
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, September 16, 2004 

1:15 – 3:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 

Present: Mary Jo Kane (chair pro tem), Gary Balas, Jean Bauer, Susan Brorson, Tom Clayton, 
Gary Davis, Dan Feeney, Kathleen Krichbaum, Scott Lanyon, Judith Martin, Fred 
Morrison, Jeff Ratliff-Crain, Martin Sampson, John Sullivan, Carol Wells 

 
Absent: Charles Campbell, Carol Chomsky, Emily Hoover, Marvin Marshak, Morris Kleiner 
 
Guests: Vice President Kathryn Brown, John Anderson (Carlson School of Management), Scott 

Martens (Office of Service and Continuous Improvement); President Robert Bruininks 
  
Other: Kathryn Stuckert, Lynn Holleran (Office of the Chief of Staff), Gayla Marty (University 

Relations) 
 
[In these minutes: (1) process for review of Regents' policies; (2) Office of Service and Continuous 
Improvement; (3) Senate docket review; (4) discussion with President Bruininks; (5) reports from 
committee chairs (focus on research secrecy)] 
 
 
1. Board of Regents Policy Review Process 
 
 Professor Kane convened the meeting at 1:15, explained that Professor Marshak was out of town, 
and turned to Vice President Brown.  
 
 Vice President Brown distributed copies of a flow chart outlining the consultative/review process 
that would be used hereafter for Regents' policies and said that she had discussed the process with 
Professors Marshak and Kane.  She explained that the review of Regents' policies began a year ago, 
pursuant to the Delegation of Authority from the Board to the President, and the decision was made to 
review a complete policy review.  There will be a 90-day check, before any new policy or policy change 
will go to the Board, to be sure that the appropriate consultation has taken place.  There is no policy on 
what will be sent to the governance system, she said, but there is a good sense of what should be brought 
to committees and of what has happened in the past. 
 
 They are trying to get policies in a uniform format for presentation to the Board and to ensure that 
no changes are made along the way from the consultation process to the Regents.  At the 90-day check, 
they will put the proposal into Board format and ensure that there is appropriate consultation on exactly 
what will be provided to the Board.  The process assumes, however, that there will have been 
consultation, perhaps extensive consultation, prior to the 90-day cut-off.  The point of the 90-day cut-off, 
she assured the Committee, is not to prevent consultation but rather to ensure that it takes place.  The idea 
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is to avoid getting close to the Regents' meeting and then realize there has been no or insufficient 
consultation. 
 
 Professor Kane noted that one policy will not be part of the review.  Vice President Brown 
affirmed that the tenure regulations are not scheduled for any review in the foreseeable future. 
 
2. Office of Service and Continuous Improvement 
 
 Vice President Brown next said she was pleased to introduce Scott Martens, Director of the 
Office of Service and Continuous Improvement (OSCI), and Professor John Anderson from the Carlson 
School of Management.  She recalled that President Bruininks had launched a service and productivity 
initiative in 2002; there was a task force that produced recommendations, including the creation of OSCI.  
Professor Anderson was involved in structuring the office and in hiring Mr. Martens.  Mr. Martens was 
hired in June and is now setting up the office and getting processes under way.  She provided the 
Committee a thumbnail sketch of Mr. Martens's career in the private sector and the military and said he 
would assist the University in moving to a new culture and way of doing things. 
 
 Mr. Martens thanked Vice President Brown for the introduction and distributed copies of a 
handout concerning his office.  He noted that he is in his 5th year of teaching in the Carlson School as an 
adjunct faculty member, an activity he very much enjoys.   
 
 Mr. Martens walked the Committee through the handout.  He noted the President's statement that 
"my desire is that this great university will soon be known as much for its service and business innovation 
as it is for its high quality research and education."  That gives him much to aspire to, Mr. Martens 
commented.  The mission of OSCI is to support the University's mission by "serving as a catalyst and 
mentor for sustainable improvement throughout the University, working with leadership and the 
university community to energize and enable a culture of continuous improvement, and working 
collaboratively with the university units to help identify and realize sustainable improvements in value, 
service and productivity."  This includes the coordinate campuses, Mr. Martens affirmed.   
 
 There are three intertwined areas in the transformation strategy:  cultural transformation ("drive 
improvement mentality rapidly into the culture and DNA of the university"), operational transformation 
("support development of a management system enabling the university community to manage and 
improve key performance indicators") and financial transformation ("work with university leaders to 
identify and managed a strategically aligned portfolio of projects impacting service and/or productivity").  
This includes aligning activities in support units with those in the colleges.  This is a strategy to 
"transform the University of Minnesota," "the foundation in building a stronger university for tomorrow." 
 
 OSCI reports to the Vice President and Chief of Staff (Ms. Brown).  It has an advisory committee 
composed of both internal and external members; internally, it also works with the Executive Committee.  
The office will consist of a director (Mr. Martens), two improvement leaders, a senior business analyst, 
and a communications and marketing person for service and productivity.  None of these positions except 
the director has been filled; Mr. Martens said the office will be small and nimble with little overhead.  
The communications position has been posted.  There is much good that has happened at the University, 
Mr. Martens said, and it is time to take a step back, see what has been done, and communicate the 
changes to constituents (internal and external, including the business community and the legislature).  
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Communication is critical, he said; the University has to tell its story about its successes and about what is 
coming.   
 
 Professor Martin asked for an example of what Mr. Martens is working on that will lead to a 
cultural, operational, or financial transformation.  He noted several items:  PeopleSoft financial 
implementation (to remove inefficiencies), Integrated Return to Work (IRTW, implement processes to 
enable qualified people to return to the work force more quickly), space optimization (analyze use of 
space on the Twin Cities campus), space revenue (implement a plan that will increase revenues from 
external events, improve ease of doing business with the University), and purchasing (improve efficiency 
and cost structures, drive smart purchasing initiatives).  The University spends about $650 million per 
year through Purchasing; there should be opportunities to save money.  They will also identify 
opportunities, through his office, that will be presented to the Executive Committee for review and 
identification of ones it wishes to pursue.  He will build strategies around those opportunities. 
 

Professor Martin suggested that Mr. Martens, if he did not already know about them, coordinate 
purchasing efforts with the CIC, which has negotiated purchasing agreements for the 13 members of the 
CIC.  Mr. Martens said he would, and would also work with the State of Minnesota.  With respect to 
increased external use of space, Professor Martin asked if that would mean internal groups would be 
competing with external groups for space.  Mr. Martens said they would not. 
 
 Professor Morrison asked what processes are in place to identify where he should be consulting 
before he makes proposals.  For example, the Integrated Return to Work item is in the jurisdiction of the 
Benefits Advisory Committee and the Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs.  How will he identify 
something that will touch groups and get them involved?  It is the (President's) Executive Committee that 
sets priorities, Professor Anderson responded; if it identifies a project to sponsor or champion, that project 
will then go through the consultation process.  Nothing will be done by an external team without going 
through consultation.   
 
 But these things will come as proposals on a fast track, Professor Morrison predicted, and there 
will be limited time for consultation.  At Michigan, they very successfully involved the stakeholders in an 
Integrated Return to Work policy, who then signed on; they did not present a proposal on a platter and ask 
for approval.  The question is how will OSCI proposals get involved in the culture of the institution?  The 
intent is to involve people all the way along, Professor Anderson said.  The team should have 
representatives from the stakeholders so they are involved all along, Professor Morrison said.  Vice 
President Brown said that the list itemized by Mr. Martens consists of projects the administration thinks 
the University might take action on; there are a number of offices working on them and stakeholders are 
involved.  For example, Vice President Carrier and Human Resources are involved in the Integrated 
Return to Work issue.  The question is the appropriate time to involve stakeholders before a project is 
launched, she said, and what should be the steps to involve them.  The people she identified are all 
administrators, Professor Morrison commented; there are other groups whose support will be essential if 
these projects are to work; the University must get buy-in or the affected groups will throw up roadblocks.  
And they should be involved early, he added.  The same is true for space, he said; there has been a lot of 
work on space, including many discussions by this Committee, because faculty are concerned about 
space.  OSCI must be sensitive to the need for early consultation in the process if it is to work, Professor 
Morrison concluded.  Mr. Martens said they would be.   
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 What is the track for something to get to his office, Professor Feeney asked Mr. Martens.  There 
are a number of areas of the University that are problematic.  Is he sampling the deans?  How will 
suggestions or problems get to him so Mr. Martens knows the problems that "plague us in the trenches"?  
There is no formal process, Mr. Martens said; he is meeting with deans to identify problems, and 
anticipates that that will continue.  People have also sought him out.  Professor Feeney said that the 
Academic Health Center Finance and Planning Committee has identified a number of areas that could use 
improvement.  Mr. Martens said that if someone brings something to him, he will work them to identify 
the magnitude of the difficulty and address factual questions. 
 
 The base of change is autonomous transformation, Professor Anderson said; OSCI is not an arm 
of the administration that will design and implement solutions.  There will be faculty, staff, and student 
catalysts—however they can engage a wider set of people.  This is a new initiative, however, and there 
were groups of faculty involved in its genesis; they listening to the administrative leadership (the provost 
and the deans) but he likes the idea of listening to the faculty as well.  They want to find the best 
opportunities to strengthen the University for tomorrow, Professor Anderson said. 
 
 Professor Balas said he was concerned that the office will have its own communications and 
marketing person.  Will they coordinate efforts with the new Vice President for Institutional Relations?  
This seems like a small office and it seems a little much to have a person in it touting how great it is.  Mr. 
Martens said the person would not be touting OSCI but rather what is being done at the University.  They 
will be working closely with Institutional Relations, but they need to get out in front on these issues 
because they are so important to get success stories known. 
 
 Professor Morrison encouraged Mr. Martens to broaden his perspective in terms of people he 
talks to beyond the deans.  He said he should talk to people of broad understanding of the issues, 
especially the chairs of the Senate Committee on Finance and Planning and the Senate Research 
Committee.  There should be a standard contact with those individuals.  There are frequently issues that 
cut across college lines in research areas that the deans may not manage so they do not identify them as 
important.  The committee chairs, including the FCC chair, should be part of the core group that he talks 
to.  Mr. Martens asked that he be provided the names of the individuals that Professor Morrison is 
recommending. 
 
 Professor Kane thanked Professor Anderson, Vice President Brown, and Mr. Martens for joining 
the Committee.  She wished them good luck in their work. 
 
3. Docket Review 
 
 Professor Kane next drew the attention of Committee members to the draft September 30 Senate 
docket.  It is quite straightforward, she said.  The resolutions from the Committee on Social Concerns, 
and responsive resolutions from the Committee on Finance and Planning, are all for information. 
 
 Professor Morrison said that one of the Social Concerns resolutions, concerning renewable 
energy, should not include language that says the Senate calls for some action, inasmuch as it is a 
committee resolution presented for information and the Senate is taking no position on the issues.   
 
 Professor Sampson said it would be helpful to clarify the relationship between committees in 
order to determine when something was ripe for the Senate docket.  Perhaps they could collaborate on 
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parts of the resolutions.  Professor Wells said she would want to see evidence for the "whereas" clauses; a 
statement this strong should come with references and data or evidence so the Senate can see how the 
statements were constructed.  Is there a way to require that so those who must assemble the docket can 
make intelligent decisions about what to include?  Professor Kane said it would difficult to legislate the 
content of committee statements and that she did not want to set a precedent of requiring what committees 
must present.  What is important for her, Professor Martin said, is that there is already a Regents' policy 
on renewable energy; it is peculiar for committees to deal with issues where there is already Board policy.   
 
 President Bruininks had joined the meeting and commented that the University is already strong 
on renewable energy.  The administration would have to look at the resolution to determine if the 
University could implement it. 
 
 Professor Lanyon agreed that committees should not be constrained in what they say, but that if 
they are going to present an item for Senate action, they should be asked to present evidence and data, as 
Professor Wells suggested.  If there is a minority report, that should also be included in the docket, 
Professor Feeney added. 
 
4. Discussion with President Bruininks 
 
 Professor Kane now welcomed the President to the meeting.  The President and the Committee 
discussed a number of issues: 
 
-- The Planning and Accountability system, which includes biennial budget proposals, annual 
budget development, strategic positioning (mission, vision, values, and goals; criteria for setting 
priorities; broad strategies), and long-term operational and financial planning (six-year capital plan; six-
year financial forecast).  These are not separate conversations, the President pointed out; each pervades 
the other. 
 
-- The biennial request and the legislative process, tuition levels, internal reallocation, the 

importance of continuous improvement efforts in order to avoid charges of inefficiency in use of 
public resources 

 
-- The search for the Vice President for University Relations, the qualifications that should be 

sought, the role of the Vice President, and the need for internal and external communications 
 
-- The newspaper article about the Academic Health Center planning process (the possible 

demolition of a dorm in the "superblock" for clinics); this is only one of several options; the 
University will NOT uproot students, eliminate student housing, and then put the costs on 
students 

 
-- The State of the University address will be on Founders' Day, in February. 
 
 Professor Kane thanked the President for joining the meeting. 
 
5. Report from Committee Chairs 
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 Professor Balas reported for the Senate Research Committee.  There are two searches under way, 
for the Vice President for Research and for the Dean of the Graduate School.  The finalists for the Vice 
President position are being interviewed; the Dean search committee is meeting and being active in 
seeking candidates.  He asked Committee members to nominate individuals if they wished. 
 
 The subcommittee on research secrecy is working on the process for reviewing requests for 
exceptions to the Regents' policy barring secrecy in research and on re-crafting the policy; Professor 
Balas reported on two exceptions to the Regents' policy that were granted this summer.  Committee 
members discussed at some length, and with considerable irritation, issues raised by the two exceptions 
that were granted.  Professor Balas agreed to provide additional information about the two cases at an 
upcoming meeting of this Committee. 
 
 Professor Feeney said that this is the second time in about three years that it appears an exception 
has been granted, so there is a restriction on publication rights that are not in the best interests of the 
University.  Department heads may be agreeing to things they should not.  These kinds of incidents are 
the very reason for the Regents' policy—perhaps it should be STRENGTHENED.  Professor Ratliff-Crain 
observed that there are implicit agreements made, and then when it becomes necessary to grant an 
exception, the committees are seen as an impediment to research.  These implicit agreements, Professor 
Lanyon said, create pressure to approve an exception and the requests seem to come up very quickly.   
 
 There will be minor changes to the Use of Human Subjects policy, Professor Balas reported; he 
also reported that the Committee will be dealing with strategic planning and support for the libraries. 
 
 The Research Committee will try to focus on the research infrastructure this year, he said:  what it 
is, how it is supported, what needs to be done to ensure there is an infrastructure adequate to 
accomplishing the University's research objectives.  Professor Wells said that how things are supported 
and who makes the decisions are questions that must be addressed; some faculty need infrastructure 
support and without it their research folds—what is the rationale for supporting certain infrastructure 
elements and not others? 
 
 It was reported that the Faculty Affairs Committee objectives for 2004-05 are: 
 

-- Review faculty role in the salary determination process: How has this process evolved, 
and do faculty have an adequate voice in the determination of merit salary increases.  

-- Review of the application waiting period for the Faculty Retirement plan for new faculty, 
and the tuition reduction for dependents of University Employees 

-- Faculty teaching load 
-- Appointment procedures for endowed chairs and use of endowed chairs funds 
-- Consistency of policies allowing and providing for maternity/paternity leaves\ 

 
Professor Feeney commented that he would be pleased if the Committee could accomplish one or two of 
those objectives in the upcoming year. 
 
 The major issues that the Educational Policy Committee is dealing with this year include the 
evaluation of instruction, issues and trends related to students and to technology-enhanced learning, 
retention and graduation rates, and a broader look at technology-enhanced learning.  The Finance and 
Planning Committee is looking at the University's budget model/structure, the biennial request, facilities, 
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the capital request, and has re-designated the capital projects subcommittee to also deal with campus 
master planning. 
 
 Professor Morrison reported that the Benefits Advisory Committee is meeting weekly to develop 
a Request for Proposals for medical plans for 2006-2009 or 2011.  The emphasis is likely to be on 
wellness and health improvement to encourage people to make better decisions. 
 
 Professor Kane thanked the chairs for their reports and adjourned the meeting at 3:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


