vice president is a large one that has a complex diversity portfolio.   
 
 The search for the new director of the Alumni Association is also underway and presents an 
opportunity to bring University Relations, the colleges, foundations and the Alumni Association closer 
together. 
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 The president next responded to a question about the source of the MnDRIVE initiatives that are 
part of the biennial request. He explained that he asked Provost Hanson and Vice President Mulcahy to 
talk with deans about the possibilities for 3-5 initiatives. He said he believed that one of them should 
involve food and one should be about health.  The four that were chosen make a lot of sense because they 
are areas where the University has strength and they intersect with the needs of the state.  The initiatives 
needed to be "big tents" so they could reach across disciplines and colleges, including medicine, 
engineering, the humanities, and public policy.  The four are food with an initial focus on food safety, 
robotics (a field that is growing in the Twin Cities and is important to advanced manufacturing in rural 
Minnesota), neuromodulation (which affects a number of companies in the state), and water (which will 
address policy needs and technology to help industry).  The initiatives came from conversations with 
faculty leaders, the president concluded, and those conversations will continue. 
 
 One of the questions provided to the president before the meeting was this:  "Given the strength 
of the life and health sciences, our national reputation is good—but not great.  Is there a strategic planning 
process and corresponding action plan that we can implement to enter the upper echelon of public 
[Research 1 universities] in this domain over the next decade?"  There is, the president said.  He has the 
final report from the Academic Health Center external review team and has a draft response that he will 
release soon, the president related, and one important point is that there will be strategic planning so the 
University invests in things it is good at and disinvests in those it is not. 
 
 Another comment provided to the president was this:  "More predictable salary 
support/discretionary funds for research faculty (particularly important for research-intensive faculty in 
the Medical School where there is a paucity of endowed chairs and funds from our health system/health 
system partner(s) compared to our peers)."  Who would not want that, the president asked?  This is a 
budget challenge, and a strategic-planning process is ultimately a budget process.  It may be wise for the 
Academic Health Center colleges to set aside some indirect-cost-recovery funds for this purpose. 
 
 The president was also asked "how can the [University] leverage strength of the CSE faculty and 
MSI [Minnesota Supercomputer Institute] as the life and health sciences become more systems-oriented 
and computationally intensive (the OMICS revolution [e.g. Genomics, Transcriptomics, Translatomics, 
Proteomics, Metabolomics, etc.])?"  The president noted that there is a cluster hire occurring in systems 
biology and agreed that there are areas that should advance.  He said the administration has put money on 
the table for faculty hires; deans and department heads need to be strategic in using it. 
 
 Professor Kohlstedt said a question had arisen in the discussion with Vice President Mulcahy 
earlier in the meeting about how the University can align and have good oversight and integration of 
research activities across the institution.  Does he have ideas about doing something new?  Much has to 
do with what is in the Academic Health Center and how its activities are integrated with those under the 
direction of the vice president for research, the president responded.  At a smaller institution, many of the 
activities in the AHC would be under the purview of the research vice president.  This needs to be a more 
integrated university, he agreed, and having a more unified infrastructure makes sense.  At the same time, 
one must recognize that there are elements of the AHC that are unique.  Part of the operational excellence 
discussions has been establishment of dotted-line relationships, which are intended to drive best practices 
across and down the institution.  He will talk later in the day to the Senate Consultative Committee about 
a possible reconfiguration of the units that currently report to Senior Vice President Jones; with his 
departure, a new vice president for research, and new leadership in other offices, this is an opportunity to 
work with a blank sheet. 
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 Professor Pacala asked the president's view on the search for the chair of the Department of 
Medicine, which is arguably the most important research department at the University.  Will that position 
receive support from the president's office?  President Kaler said that there are support funds in the 
Medical School and the Foundation for the position; he said he did not believe money would be an issue 
in the hire.  He said that he would have a role in talking about the importance of medical research. 
 
 Professor Ehlke asked about MnDRIVE initiatives in the biennial request.  The faculty members 
in her department want to know how to get involved.  President Kaler suggested that they have a 
conversation with Dean Levine.  He pointed out, however, that while the University has requested $18 
million for the initiatives, it is important not to spend the money in advance of legislative action.  These 
are ideas, an outline, and it would be unwise to go further than that right now.  The faculty are interested 
in helping shape the initiatives, Professor Ehlke said; the president said that faculty contributions later in 
the process would be welcome. 
 
 Professor Cloyd said that it has been about a year now that Minnesota Innovation Partnerships: 
Industry Sponsored Research has been in place; what is the president's assessment?  The president 
reported that the University has signed agreements with 18 companies and they are very pleased with the 
arrangement.  Faculty members starting companies appear to be delighted with the opportunities it 
presents.  As far as he can tell, it has been successful.  That being the case, the program's achievements 
should be publicized, Professor Cloyd said.  President Kaler went on to say that the University has a 
hybrid model in that the older option is still available if someone believes the new arrangements give 
away too much.  The goal is to be helpful to faculty members who want to interact with a company, the 
president said.  What he has heard from some faculty members, Professor Cloyd said, is that an invention 
might generate millions of dollars for them but the new partnerships agreement gives them away.  Faculty 
should be made aware that both the conventional arrangement and the new Innovation Partnership are 
available. 
 
 Professor Cramer asked about the location of MSI; the president said it would remain under the 
vice president for research. 
 
 Professor Cramer also observed that a new report indicates that Minnesota (as a state) is third in 
the nation in the level of student debt.  Is there a way to publicize the fact that the levels for the University 
are low, or why, or is the University just stuck with part of the #3 label?  President Kaler said that it is 
difficult to disaggregate two things in Minnesota:  the point Professor Cramer has raised and the specter 
of completion rates.  The latter is 34% in the state and 54% at the University, but one never hears the 
second statistic.  He said he had concluded that the issue was not worth pursuing.  Professor Cramer 
suggested that the information about debt and completion could, however, at least be disseminated 
internally for faculty and staff. 
 
 Professor Kohlstedt recalled that a more general point related to this one came up at the 
Committee's retreat during discussion with Vice President Pfutzenreuter:  It might be helpful to provide 
information or updates to the faculty, in tidy small packages, that they might like to know.  The president 
said that if the Committee believed the faculty would read them, he would write them.  Professor 
Kohlstedt said she believed they would read messages a few times per year.  Especially if the messages 
indicate they are talking points, Professor Lanyon said; many faculty members have found themselves in 
the position of being faced with a question about the University and often do not know the answer. 
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 The president turned next to another question:  "After a year of seeing how the budget model 
works (or perhaps "functions" is better), what sort of tweaks/adjustments might be worthwhile?  Is the 
unthinkable event of falling off the fiscal cliff, what contingency plans are in place?"  The president 
observed that sometimes new administrators come into office calling things white that are black and vice-
versa in order to distinguish themselves from their predecessors.  He could, for instance, call for a more 
centralized budget model, but he would be reluctant to do so because of the transaction cost and the loss 
of the good features of a decentralized model.  What he hears is that the budget model is a barrier to 
anything interdisciplinary—research or education—and it may be that it would be appropriate to take 
some money "off the top" to support interdisciplinary activities (e.g., tuition dollars to provide to colleges 
that agree to offer interdisciplinary courses or policy changes that affect the distribution of indirect-cost-
recovery funds).  Those could provide the provost and the vice president for research with funds to 
support interdisciplinary activities.  The other part of the budget model is that units "eat what they kill," 
which causes points of friction in curricular offerings.  The answer to that problem is the new (Twin 
Cities) campus curriculum committee, which can referee the disagreements.  Apart from those points, the 
president said he believed the budget model worked well and there does not appear to be any reason for a 
wholesale change. 
 
 What is the charge to the curriculum committee, Professor Hancher asked?  The spirit of it is to 
eliminate duplication of course offerings across colleges, the president said. 
 
 Professor Lanyon said that joint appointments and retention across colleges is another area where 
the budget model does not work well.  The president agreed.  Having a central pool for a retention case is 
important, especially if a person's productivity is not in the same ratio as his or her appointment. 
 
 With respect to the fiscal cliff, the president said the administration has modeled the potential 
impacts.  Many are manageable, but the disaster around Pell grants is yet to be known; the latter could 
require additional loan or scholarship funds.  The elephant in the room is the potential cut in federal 
support for research.  For the University, that could amount to about $50 million plus the associated 
indirect-cost funds.  If it happens, it could require a major realignment of personnel costs, and the 
timescale will depend on how agencies deal with the cuts.  Agencies respond differently; some limit new 
proposals while others impose a take-back. 
 
 Professor Kohlstedt thanked the president for joining the meeting, and adjourned it at 3:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
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