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Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, July 18, 2013 

1:00 – 3:00 
Room 238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Will Durfee (chair), Linda Bearinger, James Cloyd, Sally Gregory Kohlstedt, Joseph 

Konstan, Russell Luepker, Karen Mesce, James Pacala, Ned Patterson, Rebecca Ropers-
Huilman, Chris Uggen, Jean Wyman 

 
Absent: none counted for a summer meeting 
 
Guests: Provost Karen Hanson; Assistant Vice Provost Ole Gram (Faculty and Academic 

Affairs); President Eric Kaler 
 
Other: Deb Cran (Office of the Provost); Emily Lawrence (Office of the President) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) discussion with Provost Hanson; (2) faculty activity reporting system; (3) 
discussion with President Kaler (primarily strategic planning)] 
 
 
 Professor Durfee convened the meeting at 1:00 and welcomed everyone to the first meeting of the 
Committee for the 2013-14 academic year.  He also welcomed the new members attending, Professors 
Konstan, Mesce, Uggen, and Wyman. 
 
1. Discussion with Provost Hanson 
 
 Professor Durfee welcomed Provost Hanson to the meeting and noted that he and Professor 
Ropers-Huilman meet regularly with the provost during the week before her meeting with the Committee 
to review what would be useful for her to discuss when she joins the Committee.  There were three topics 
identified for today's meeting:  the Special Committee on Graduate Education (SCGE), e-education (first 
round of MOOCs), and the institution's interdisciplinary research and teaching strategy 
 
 Provost Hanson began with an update on the SCGE.  She recalled that she and the Committee had 
agreed to coordinate the effort to review graduate education by appointing a committee charged jointly by 
her and this Committee.  Professor Kohlstedt led the effort and she (Professor Kohlstedt) will now help 
with the work of the SCGE as acting vice provost and dean of graduate education.  Professor Lanyon will 
chair; he and Professor Kohlstedt are now seeking members.  The tentative timeline for the SCGE is to 
work in the fall semester.  There was also a survey conducted by the Graduate School last spring; the 
report of the results should be available soon.  In the first instance, the survey results will be for the 
SCGE but they will be made available to the University community as well.  Provost Hanson said she has 
also talked with Professor Kohlstedt and Dean Schroeder about the way the SCGE will work with the 
president's strategic planning process— because it shouldn't be parallel but instead should be interweaved 
with the planning process.   
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 Professor Durfee inquired more specifically about the timeline for the work of the SCGE.  
Provost Hanson said it will be appointed in August and a report expected by the end of fall semester.  
Professor Kohlstedt said that there may be issues that cannot be resolved in the fall and the SCGE may 
ask to be permitted to consider them further.  But, she added, Professor Lanyon plans on at least one set 
of recommendations by the end of the semester.  Provost Hanson said she would also like the 
recommendations to feed into the budget and graduate student recruitment process for next year. 
 
 Professor Patterson asked if the work of the SCGE would include professional degrees.  Provost 
Hanson said that question needs to be resolved.  The primary focus will be on research degrees; the SCGE 
will be asked to consider how professional degrees fit within its charge.  Professor Kohlstedt said that the 
charge will ask the SCGE to focus on programs assessed in National Research Council ratings but it can 
also look at the "fuzzy edges" between research and professional degrees.  The recent restructuring of the 
Graduate School resulted in some changes in the relationship between professional and doctoral degrees, 
and some of those changes might warrant attention. 
 
 Professor Luepker noted that the Medical School had just finished a strategic planning process.  
How does it and other similar efforts fit together with the University's process?  They will have to work 
together.  The provost agreed and said it's an issue she'd like to talk through; there may be useful ways to 
fold efforts in, while certain work could stand apart. The president is likely to ask for the Committee's 
views for his upcoming retreat. 
 
 Professor Cloyd said that step one is to understand the larger forces emerging that will affect 
higher education and the University of Minnesota.  One is demographics, such as the declining number of 
high school graduates.  Second, with whom will the University be competitive in 2020—Harvard or 
"Gates on Line"?  Third, what are the University's strengths compared to other institutions?  Fourth, in 
research, federal funding in real dollars will stagnate—it will take a miracle for it to grow in real terms—
so what does that mean for faculty development?  What are the relative measures of quality for public 
research institutions?  There are internal implications if the measures are to drive research.  These large 
issues must be understood. 
 

Professor Konstan said he wished to emphasize the point that strategic planning is not simply 
picking one or two things to do.  He said he had asked former President Bruininks if the University had a 
strategy on the balance between the various activities that form parts of the mission.  Specifically, he 
wondered whether the institution has a strategy for balancing the academic portfolio much as one would 
balance an investment portfolio.  For instance, if the University wants to grow medicine, does it also grow 
investments in programs that are counter-cyclical to medicine, or that at least hedge against the risks of 
reduced health care reimbursements (e.g., undergraduate enrollment, or perhaps engineering)?  Does it 
analyze risks to understand which activities may serve to balance out risks for others?  (For example, if 
federal funding is cut, that might hurt engineering, biological sciences, health sciences, and agriculture—
it might be useful to make sure that tuition-dominant programs such as CLA, education, business, and law 
are kept large enough to balance against this possibility.)  His impression is that the current model lacks 
any such central strategy—rather it seems to simply empower deans to be entrepreneurial without them 
actually bearing the costs of risks to the University as a whole (and when things go bad central 
administration has at times picked up the pieces, further encouraging risk-taking).  He said he hoped the 
strategic planning process would include thinking through incentive systems, risk, and balance, and not 
simply identifying a few new major initiatives.  
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 Professor Ropers-Huilman said she hoped that at the end of the strategic planning process, there 
will be a shared commitment to principles or over-arching ideas of what the University is about, not just 
action items that seem disconnected from the mission and purpose.  For example, she would prefer that 
the University focus less on creating a firm fiscal model for the University that one hopes will last for the 
next decade, and instead focus on increasing the institution's capacity to be responsive to an ever-
changing environment in a way that allows it to adhere to its mission, values, and principles. 
 
 Professor Wyman said there is a bigger picture view in that some schools inside universities have 
become more independent of the institution; she said she did not know if the University has a picture of 
how those schools fit in.  Some of the smaller schools at the University may want to be more independent. 
 
 Professor Luepker said the question is what the University wants to be and where it wants to go.  
It will always be affected by external forces and it must be flexible in order to be able to respond to them.  
But it must keep focus on its primary goals.  In the case of the Medical School, for example, is the goal 
excellence?  Or is it maintenance and survival?  He said he hopes it is former.  Further, the University has 
been all things to all people; this and other committees have said repeatedly that it cannot be this broad.  
If the idea of what it wants to be is identified, other decisions flow naturally.  He said he does not know 
what the University wants to be. 
 
 Professor Luepker said that the public view of the University is sports plus the scandal of the 
month.  All large organizations face the problem of spending a lot of time responding to crises—but that 
is not a strategic plan. 
 
 In terms of logistics, Professor Durfee said that they will need to be sure that all of the issues in 
play right now—such as graduate education and e-education—mesh together in the process.  They will 
need to avoid people getting burned out, which will require some planning. 
 
    Professor Konstan asked if there are examples of other organizations like universities that have 
had successful strategic planning processes, organizations where the innovations flow from ideas and ad 
hoc collaborations at the leaves and lead to great things, rather than from great leaders commanding great 
things.  He said he is not sure the latter should be the model.  What does he want the University to do?  
Get out of the way and provide support for what the faculty want to do in teaching and research—he does 
not want "the University" to DO anything—the doing should be driven by talented faculty and staff--and 
we should not put a lot of work into planning models that will not succeed. 
 
 Professor Pacala asked about the scope of the process:  how far out does it go?  5 years?  20?  
That is still debatable, Provost Hanson said, but likely 10-12 years.  Professor Cloyd commented that a 
university is like a supertanker:  one starts to turn and the turn is completed 25 miles later.  Provost 
Hanson agreed but said the external environment is changing more rapidly than that and the University 
may not have the luxury of slow change. 
 
 Professor Durfee turned the direction of discussion to e-education.  It will be folded into strategic 
planning as well, Provost Hanson said.  The first round of University MOOCs is completed or just 
finishing; the five courses had about 70,000 students and did quite well.  Faculty members who offered 
the MOOCs had different experiences (some MOOCs required enormous preparation while others did 
not, and there was a wide range of student responses), but the faculty members generally found the 
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experience interesting and learned something they are bringing back to their campus teaching.  One more 
course is under development and will be launched in September; it is being taught by Professor Konstan. 
 
 There was another inquiry from Coursera asking whether the University wished to participate in 
the Signature Track, the provost reported; all the faculty members who offered courses were willing to do 
so.  What that means is that students enroll in the course and pay a small fee, for which Coursera will 
validate the student's identity and participation in the course and provide a certificate.  The revenue is 
split with the institution.  All the University's courses were put in the Signature Track and about 600 
students signed up for it.  Dealing with the revenues may be an issue, in the future, but right now they are 
very small. 
 
 There is an evaluation process underway for the University's MOOCs, led by the Office of 
Information Technology in collaboration with the other offices involved in producing the MOOC's, on 
faculty time spent developing/teaching, student attitudes, student effort, student motivation for taking 
MOOCS, completion rates, and so on.  The provost said she would share the evaluation with the 
Committee. 
 
 Her office has issued a call for a second round of MOOCs, Provost Hanson reported; it was sent 
to the deans with a request to reach out to the faculty, and to those who had expressed previous interest.  
She anticipates selecting 5-7 courses; a number of faculty members expressed interest in response to the 
first call but in some cases the timeline was too short for them to be able to prepare a course.  But they 
want to be sure that if a course has the University's name on it, the dean has signed off on it.  This round 
they will look for a greater spread across disciplines but the terms will remain the same:  a small stipend 
to the faculty member and TA help.  The Office for Information Technology, the libraries, CTL, the 
Office of E-Learning, and others will help faculty members develop the course; the deadline for responses 
is July 31. 
 
 Professor Kohlstedt asked, apropos of certification and MOOCs, whether it means the student 
"passed" or simply attended.  This question has arisen with graduate school deans; is the student receiving 
credit for the course?  It means the student completed the course, Provost Hanson said; the courses do not 
have grading and do not carry credit.  Professor Konstan said there are two levels of certification:  
completed or completed with distinction.  The University controls the language used and completion does 
not rise to the level of the transcript nor does the student earn credit for the course.  The instructor decides 
what certification means. 
 
 Professor Mesce asked Professor Konstan why he decided to offer a MOOC.  Professor Konstan 
said his department had a strategic planning retreat two years ago and concluded that MOOCs are 
happening and they could either ignore them or accept them.  They concluded that their department had 
topics that made sense for a MOOC, based on their judgment that the course would not have a lot of 
competition and the course topic was in an area where the department was among the top units in the 
world.  His area of the department was among the most enthusiastic and wanted to offer a MOOC.  He 
said it will be an immense amount of work but there are good people helping; he suggested the 
Committee ask him in the fall how it went. 
 
 Professor Bearinger said it sounds like there were good lessons learned; how can they be sure the 
lessons are transmitted to faculty members creating new MOOCs?  The courses will be a lot of work if a 
faculty member does not already have the content in an existing course, Provost Hanson said, and they are 



Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, July 18, 2013 
 
 

5 

still preparing information on what works and what doesn't.  Should people go to Professor Cramer, who 
offered a MOOC, or to a website to gain from lessons learned, Professor Bearinger asked?  They should 
go to the support staff who are dedicated to the MOOCs, for example, at the Center for Teaching and 
Learning (CTL), the provost said.  They should also be able to go to CTL resources on MOOCs, 
Professor Durfee said, if they want to know what has been learned but don't necessarily want to have an 
interview with staff.  Provost Hanson agreed that the Center is part of the support provided, as well as 
support from OIT, the Libraries, and Office of eLearning. 
 
 Professor Cloyd inquired if 70,000 students are considered a success for the University's first 
foray into MOOCs.  It is not just the numbers, Provost Hanson explained; each of the courses was 
"massive" enough to give faculty real experience to see how it works.  What made them successes were 
enthusiastic faculty members willing to work hard on them.  The University has not put a lot of money 
into MOOCs, nor is it on a fixed participation path.  The faculty members were very satisfied with the 
courses and learned things they can transfer to their teaching—and the courses did some good, provided a 
benefit, for people around the world. 
  
 This is a piece of good news that the University could send to the larger community, Professor 
Cloyd suggested:  the University is engaged.  There could also be an internal message to the faculty at 
large that this is something the University is doing that it can celebrate and build on and expand to other 
areas.  Provost Hanson said she thought the University's MOOCs had received considerable attention 
(e.g., the local newspapers, MPR) but agreed the University could perhaps do more.  There was another 
development this summer:  the CIC (the Big Ten schools plus the U of Chicago) began discussing 
whether it—or some subset of it-- wants to develop its own platform for MOOCs. The CIC is also 
actively exploring transforming its long-standing CourseShare program to a larger scale and the group is 
interested in exploring together developments in learning analytics.  There was a subcommittee report in 
June (that was noticed by the Chronicle of Higher Education, Inside Higher Education, and the New York 
Times) that was tied to CIC discussion, though the report has not yet been thoroughly discussed.  But she 
has been under the impression that MOOCs have been getting a substantial amount of publicity.  
Professor Cloyd expressed doubt that his neighbors know that the University offered five courses that 
enrolled 70,000 students. 
 
 Professor Durfee thanked the provost for joining the meeting and said that interdisciplinary 
research and teaching would be brought back at a future meeting. 
 
2. Faculty Activity Reporting System 
 
 Professor Durfee now welcomed Assistant Vice Provost Ole Gram to the meeting to provide an 
update on faculty activity reporting.  The item is back quickly to the Committee because this is a fast-
moving topic and there are a few lingering questions, which he had posed to Dr. Gram in advance of the 
meeting:   
 
1. Progress towards selecting a vendor. If selected, what made the winning proposal.  If not selected, what 
are the criteria.   
2. Further thoughts on who can access the data.   
3. Further thoughts on how data will enter the system (database pull, hand entry, ...) 
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He also asked Dr. Gram for any additional aspects he thought would be useful for discussion or feedback 
from the Committee. 
  
 Dr. Gram reviewed the progress in selecting a vendor.  There were two finalists invited to campus 
in June; they went through an exhaustive process, including usability testing with faculty, and the 
recommendation was to select Digital Measures.  The company’s product, Activity Insight, has been 
around for over ten years and several schools in the CIC use it.  One concern is that Digital Measures has 
been behind in its ability to pull information from other databases and the University will stipulate in the 
contract that the company must deliver that ability.  
 
 In terms of who has access, the data belongs to the University, Dr. Gram said.  What must be 
determined during the implementation phase is who has access to faculty activity reports.  In some 
colleges only the faculty member, the department head, and the merit committee see it.  In others they are 
provided to and stored by the college.  The system allows different levels of access.  The administration 
needs to be able to mine data, such as finding out the number of people who published in particular 
journals or looking at the impact of faculty activities internationally and by county across the state.  The 
question of access, however, requires a continued conversation with the Senate Committee on Faculty 
Affairs and this Committee. 
 
 Professor Durfee asked if the vision is that the system would eventually replace paper-based 
faculty activity reports.  If so, the same questions would exist then that can be asked now, but there would 
potentially be more access with an electronic database.  Will the system only be for the Twin Cities?   
 
 The Duluth campus is one of four early implementation partners, along with the College of 
Education and Human Development, the Carlson School of Management, and the School of Public 
Health, Dr. Gram said.  These colleges and the Duluth campus have all expressed interest in developing 
or replacing existing online activity reporting systems and rather than develop separate siloed reporting 
systems, this effort represents an attempt to come up with a single system that can be used by all colleges 
and campuses. 
 
 Professor Pacala asked what the system replaces.  Would it then be the only system that the 
faculty would need to deal with?  That would be the ideal solution.  The problem is redundant systems 
that ask faculty members to do the same thing over and over; the system should be at the point where 
people only enter information once per year.  That is the goal:  profile information would be entered only 
once and could be used for several different purposes such as activity reporting, biosketches, Web bios 
and so forth 
 
 Professor Konstan said that as a computer scientist, he's skeptical if it will work.  A CV is a piece 
of rhetoric, an attempt to persuade, an attribute that is lost if a CV is simply dumped from a database.  
Aside from that perspective, what would help would be (1) a directive from the president that the faculty 
can ignore any request for information that is already in the system, and (2) preparation of a set of 
questions that, when answered, would determine that the system is a failure (or not).  He saw no questions 
about counties, for example, or about other data that the University might wish to use to provide answers 
to legislative questions.  Moreover, the University has had a central reporting system for consulting and 
similar outside activities for years, and it does not appear that there's any way to answer a questions such 
as how many faculty serve as expert witnesses. A database like this has no value if it isn't designed to 
actually capture in a structured way the data needed to later queries.  
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 Dr. Gram said the goal is to have a single repository that can be configured for the particular 
needs of individual colleges. A first step is to agree upon some standardized fields that everyone is likely 
to use, say, “conference presentations” and other headings typically found in most CVs and faculty 
activity reports. The next step is to customize for each college fields that are specific to those colleges. 
Those might include fields related to specific accreditation needs, such as NCATE, ABET, and the HLC. 
Or, depending on the college, there might be fields that allow faculty to indicate the county, state, or 
country related to a listed activity. Some of those fields might be part of the common template, a field for 
expert witness, for example, may well be an entry that should be included on a common template whereas 
other fields would only be used for faculty in specific disciplines.   
 
 Professor Konstan asked if the president or provost will allot enough time to ensure that the 
University gets what it needs, or will that be left up to technical experts?  It will be based on the expertise 
of individual colleges and departments to determine which fields are relevant, not technical experts, Dr. 
Gram said.  They have looked at faculty activity reports across departments—Music, Lab Medicine, 
etc.—and they are all vastly different.  Again, some fields in the system can probably be standardized 
across the University, but many will be college and discipline specific 
 
 Are there staff who will be required to make the system work, Professor Luepker asked?  They 
are working on figuring out the most efficient reallocation of staff support, Dr. Gram said.  There will be 
some people from the provost's office, some from the colleges, and some from the Office of Information 
Technology involved in the project.  In the long term, the system should be cheaper than building and 
maintaining separate systems in each college and it should cut down the repetitive collection of data—the 
administrative efficiencies ought to capture the costs. 
 
 Professor Bearinger recalled that the Senate Research Committee has discussed databases in the 
past.  One big concern is the ability to respond to calls for proposals and the different biosketches that are 
required by different funders.  She recently applied for three different grants that each required a different 
format for the biosketch.  Have they tested the system for the capacity to provide information required by 
federal agencies?  Dr. Gram said that Digital Measures actively monitors changes to sponsor mandated 
biosketch formats and keeps track of them and updates the fields in the system accordingly  The out-of-
the-box ability to produce and gather multiple biosketches in sponsor-approved formats (NIH, NSF, and 
others) was a big selling point. 
 
 Professor Ropers-Huilman said that the question of who has access to the data, and the method 
through which they gain access, is critical to the effectiveness of this system. It would be most useful if 
data were directly available at least to the department chair level.  At the same time, faculty have 
articulated concerns about confidentiality.  Who owns the data?  How public or private will they be?  Will 
department chairs, who often make use of faculty data, need to put in a query to a central system and wait 
for data that they would have had available in some current annual review systems?  Dr. Gram said that 
faculty activity reports can be customized down to the department level, although the first phase of 
customization would be at the college level. In CEHD, for example, it will be important to have reports 
that are useful for NCATE accreditation.  It is possible to set different levels of access to information a 
department chair would typically be granted access to generate faculty activity reports and view CVs, 
other fields or reports would only be accessible to a faculty member.  A chair or head would also be able 
to put together ad hoc reports in the system.  It will be crucial to establish a governance committee with 
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substantial faculty representation to help determine who gets access to which reports and data in the 
system. 
 
 Professor Kohlstedt asked if this system would replace Academic Analytics, or how would it fit 
with it?  Dr. Gram said that these various systems have different purposes.  SciVal serves one purpose 
(faculty profiles that allow scholars to search for collaborators based on bibliographic data), the faculty 
activity system another (faculty activity repository, merit reports, biosketches, CVs, etc.), Academic 
Analytics yet another (a benchmarking productivity index that allows the University to compare its 
programs with peer institutions.  He said he hopes that the systems could talk to each other and expects, 
for example, that information from SciVal can be imported into the system.  Professor Kohlstedt noted 
that individuals cannot change the information in some of the systems, so there are questions about 
accuracy.  Dr. Gram agreed and said that this system relies on self-reported activity along with 
information pulled from other systems such as teaching and advising data and bibliographic data sources   
 
 Professor Mesce asked how much time it would take faculty members to enter data in the system.  
The goal is to make it no more time consuming than what faculty members are asked to do now when 
they update and fill out annual activity reports, Dr. Gram said. They also hope to be able to pull as much 
data as possible from other sources so that faculty members can then correct if needed, thus cutting down 
on unnecessary and redundant entries. 
 
 Professor Durfee thanked Dr. Gram for the update. 
 
3. Discussion with President Kaler 
 
 Professor Durfee welcomed the president to the meeting and noted that there were three items for 
discussion:  changes to the UPlan, the president's trip to China, and strategic planning; the last will 
constitute the majority of the discussion.   
 
 President Kaler welcomed the new members of the Committee and commented that this is an 
important group.  He has found the conversations informative and has established an understanding that 
they will be candid.  He has appreciated the Committee's advice and feedback. 
 
 With respect to the proposed UPlan changes, there has been considerable communication about 
them, with some concern expressed about the proposal.  It is clear, however, that some changes are 
needed to deal with the requirements of the Affordable Care Act, and the discussions are timely.  He said 
he believed the suggested mitigation plan for those in need will be fair, but the University can see where it 
stands next year, after experience with the changes—the changes for next year are one-time, and the 
administration is not yet ready or at this time able to deal with the $1.9 million savings on a permanent 
basis. 
 
 Professor Durfee reported that by and large, the faculty members he has spoken to are most 
interested in taking care of those in need.  They want the changes to be fair, they recognize what is 
happening with the legislation, and they agree that the University should not pay the projected $48 
million in Cadillac taxes.  President Kaler said he shares the concern about those in need, which is why 
part of the salary increase last year was across the board, which helped lower-income employees more 
than those with higher salaries. 
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 Professor Luepker reported that the Senate Committee on Finance and Planning had discussed the 
UPlan the day before; he said he believed that the proposed changes represent progress in a direction that 
is supportive of University employees.  The Committee will make a statement about the changes. 
 
 With respect to the trip to China, the president said it was a great but whirlwind trip; the 
University signed memoranda of understanding with 10 institutions and many good things got done.  He 
said he believes the University has established relationships with excellent universities; they also met 
with hundreds of University of Minnesota alumni, and University alumni have important positions in the 
Chinese government.  As the institution moves into strategic planning later in the year, the international 
aspects will be important and this trip was a good start.  He also noted that this was the 100th anniversary 
of the first Chinese student to come to the University. 
 
 Professor Durfee asked if the president saw any connections with the humanities.  President Kaler 
said it had been perhaps a dozen years since his first trip to China and the difference in university 
leadership was dramatic.  The leaders were relatively young and almost all of them are doctors or 
scientists, and they talked about science and technology more than anything else.  There was little 
conversation about the humanities and social sciences. 
 
 President Kaler turned now to strategic planning and began with the question "why plan?" 
 

--  The ultimate goal is to increase the University’s impact and reputation; it should be bold, 
inspirational and aspirational 
--  A plan for the Twin Cities campus that articulates a 10-year vision and specific action steps for 
the next 3-5 years 
--  The practical goal is to guide investment decisions and priorities by including metrics and 
actions, including what we will and will not do 
--  The plan should selectively build on past initiatives, but it will represent a new vision, goals, 
and set of priorities 
--  The Board, President, and campus both own and advocate for the plan 
--  The plan must reflect the broad diversity of our institution, our state, and our students 
--  The process should be consultative and inclusive, however we need to make decisions and 
complete the plan in a timely manner 
--  Place a high priority on using existing structures/groups to provide input  
--  The new plan will need to be aligned with the system campus strategic plans, recent collegiate 
or unit strategic plans (e.g., Medical School or Office of the Vice President for Research) long 
range financial plan, and current initiatives, such as the Enterprise Systems Upgrade Project. 

 
The president said the process will include talking about what the University does and must talk about 
what it will stop doing, that is, what others can do, or what activities the University will no longer invest 
in. 
 

The current plan, dating from 2005-07, was a critical roadmap for the administration at that time, 
but many of its key initiatives have been completed and does not serve as a guide for the present.  
Moreover, the external environment for higher education has dramatically shifted in the past five years.  It 
is also the right time to plan; he has taken two years to listen and learn and now is the time to move 
planning forward.  There are many systems and process changes already underway.  Externally, there is 
skepticism about higher education's cost and effectiveness in both academic and operational outcomes, 
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policy makers and business leaders have expressed frustration with pace of change at the University.  
There is a high degree of confidence in current leadership, individuals who are perceived as fresh change-
agents.   

 
The president reviewed the timeline; his Chief of Staff had conversations with the senior officers, 

the deans, and selected faculty and staff over the last two months about key issues and the process and 
also looked at the best practices at peer institutions.  He is now consulting with the senior leadership, the 
Board of Regents, and this Committee; the process will be made final and launched over the next month 
or so. 

 
 The components of the strategic plan can be visualized as a pyramid with 7 layers.  The top 3 
layers are vision, mission, and values; the next 2 are goals (with measures and targets) and strategies (also 
with measures and targets).  From those flow the final 2 bottom layers, action plans and annual priorities 
for FY15 to FY19.  The vision needs to be aspirational and inspirational, and about what the institution 
wants to achieve.  The mission is "who we are, why we exist."  The values are what the institution stands 
for; they drive culture and decision-making.  Goals are "a broad statement of what will be achieved, goals 
provide long term overarching direction."  Strategies are a focus to achieve each goal while action plans 
are actions to achieve strategies.  (Strategies, action plans, and annual priorities are how things get done.)  
The 2005-07 plan had vision and mission but less in the way of values; the president said it will be 
interesting to have a serious discussion of values.  The Board of Regents must approve the elements of the 
top 5 parts of the pyramid (vision, mission, values, goals, and strategies); each strategy will have an 
action plan, and it is at that level where funding questions should come into play. 
 
 President Kaler next outlined the key decisions about process that must be made: 
 
--  What input do we need to build each section of the plan?  
--  Who do we need the input from? 
--  Who is making the final decision on each section (e.g. deciding the vision, deciding the goals, deciding 
the action steps)? 
--  Who is doing the work? 
 
In each case, the question is whether to inform, to consult, or to involve people or groups in the process.  
The goal, he told the Committee, is to ensure appropriate input, consultation and/or engagement at each 
step in the planning process.  In some cases, engagement might be informing; in other cases it might mean 
consultation or involving people in the process. 
 

In terms of actually getting the work done, the president said he envisions a steering committee of 
no more than 30 members with a chair or co-chairs and including membership from senior leaders, deans, 
and faculty, staff, and students.  The work of the steering committee will be constrained because he is 
trying to be sensitive to demands on the time of the participants; the steering committee will be charged to 
finalize the plan framework (vision, mission, values, goals with measures, and strategies) with broad-
based input and to coordinate final action plans.  There will also be many "action planning teams" to 
develop specific plans for achieving each strategy; they will report to the steering committee. 

 
The president said that he imagines that this Committee will be involved at the steering 

committee level; its members are, after all, the elected representatives of the faculty.  The action planning 
teams, on the other hand, will use faculty members with subject-matter expertise (e.g., international, 
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community engagement).  He said he will ask this Committee and the deans for the names of faculty 
members to serve on the action planning teams. 

 
The president asked Committee members what they thought of the proposed process.   
 
Professor Durfee observed that there will be no outside members; will the process seek opinions 

from outside the University?  It will, the president said; they thought about whether to involve external 
groups.  There are pluses and minuses and they finally concluded that it would be more productive to 
have listening sessions with external groups; that approach would also allow for a broader collection of 
views. 

 
Professor Mesce asked about the size of the action planning teams.  President Kaler said he 

believes they should be as large as they need to be—but no larger—and they would not all necessarily be 
the same size.  Nor will they all meet together; the expectation is that they will funnel their work to the 
steering committee.  There may, however, be points of intersection between two or more work groups, 
and in that case he expects that the chairs would meet for purposes of cross-fertilization of ideas and 
perhaps arrange joint meetings.  The point is that this is to be a dynamic process, not one with siloes, and 
also mindful of the time demands on the members of the groups. 

 
Professor Bearinger said that the Senate Research Committee heard about Vice President 

Herman's plans and the proposed survey about the top research areas at the University.  President Kaler 
said that the Office of the Vice President for Research got started early on the strategic planning process 
and he thinks of their work as equivalent to an action planning team. 

 
Professor Konstan said the pyramid appears to be driven by what the University wants; where do 

the state and federal governments and other external agencies and forces fit?  President Kaler said that 
one of the first things the steering committee should do is an "environmental scan" to determine where the 
University is sitting in all the externalities.  That scan can help inform both the values and the measures 
and it is the most important early piece of steering committee work.  (The steering committee will be 
asked, at the end of the process, to synthesize the work of the action planning teams, and in between the 
beginning and the end will have fewer demands on it.) 

  
Professor Pacala said he thought the process proposed by the president was great but wondered if 

he (the president) had considered a theme or overarching goal that could bind all faculty together or bind 
all members of the University community together.  An extreme example, he said, would be to set a goal 
of eliminating tuition:  everyone would need to get to work on achieving it.  Is there some aspirational, 
overriding theme?  The president said he has not thought about an overarching theme.  One possibility 
might be the financing of higher education—Professor Pacala's suggestion is something the steering 
committee could think about.  He said he did not know what such a theme might be except perhaps 
around shared values.  There is so much heterogeneity in what people do at the University that finding a 
single theme might be difficult. 

 
Professor Durfee suggested that a process must generate the sense that "we are all in this 

together."  The humanities, for example, sometimes feel like unwanted stepchildren; at the end of the 
strategic planning process, the goal should be that all are appreciated and part of the University.  The 
president concurred and said that is in part a leadership question.  Interim CLA Dean Duvall has some 
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great ideas about ensuring that the humanities and social sciences are not seen or treated as stepchildren; 
he (the president) agrees that they must be supported. 

 
Professor Luepker said his question is "how will we know when we are there?"  Where are the 

points of evaluation?  President Kaler said they will vary from goal to goal and strategy to strategy; he 
noted that both are to have measures and targets as part of the process.  It will be possible to put numbers 
on many of them, although not all. 

 
Professor Konstan said that one rallying cry could be "celebrate interdependence."  There is much 

work at the University that is strong because other parts are present (e.g., the Medical School benefits 
from having CLA and engineering benefits from having Law).  Removing obstacles to getting together 
could be one of the greatest benefits of the strategic planning process.  The president agreed that might be 
the case.  He said he had recently had a conversation with the editorial board of the Chronicle of Higher 
Education, and they discussed that higher education is under attack because of the perception of a lack of 
value.  American higher education provides the best education in the world because of its breadth and the 
multiple skill sets it teaches; that accomplishment needs to be articulated. 

 
Professor Bearinger followed up by asking, apropos of what the University is best at, "what if 

what it is best at is collaboration?"  Will the process find that out?  She also said she was looking for the 
word "ethics" in the process and didn't see it.  She said she believes that would resonate with many of the 
University's audiences.  President Kaler said that ethics are part of values but that the word "ethics" 
should appear. 
 

Professor Uggen said that the University community has not made as much about the value of 
public higher education as it could.  He had occasion to learn recently that one major western public 
university now receives 4% of its support from the state; when he was on the campus, there was no sense 
that it was a public institution.  If the University's constituents and the citizenry of Minnesota see public 
education as a value choice, it would renew the mission and identity while strengthening the University's 
claim to resources.  The president agreed that the University stands for the public good of an educated 
citizenry. 

 
Professor Cloyd inquired if the action planning teams could visit other places or have visitors 

come in.  The president said that visitors could be appropriate but he was not certain that the expense of a 
team trip elsewhere could be justified.  Professor Cloyd also commented that in terms of how the 
institution would know it had achieved the goals, there would be nodal points—but other institutions will 
be changing as well and it could be helpful for the University to learn what others have done.  The 
president said he would not rule out options for the teams. 

 
The president asked Committee members to identify their most important goals for the strategic 

planning process.  [Those Committee members present spoke briefly at the meeting about their one or two 
top priorities but some then provided written summaries of those priorities later; the written summaries, if 
provided, follow.  Those not present provided suggestions after the meeting that are also included here.] 

 
Professor Durfee: 

 
1.  How to deliver an affordable, world-class undergraduate education.  
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2.  How to fund and support research.  

3.  On-line education.  

4.  I would like an outcome of the plan to include a clearly articulated statement of our undergraduate 
mission. What type of student we seek to serve, the makeup of our student body and our principles for 
delivering top-quality education to top-quality students without being exclusionary. The process should 
consider the spectrum of public higher education opportunities available to Minnesota students. The 
outcome of this process should be a set of principles that faculty, students, parents and legislators can 
understand and appreciate. 

 
Professor Ropers-Huilman:   
 

1.  Ensuring that the university exists for the benefit and involvement of all of our communities.  
We exist as one type of institution in a very diverse system of higher education in the U.S.  We can't and 
don't have to be all things to all people.  At the same time, if we only serve and/or employ one type of 
people, then we run the risk of education and research that is not as rich, multi-dimensional, and (in fact) 
accurate as it could be.  Diversity and excellence need to be tied hand in hand, in our student population, 
curriculum, faculty, staff, and administrators.  Benefits of this include improved education and inquiry, 
deeper connections with and support from our communities, and a better financial position as we gain 
supporters.  Additionally, as with everything at a research university, we need to gather and use data to 
inform our decision-making about how to best engage the diversity of community that hold a stake in our 
efforts. 
 
2.  Developing fiscal models that are responsive, logical and priority-driven.  "Sustainable" implies that 
we want to find a system/approach that will work for the foreseeable future.  There are too many moving 
parts to suggest that we can create a model that will remain static for many years.  Laws, economies, 
communities we wish to serve, employee structures, student desires—all change in ways that are not 
always predictable.  Instead, we need administrators/faculty members/staff/students who can quickly 
work together to be responsive and priority-driven in making academic decisions with financial 
implications. 
 
3.  Articulating how we as a university are value-added to our local, regional, national, and global 
communities.  Most faculty are passionate about what they do and could clearly articulate what they do 
and why they do it, at least to members of their field.  However, I am not certain that the University, and 
the faculty within it, allows itself to be informed by various levels of community needs in a way that the 
public understands.  I am also not certain that we articulate well what we are already doing for our many 
communities—local and international.  In order to decrease the rate of decline of state funding, we need 
to educate the broader community about why what we do is so important for the state/nation/world. 

 
Professor Bearinger:   

 
1.  Professor Konstan's comment earlier about his department deciding not to offer a MOOC unless his 
department was among the best in the field of the MOOC is appropriate; similarly, the University should 
identify all areas where it is in the top three in the country (the list would be long), rather than limiting 
ourselves to the top 5 or 10 areas of strength across the entire University.  Using the example set by 
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Professor Konstan’s department, she said she would like to see the institution move in the direction of 
evidence-based decisions rather than decisions based on internal politics and personalities.  
 
2.  We need to convince Minnesota's citizens, leaders, and potential UMN students of the value of the 
humanistic tradition in higher education.  It provides the context of all other learning, is requisite to good 
citizenship in a democracy, the foundation of personal and community ethics, fosters deep thought and 
analysis, is core to successful communication and creativity, and is a prerequisite to understanding not 
only of the languages of other people/s but also their psychology, history and culture. In a university 
seeking to advance its global footprint, we must give this attention. 
 

Professor Ben-Ner: 
 
I might add a familiar one, that of interdisciplinary studies, but focused on the social and behavioral 
sciences.  Individual behavior is studied in biology, psychology, economics, neurosciences and other 
fields and disciplines from theoretical perspectives that are converging. Research also relies increasingly 
on similar analytical tools and empirical methods. Study of the behavior of groups is similarly affected.  It 
is likely that in the foreseeable future, research in this area that is grounded in one discipline but is 
ignorant of (or ignoring) related fields will not be acceptable except in specialized outlets that continue to 
exist thanks to intellectual and institutional inertia.  It is perhaps time to consider new organizational 
frameworks for advancing knowledge in this burgeoning area, with implications for many activities, such 
as graduate education, perhaps even to contemplate realignment of some boundaries, not only through 
research centers but core departments. 
 

Professor Cloyd:   
 
Redefine excellence in scholarship in an era of declining resources; the president said one could make the 
argument that excellence is independent of resources; Professor Cloyd agreed and said there are metrics, 
but a redefinition may still be needed (must one obtain an R01 grant in order to be granted tenure?); the 
president said that "the faculty own excellence" and Professor Cloyd agreed that strategic planning "is our 
plan" and it needs to be a conversation the faculty hold as the academy. 
 

Professor Gini: 
 
1.  Focused initiatives. The success with the legislature of the MnDrive initiatives shows that focusing on 
some areas of excellence pays big dividends.  This effort needs to be nurtured, avoiding the temptation to 
divide up the money and continue the status-quo and need to produce tangible results.  Additional areas of 
excellence need to be identified to become future MnDrive initiatives. 
 
2.  Increase agility. I believe that any strategic plan needs to include figuring out how to increase the 
ability of the U to grab opportunities when they arise and react quickly.  
 
3.  Less red tape. Despite the recent attention to increasing risk tolerance there are still too many 
procedures that are cumbersome, time consuming, and expensive.  We are drowning in procedures,  
policies, and rules.  There is too much inertia, it is easier to add more procedures than to simplify the 
existing ones. 
 
4.  Assessing excellence. Excellence is essential, but how to assess excellence is not easy because too 
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many things are hard to quantify with numerical indicators. A richer set of assessment methods needs  
to be developed. 
 

Professor Kohlstedt:   
 

1.  Reflecting on my new administrative responsibility (as Acting Vice Provost and Dean of Graduate 
Education) I want to suggest that if we believe that graduate education is at the core of a research 
university, then we need to articulate and emphasize the role that it plays.  Too often when people talk of 
teaching (or even education) they think in terms of undergraduates, while when they discuss research, 
faculty members come to mind.  Yet in many programs at our university there is a significant component 
of graduate TAs who often do very innovative and important teaching in and beyond our classrooms.  
Research that results in a Ph.D. is important in itself and in some fields is central to a larger, collaborative 
effort where credit may well be absorbed into a team result or be credited, formally or informally, to the 
advisor.  We need to find ways to draw out that story and ensure that we continue to offer opportunities 
that inspire them not only to attain degrees but also to develop broader and deeper ambitions.  

2.  Considering the sparks representing strategic centers on President's chart—internationalism or research 
innovation or new collaborations or breakthroughs in pedagogy or any number of other things—the role 
of the emerging expertise represented by our graduate students (and indeed postdocs) will be critical to 
many of them.  It will be important to have those who speak for graduate education involved in the 
process—students themselves, staff who work closely with them, or faculty who have been highly 
effective advisors. 

3.  The strategic goal for graduate education must be to train the intellectual leadership of the next 
generation.  We mentioned "citizenship" as one goal for education and the emphasis was on 
undergraduates.  For graduate students, we should be able to build on the skills, the community outlook, 
the ethics practices and other elements that are emphasized for undergraduates and then add to that an 
increased capacity for leadership and innovation.  Graduate students will likely be in the forefront of 
academe, business, community services, cultural center and other places that require people with the 
capacity and expertise to advance knowledge and society.   

4.  As other Committee members mentioned, I do agree in thinking that one strategic strategy should be to 
"get out of the way" so that faculty and students with energy, enthusiasm, and expertise can find each 
other and do truly innovative teaching and research.  Administrators should embody that goal and 
facilitate such initiatives and collaboration, less by creating artificial groups than by reinforcing emerging 
collaborations. 
 

Professor Konstan:   
 
1.  External Business Model:  We need an external business model in which the university can both 
survive and fulfill its mission and vision in a future where it may no longer be possible to use tuition to 
subsidize research (because of state funding, competition, and open education), and where federal funding 
of research continues to stagnate and reflect lower-than-true costs. 
 
2.  A Strategic Academic Portfolio:  Our current strategy seems to be to support growth where there is 
revenue to sustain it, to discourage it where there isn't, and to leave many key decisions to Deans.  Then 
when a disaster hits (e.g., changes in medical payments), we react with a panic and/or a bailout.  This 
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prevents us from thinking strategically about a balanced academic portfolio--one that is managed to 
reduce overall risk to the university by recognizing that different revenue streams (and even reputation 
streams) move separately.  I'd love to see a serious effort to answer questions like:  What areas of the 
university should grow if we grow medicine to provide a buffer against clinical revenue hits?  Are there 
areas to grow (or shrink) as a result of increased dependence on increased enrollment in CSE, CSOM, and 
the relevant tuition?  Should we grow our law school as a hedge?  Are there certain units (or clusters of 
them) that are too large (and too risky) for our university?  How does this play between research and 
teaching?  Among campuses? 
 
3.  An Internal Business Model that Leads in the Right Direction:  My personal sense is that IMG has had 
more failures than successes.  But whatever you think of it, it has areas where it doesn't match 
institutional goals (I was frustrated to discover that some Deans view recurring compact funds as mostly a 
way to recover the reallocations assessed to them).  IMG doesn't seem to have solved space/energy 
challenges.  And it does very little to encourage positive interdependence rather than an every-
college/campus-for-itself attitude.  Revisiting and perhaps revising the business model should be a 
priority. 

 
4.  Operational Excellence:  As a university, and on the Twin Cities campus, we still have a number of 
support areas that fail to live up to the level of excellence needed for our mission. 
 
5.  As a University, we have a very different challenge for strategic planning.  For most faculty, we're not 
looking to a president or a strategic plan to tell us what to research, what to teach, or how to reach out and 
serve the community.  We're looking for an institution that provides effective connective infrastructure for 
us to take good ideas, try them out, and make the most of them.  So many strategic ideas are about what to 
do—we need a plan about how to be that fertile nurturing, supporting, and amplifying place. 
 
 Professor Luepker:   
  
Excellence should be the driving force and the University should be the major producer of new 
knowledge for the state; there are many unused strategic plans so it is necessary to have metrics and nodal 
points in order that the University can say it is progressing on the plan; the president said there is a way to 
do that and that he would like the process to drive resource-allocation decisions and the investments the 
institution makes. 
 

Professor McCormick: 
 
The most pressing discussion item at SCEP in the last year seems to be eLearning:  how to encourage and 
support innovation while staying true to what we regard as valuable in a residential degree. 
 

Professor Mesce: 
 

In the current context of dwindling federal funding for basic scientific research, the University of 
Minnesota needs to plan on how best to support its faculty so that the vigor of successful programs is 
maintained and new ones are ignited.  What new approaches could be developed to target junior and more 
senior-level faculty so that researchers can be supported and guided towards new funding opportunities?  
How will the number of graduate-student research assistantships remain uncompromised in the light of 
tightened budgets at NSF or NIH, for example?  It appears that a Team-Science approach coupled with 
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programs that involve technological advances and innovation may be keys to attracting existing and 
future federal dollars.  How can the U of M better facilitate or seed novel interdisciplinary programs that 
will result in new income streams and remain viable for years to come?  A discussion is needed to 
understand why it is that free-standing and successful interdisciplinary programs often end up becoming 
incorporated into a single department.  What can the U of M do to promote (encourage) trans-disciplinary 
research across multiple colleges?  Perhaps, the U of M might want to consider a U of M-sponsored 
service whereby one enters (on line) the tool-kit or type of collaboration that one needs, which is then 
matched with the tool-kit of a particular lab and the potential collaboration that a given lab may have in 
mind. 
 

Professor Pacala:   
 

Invest more in preparing the workforce that needs to care for an aging population; Minnesota is behind in 
this area, and if there is to be a pitch for public higher education, this needs to be focused on; the 
president agreed and noted that the University has a partner in Fairview as well as strength in the health 
sciences, psychology, sociology, kinesiology—an enormous portfolio that it may not be integrating as 
well as it could; and engineering, Professor Pacala added. 

 
Professor Patterson:   

 
Affordable tuition. 
 

Professor Ranelli: 
 
1.  Higher education affordability. 
 
2.  Seamless administration for University programs and coordinate campuses, especially for TC 
programs also on coordinate campuses (e.g., IT, email, SPA, AHC, e-course availability). 
 
3.  Having faculty salaries be in top 1/3 of Big Ten. 
 

Professor Uggen: 
 
1.  Ensuring that we support a research environment that makes it possible for great researchers to do their 
work in Minnesota. We need not provide a cushy environment, but we must provide the basic 
infrastructure and intellectual environment (including, of course, top graduate students) that enables 
faculty to compete with the very best rest researchers in their fields. [In the next 5-10 years, I expect a 
ramp-up in poaching or "cherry-picking" from other universities with deep pockets.] 
 
2.  Ensuring that our programs and classrooms (virtual and physical) are vibrant and evolving, rather than 
museum exhibits documenting the history of higher education. [I'm seeing great curricular innovation in 
surprising places. I worry we're a bit behind the curve.] 
 
3.  Embracing public education as a value choice. [Forging a stronger connection between the University, 
the state, the citizenry] 
 

Professor Wyman:  
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1.  Expand and broaden Professor Pacala's suggestion to strengthen partnerships with Minnesota health-
care organizations and develop improved models for care delivery; the University has not been able to 
compete successfully for large innovation grants; the president said that is a great goal consistent with the 
University's values.   
 
2.  Faculty excellence should continue to be a strategic priority as it drives many of the goals, including 
gaining greater recognition for our University.  This involves attracting and retaining the best faculty.  An 
important aspect of faculty excellence is teaching excellence, and we need to assure that our faculty are 
prepared in the teaching methods and have the resources that best advance student learning and 
engagement in their respective disciplines. 
 
 Professor Durfee thanked the president for the discussion, said Committee member ideas would 
be obtained in writing, and adjourned the meeting at 3:15. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 
 


