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UNIVERSITY SENATE MINUTES: No.3
FACULTY SENATE MINUTES: No.4

The third meeting of the University Senate and the fourth meeting of the Faculty Senate for
2013-14 was convened in 25 Mondale Hall on Thursday, April 3,2014, at 2:30 p.m., as a joint
meeting of the two bodies. Coordinate campuses were linked by lTV. Checking or signing the
roll as present were 22 academic professional members, 16 civil service members, 110
faculty/academic professional members, and 32 student members. President Kaler presided.

1. ADMINISTRATIVE RESPONSES TO SENATE ACTIONS
Information

FACULTY SENATE

Amendment to the Regents Policy: Code of Conduct
Approved by the: Faculty Senate December 2, 2010
Approved by the: Administration PENDING
Approved by the: Board of Regents PENDING

Recommended Guidelines for Evaluating Competitive Faculty Applications for University
Funded Sabbatical Supplements
Approved by the: Faculty Senate October 3, 2013
Approved by the: Administration PENDING
Approved by the: Board of Regents - no response required

Resolution on Issues arising from the CAFE Study and the suicide of Dan Markingson
Approved by the:
Approved by the:
Approved by the:

Faculty Senate December 5, 2013
Administration PENDING*
Board of Regents - no response required
* The Administration recognizes the Faculty Senate resolution requesting an
external review of clinical research on human subjects at the University of
Minnesota and is moving forward with this review. The review will be
managed by an independent, external firm who is expected to call upon
national experts in the field of clinical research on human subjects research
and who are widely recognized for their expertise, knowledge and
achievement in this field. This review will include a review of relevant
standard operating procedures and an assessment of University compliance
with regulations and applicable law. It will result in a detailed report
outlining strengths and weaknesses of current policies, practices, and
oversight and any recommendations for any deficiencies identified. This
process will include consultation with faculty and the final report will be
public.

2. FACULTY CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE
Constitutions Committee Report

Information

The report of this committee is available on the web at:



http://www l.umn .edu/usenate/fsenate/docs/140403constitutions_report.pdf

3. FACULTY CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE
Faculty Consultative Committee Election Results

Information

FOR INFORMATION:

In the recent election to fill Twin Cities vacancies on the Faculty Consultative Committee,
Professors Colin Campbell, Dale Carpenter, and ligna Desai were elected to three-year terms
(July 1,2014 through June 30,2017).

BECKY YUST, CLERK
UNIVERSITY SENATE

4. FACULTY ACADEMIC OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE ON
INTERCOLLEGIATE ATHLETICS

Amendments to Athletic Policies
Information for the Twin Cities Faculty Delegation

For Information:

According to the charge for the Faculty Academic Oversight Committee on Intercollegiate
Athletics, "All policies formulated by the Faculty Academic Oversight Committee on
Intercollegiate Athletics will be reported to the Faculty Consultative Committee for action and
to the Faculty Senate for information after the Faculty Consultative Committee has acted. The
Faculty Senate has the authority to reverse or modify a decision by the Faculty Consultative
Committee." Two policy changes were approved by the Faculty Consultative Committee in
February 2014.

The packet of policies is available on the web at:
http://www 1.umn .edu/usenate/fsenate/docs/140403faocia_policies.pdf

Paper copies will not be provided at the meeting.

SUSAN MEYER GOLDSTEIN, CHAIR
FACULTY ACADEMIC OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE ON

INTERCOLLEGIATE ATHLETICS

5. FACULTY CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE
Amendments to three educational policies:

Credit for Nationally-Recognized Exams for Undergraduate Students
Departmental Exams for Proficiency or Credit for Undergraduate Students

Transfer of Undergraduate Credit
Information

FOR INFORMATION:

The Faculty Consultative Committee acted on behalf of the Faculty Senate to unanimously
approve amendments to the following three policies. The Senate Committee on Educational
Policy also approved these amendments unanimously:
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• Credi t for Nationally::.B.ecogJliZi?~LI::~'lI)l~JQr{J!lcl~rgmduate Students
• Depal1menta I E_xa Il}SufQXPL~~fl<:i i?n cYQI·r:reclitJQLllD..Q~Ignl.li!El.k3.!.lIiteflts

• IraD_~f~LQ.f!ll}deIgraduate Credit

WILLIAM DURFEE
CHAIR, FACULTY CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE

6. FACULTY CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE REPORT

Professor Will Durfee, Chair of the Faculty Consultative Committee (FCC), stated that once each
year, the chair and vice chair of the Board of Regents meet with the FCC. Regents Beeson and
Johnson joined today's FCC meeting for a lively discussion that covered a range of topics. He
assured senators that the Regents recognize the importance of the University of Minnesota,
understand and appreciate the critical role that faculty play in making the University first-rate,
and have a deep commitment to ensuring that this University stays on top.

On March 13, FCC had a long discussion with Vice Provost for Graduate Education Sally
Gregory Kohlstedt about matters related to the Graduate School and graduate education. They
were briefed on the metrics used this year to determine Graduate School block grants to
individual graduate programs, which were based on quantitative data and on the short narrative
report requested from each program. One change from last year is that now size of the program is
taken into account. Dean Kohlstedt stated that the process is still undergoing iterations so
feedback is still welcome.

The second topic discussed with Dean Kohlstedt was the upcoming plans for how individual
graduate programs are to define their educational goals and to assess their outcomes. This topic
was discussed by the Senate last academic year. Since that time, considerable refinement has
been done, including several volunteer departments piloting the new process. An announcement
should be made in the next few weeks regarding programs starting their processes next fall.

All this ties into Item 10 on today's agenda, which is a discussion of the report by the Special
Committee on Graduate Education.

On April 17, FCC will have a discussion with Provost Hanson; Vice-Provost for Undergraduate
Education McMaster; Peter Huddleston, Chair, Council on Liberal Education; Leslie Schiff,
Associate Dean for the University Curriculum; and several faculty from the College of Liberal
Arts (CLA). The topic is the liberal education requirement, which has generated considerable
recent interest by faculty, particularly faculty in CLA. This discussion will complement and add
to recent discussions that have been happening with CLA department heads and the CLA
Assembly.

On May 1, FCC will have a discussion with Meredith McQuaid, Dean of International Programs,
about the strategies for international teaching, research, and engagement; an important topic that
touches many, if not most faculty at the University.

7. FACULTY LEGISLATIVE LIAISONS UPDATE

Professor Linda Bearinger, one of the Faculty Legislative Liaisons along with Professor Gary
Gardner, said that they serve as a conduit between faculty and the state legislature. In this
capacity they meet with legislators and attend committee meetings. This year they are focused
on the capital investments and higher education committees of the House and Senate.
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In the past month, four committees began meeting in mid-March to hear testimony on the
University's capital request. Yesterday the House Capital Investment Committee approved its
bonding bill. Funding for the University from this bill includes total funding for Physics
Building renovations, a chemical sciences building in Duluth, lab improvements in St. Paul, and
planning funds for the Crookston Wellness Center. Also included in this bill is $51.5 million for
relocation of the Bell Museum, which was not included in this year's University bonding request.

The greatest discrepancy in the House bill is that it only allocated $30 million for Higher
Education Asset Preservation and Restoration (HEAPR) when the University's request was for
$100 million. HEAPR funding this year would have made safety, health, and energy updates in
71 buildings - 38 in the Twin Cities and 33 for the system campuses.

She then encouraged all faculty to call their senators and representatives in the next few days
before a final vote is taken. They have been told that if a legislator receives 12 calls or letters on
an issue, they conclude that this issue requires their attention and support. Given the size of the
University, faculty could draw significant attention to the HEAPR request.

8. PROVOST'S REPORT

Provost Hanson provided an update on a few key searches taking place. The search for a new
Director for the Institute for Advanced Studies is almost concluded and an announcement should
be made soon. The search for a Dean for the College of Food, Agricultural, and Natural
Resource Sciences has launched. Work is also underway to appoint an interim Dean for the
College of Biological Sciences and search for a permanent Dean.

She is starting a review of Boynton Health Services scope of services and alignment with the
Academic Health Center (AHC). The review committee has been largely formed, but she is still
looking for a few representatives from outside the AHC who use Boynton services. This review
will launch in a few weeks and will have a quick timeline.

Her office has been having a number of discussions regarding liberal education and its contexts
with the Faculty Consultative Committee, College of Liberal Arts (CLA) chairs, all the Deans,
and the CLA Assembly. They have been gathering people's perceptions and thoughts on how
this could change.

Provost Hanson said that she reported to the Board of Regents in March on the strategic planning
process. The next step in the process is to form issue teams to deal with the objectives that have
been informally endorsed by the Regents. The aim is to bring the final plan to the Regents in the
fall. She and President Kaler will be hosting a campus conversation on this topic on April 14.

The Northrop Reopening Gala is tomorrow night which celebrates the relaunch of the building as
a cultural center and housing several academic units and their progra~ming.

She is interested in the discussion that will take place later in today's meeting regarding the
Special Committee on Graduate Education (SCGE) report. Her office and the Graduate School
are already working on elements from this report. Budgetary issues underlie many graduate
education concerns. There are various patches that were put in place this year but the University
needs to think hard about how graduate education will be funded. Part of this may involve
making more visible the importance of graduate education to a variety of constituents. The
SCGE report suggested that the Committee on Inst~tutional Cooperation (CIC) make ~ concerted
effort in this direction, which is being done regardmg the role graduate student play m research.
MnDRIVE has offered some funding as well since it can involve graduate students. There are
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lots of ways to work harder on this issue, both with external constituencies and thinking
internally about how to relocate budgetary items to better support graduate education.

She then mentioned that she is thinking about restructuring what is and what is not within the
purview of the Graduate School. The line she is considering is putting research degrees under
the aegis of the Graduate School, and other professional degrees and post-baccalaureate
certificates under her office. She would like to develop a plan to understand the focus of the
Graduate School. She will be speaking to the deans about this idea at their next meeting.

9. QUESTIONS TO THE PROVOST

Q: In a response to an email, you stated that you are always open to meeting with alumni and
students. Was the exclusion of faculty from this list an oversight?

A: No. The sender of the email identified himself as a former student and now an alumni, so she
was responding to him. She is always happy to meet with faculty.

10. FACULTY CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE
Graduate Education Committee Report

Discussion by the Faculty Senate

The Special Committee on Graduate Education, jointly formed by the Provost and FCC, was
charged with examining significant issues in graduate education, including financing, the
graduate student experience and program quality, enrollment management and the visibility and
quality of graduate education. The committee delivered its final report on December 17,2013.
The report, which should be reviewed by faculty senators in advance of the senate meeting, can
be found at: h11I>://academic .1Imn.e~ lI/proYQslliQffic:es/g.[ClQlWte .html. In this session, Professor
Scott Lanyon, who chaired the committee, will present the key findings and recommendations
detailed in the report and will moderate a discussion by faculty senators on graduate education.

DISCUSSION:

Professor Scott Lanyon, Chair of the Special Committee on Graduate Education (SCGE), said
that he spoke to the Faculty Senate in December before the report was issued. As background,
this committee was formed after the Faculty Consultative Committee (FCC) last year heard
concerns about graduate education in many different settings. These comments were shared with
the President and Provost, and a decision was made to have FCC and the Provost jointly charge a
committee to make recommendations. The committee's scope focused on PhD research degrees
that were part of the National Research Counsel.

The committee used 12-18 months of previous input from FCC meetings each year with faculty
and department heads/chairs and data from the April Graduate School survey. Four
subcommittees were established: Graduate Student Financing; Oversight of, and Advocacy for,
the Visibility and Quality of Graduate Education; Facilitation of the Graduate Student
Experience and Ensuring Program Quality; and Graduate Program Enrollment Management.

The SCGE was charged in September with a deadline of December 2013 for a final report. The
structure of the report is a series of recommendations with more depth provided in each
subcommittee's report. Each recommendation for action also includes the office that the SCGE
thought was most likely to implement it. While there are many recommendations for the
Graduate School, most other offices are limited to three or four recommendations. He
encouraged faculty to ask their deans where recommendations stand for their college.
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In terms of outcomes, the Faculty Senate heard from the Provost about recommendations that are
being implemented. He noted that some of the recommendations for the Graduate School are
already things that they were implementing last fall. The Graduate School also completed its
strategic plan in February and this report was a factor in that plan.

One of the SCGE recommendations is to see University governance playa more visible role with
respect to graduate education and the graduate experience. One way to do this is to have
University Senate committees take up graduate education issues on a more regular basis.

He noted that there are other overarching comments from the report. One is that graduate
education is core to Rl institutions and the stature of institutions is closely tied with the
visibility, standing, and credibility of the graduate enterprise. This is one reason why faculty
want to make sure that it is going well. While higher education in general is grappling with this
issue, it is being dealt with differently at other institutions. It is not clear that any institutions has
actually stepped forward and said that dealing with graduate education will be an institution
wide initiative.

While there are big challenges for graduate education in the United States, there is also an
opportunity for an institution, possibly the University, to step forward and provide leadership and
innovative approaches to how it does graduate education. This would have profound
implications for the stature and visibility of the University nationally.

He said that, including this report, there have been 12 reports on graduate education in the last 20
years. The SCGE would like to see this report become a living document which is reviewed
regularly by faculty governance. He encouraged faculty to contact offices listed in the report and
indicate whether they agree or disagree with the recommendations as a way to keep the dialogue
going.

Q: Is it true that the University is not competitive with other national institutions due to a lack of
graduate education funding?

A: At some level, graduate education is always about funding. One of the common themes from
SCGE discussions is that the University needs to be very good about thinking how graduate
education serves the University and how it serves the students. As career prospects are changing
rapidly, the University needs to keep up with the changing expectations of employers. In many
cases, graduate students need lots of teaching experience as that is their career path; for other
situations this might not be appropriate. Graduate students need to be treated individually with
independent career paths. The other issue is the notion of how many resources are available for
graduate education and right-sizing programs to admit the correct number of students given the
career paths available.

Q: This is complicated issue so she appreciates the detail and thoughtfulness of the report.
However she would like to raise the issue of graduate student tuition, which she realizes might
differ between colleges. She has seen serious pedagogical issues addressed regarding degree
progression pushed by budgetary considerations. Due to the University's model in which
graduate student employment is paid by the department, there is enormous financial incentive to
get all students to ABD status. This may be in the student's educational best interest but is not
always. Will this issue be addressed?

A: The SCGE was aware of this issue and pointed out in several places that the University needs
to be careful that decisions are made in the best interest of students, not just the program. A
variety of problems have arisen as tuition costs have increased. A related issue is that some
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faculty are writing post-doctoral positions into their research grants rather than graduate student
assistantships because of the cost difference.

A senator said that the University has a model for doing things at the central level, as many
functions were done by the Graduate School. These should be used as examples moving
forward. Funding for graduate education cannot be separated from post-doctoral education as it
is a continuum and this movement needs to continue. Because of the University's budget model,
it has systematically discriminated against writing proposals for graduate fellowships. This is a
huge problem which needs to be addressed. Lastly he noted that interdisciplinary programs,
under the current model, are orphans.

Professor Lanyon agreed that there needs to be more funding for graduate education, and
possibly a redistribution of internal resources. However there are opportunities to bring in.
outside resources. A workshop with the Graduate School later this semester will encourage
faculty to offer proposal writing courses to graduate students. The University does not have a
tradition of going after outside funding for graduate students but these efforts need to be better
coordinated going forward.

Q: The subcommittee on program quality makes statements about how to close weak programs.
The recommendation is to form a committee and determine the metrics to be used. The question
of metrics has been under discussion for 20 years but has never been able to be agreed upon by
the University. How can metrics be developed this time?

A: The consensus from the SCGE is that metrics are important and are needed for evaluation,
however there was no consensus on how it could be done. As a faculty member, Professor
Lanyon is an optimist and believes that it can be done. Standard metrics that apply across all
programs are not likely. However, if faculty are asked relative to their own graduate programs,
what are the best programs, they can usually provide a response. Then faculty should be asked
to identify the characteristics of that program and then asked to evaluate the University's
program based on those characteristics.

11. FACULTY SENATE OLD BUSINESS

NONE

12. FACULTY SENATE NEW BUSINESS

NONE

13. FACULTY SENATE ADJOURNMENT

The Faculty Senate adjourned at 3: 14 pm.

14. ADMINISTRATIVE RESPONSES TO SENATE ACTIONS
Information

UNIVERSITY SENATE

Procedure on Hiring Senior Administrators: Senate Committee Involvement
Approved by the: University Senate May 3,2012
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Approved by the:
Approved by the:

Administration PENDING
Board of Regents - no action required

15. FACULTY AFFAIRS COMMITTEE
Statement on Travel Reimbursements

Information

Statement on Travel Reimbursements

The Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs (SCFA):

•

•

•

•

Understands the University's concern with long-delayed travel reimbursements in light of
IRS guidance about the possible taxable nature of such reimbursements;
Nonetheless recognizes that faculty frequently have legitimate reasons for late
reimbursement requests, including multiple trips, multiple sources of reimbursement, and
general management of workflow;
Strongly recommends that the administration articulate and implement policies that
protect the tax-exempt nature of such reimbursements, while affording faculty (and other
employees traveling on university business) the greatest flexibility possible. At a
minimum, such policies and procedures should offer no less than the IRS-specified safe
harbor period of 60 days to substantiate reimbursable travel expenses, absent a specific
earlier deadline associated with expiration of specific funds; and
Strongly discourages the University from making unilateral determinations that late travel
reimbursement requests are taxable. Such a determination ignores individual
circumstances and will appear as punitive. Rather, SCFA strongly recommends offering
an exception-approval process (at the unit or college level) where late travel
reimbursement can be approved as justified. If such approval is denied or not requested,
taxable reimbursement is a reasonable alternative if accompanied by guidance on how
taxes on such payments can be offset by deducting travel expenses as unreimbursed
business expenses or as schedule C business expenses.

Adopted unanimously February 25,2014

JOSEPH KONSTAN, CHAIR
FACULTY AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

16. TRIBUTE TO DECEASED MEMBERS OF THE UNIVERSITY COMMUNITY

FACULTY/ACADEMIC PROFESSIONALS/STAFF

Lyda Belthuis
Professor

Geography
1912 - 2014

Rockne Bergman
Executive Student Personnel Worker

Undergraduate Education
1946 - 2014

Martin Dworkin
Professor
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Microbiology
1927 - 2014

Wilhelmine Fox
Professor

Computer Science and Engineering
1936 - 2013

William Gallagher
Scientist

Surgery Visible Heart Lab
1946 - 2014

Joachim Heberlein
Professor

Mechanical Engineering
1939-2014

Ryan Howes
Community Program Specialist

American Indian and Minority Health - University of Minnesota Duluth
1989 - 2014

Ross Jamison, Jr.
Chief Operating Engineer

Plant Services
1937 - 2014

Susan Johnson
Food Operations Manager

Pioneer Hall
1951 - 2014

Donald Jones
Student Services Specialist

Student Affairs
1941 - 2014

Ann Kauls
Student Personnel Worker

CCE Advanced High School Services
1933 - 2014

Patricia Laliberte
Professor

Music - University of Minnesota Duluth
1931 - 2014

Jagat Mukherjee
Research Associate

Hormel Institute
1951 - 2014

Sharon Quast
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Teaching Specialist
Nursing

1943 - 2014

William Schwabacher
Professor

General College
1925 - 2014

Edward Sucoff
Professor

Forest Resources
1931 - 2014

STUDENTS

Matt Hoyt
College of Science and Engineering - University of Minnesota Duluth

Natalie Ostgaard
University of Minnesota Crookston

Mickenzy Sigler
College of Continuing Education

17. MINUTES FOR MARCH 6,2014
Action

MOTION:

To approve the University Senate and Faculty Senate minutes, which are available on the Web at
the following URL.

http://www I.urnn .edu/usenate/usenate/minutes/140306sen.pdf

BECKY YUST, CLERK
UNIVERSITY SENATE

DISCUSSION:

With no discussion, a vote was taken and the motion was approved.

APPROVED

18. UNIVERSITY BUDGET MODEL
Discussion

The budget plays a critical role in the operation of the University, yet can be seen as complex
and obtuse. The budget process matches available resources to costs and investments through a
resource allocation process that uses a budget framework, a budget model for revenue and cost
attribution and a decision process. The purpose of this session is for senators to gain an
understanding of the University budget process and budget model. Vice President Richard
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Pfutzenreuter and Associate Vice President Julie Tonneson from the Office of Budget and
Finance will present an overview of the University budget, budget process and budget model,
and will then answer questions from senators about the budget.

DISCUSSION:

Richard Pfutzenreuter, Vice President for Budget and Finance and Treasurer, and Julie
Tonneson, Associate Vice President for Budget and Finance, joined the meeting to present a
high-level overview of the University's budget process. They walked senators through a set of
slides, available at: JH1Q://wwwL,!J!llIl.e_c1u/lIseneuE'/II$E'IEI!elcl~s/ L4Q4Q}p!lcI£et moclel.pcif

Q: The budget model is old and he is worried that this model will not support the President's
plans going forward. He also feels that it does not reward excellence. Is there a plan to update
the model? Or is it possible to start the budget model with the academic units instead of the
administrative units?

A: There are other ways to do resource allocation and each has its pluses and minuses. The
University is not considering a different budget model at this time. The revenue side was begun
in 1998 and the cost pools were added in 2007. Instead this model has been revised since its
inception to make sure that it is incentivizing the right things.

Regarding the question of rewarding excellence, senators were reminded that state appropriations
peaked in 2008 at $708 million and then decreased. By 2013, the state appropriation was at $569
million. In these years, the University decided to increase tuition to offset the state decrease to
preserve academic quality. When looking at funding at the college level, not one has less
revenue than it did in 2009. Colleges might feel that they have been punished, but in actuality
funding was not cut. State funding is beginning to increase but those funds represented nine
percent of the state's total budget in 1988-89 where today it is barely two percent. This is a
tough trend to fight.

The University could switch the timing for administrative and academic unit. When the model
was built, the decision was made to do the administrative units in the fall so that the cost pool
impacts would be known when discussing the academic unit budgets.

A senator said that the budget model treats somethings, such as the libraries, as a shared service
and c.ommon good while treating the fundamental things the University does, education and
research, as individually produced and consumed within units. It sounds fine to allow colleges to
keep all the revenue that they generate until one considers what incentives this builds into
academic decision-making. For example, it encourages colleges to corral as much student
enrollment as possible. She proposed that a fundamental principle should be to treat the
intellectual work as a common good and to adopt a budget model that promotes this principle.

Vice President Pfutzenreuter said that in 1997-98, the budget model attributed tuition at a 75-25
split. At that time, the University was concerned about what this approach might do, but not
enough was done at that time to police the problem. The tuition strategy did payoff for students
in regard to course access. He used to hear this complaint at the capital, but this is no longer a
concern. Strong academic leadership is needed to prevent course offerings just to capture
additional revenue.

Associate Vice President Tonneson stated that she has spoken with other institutions about their
budget models. All note that no budget model is perfect or can solve all problems if there is a
shortage of funding. Instead the process depends on what the leadership wants to address and
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incentives they want to offer. It is possible that the University's process will evolve as these
processes change over time.

Q: Why has the cost pool doubled from 2007-2014?

A: This is due to debt service on new buildings as the University is responsible for one-third of
new building costs paid for by the state.

19. PRESIDENT'S REPORT

President Kaler began by applauding the work of the Strategic Planning Workgroup and the
leadership of Provost Hanson. The process is moving along crisply and thoughtfully.
Thankfully, it will be different from the run-of-the-mill, cookie cutter strategic plan that seems to
emerge from many institutions. After all of the planning, the true Grand Challenge will begin
with implementation next year. Everyone will have to be deeply involved when that gets
underway. Members of the Board of Regents are also excited by this process after they heard a
terrific report from the Provost and Professors Joe Konstan and Reuben Harris last week.

At the Board meeting last week, he devoted much of his monthly report to the series of
remarkable research victories faculty, staff and students have scored over the recent weeks and
months, from the Andrew Mellon Foundation grant CLA received for better understanding the
Pre-Modern period to Professor Clement Pryke's work on the Big Bang discovery that won
worldwide attention. In labs and classrooms, the University is saving and changing lives,
exploding myths, and creating new ideas and knowledge. And all because of the ingenuity,
curiosity and world-class status of the University's faculty, staff and students.

This research places the University in the conversation when people across the country wonder
which institutions are leading this nation in innovation. With that, the University's reputation
grows, the value of the degrees of students and alumni increases, and the best students are
attracted.

He is delighted with the interest and energy shown by our faculty to fulfill the vision and
promise of MnDRIVE. The University initially awarded nearly $20 million to projects in the
four key areas: water, food, robotics and neuromodulation. The second round of grants will
award $500,000 to interdisciplinary projects. That call for proposals resulted in 71 being
submitted from across the system. All are spectacularly transdisciplinary in nature: each
proposal had to include three out of the four original MnDRIVE areas. This is the
intercollegiate, inter-campus and interdisciplinary collaboration that will ensure this University's
continued greatness. MnDRIVE was a bold and creative investment by the Legislature and the
burden is now on the University to deliver the innovation,jobs and economic boost it promised.

President Kaler then addressed the legislature and the twists and turns taken with the
University's capital request. The House Capital Investment Committee released its bonding bill
this week which provides full funding for only three of the six priority projects: Tate Laboratory,
research laboratory improvement, and a new chemical sciences and advanced materials building
on the Duluth campus.

The House bill devotes only partial funding for two more projects that constituted the U's
original $232.7 million capital request: $1.13 million of $10 million requested for the Crookston
campus wellness center and only $30 million of $100 million requested for Higher Education
Asset Preservation and Restoration (HEAPR), to maximize and extend the life of facilities
serving students, faculty and staff system-wide.
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Under the current House proposal, the University would receive no funding for the proposed
Microbial Sciences building on the St. Paul campus. Incl uded in the House bill, is $51.5 million
for a new Bell Museum of Natural History. Established by the Legislature in 1872 as the state's
natural history museum, funding for the Bell was not part of the University's request, and is not a
current University priority. While he is happy to see funding provided, he does not want its
$51.5 million to count against the University's total request.

He is especially disappointed in the level of HEAPR funding, which would allow the University
to renovate and repair many facilities across the system. On all of the campuses, about 25 percent
of our structures are 70 years old or older.

The University is asking everyone to contact their legislators to support the University's
priorities and request. This voice is particularly important, so please advocate for the University
with your elected representative and be sure to join the Legislative Action Network.

The Senate's bill is expected in the next few weeks. As this is still the middle of the process,
the University will not know its final allocation until a conference committee works out the
differences between the two proposals.

He then stated that significant progress continues to be made with respect to Operational
Excellence initiatives, with the Enterprise Systems Upgrade Program providing the bedrock
foundation for a wide variety of future improvements.

Regarding the legislatively requested performance metrics and "at risk" funding, the University
is making strong progress on every single one. Last session the Legislature tied some funding to
these five metrics: increasing undergraduate graduation rates for Pell grant, low-income,
students; increasing STEM bachelor degrees, increasing system-wide graduation rates,
decreasing system-wide administrative costs, and increasing invention disclosures. He is
confident that the University will hit all five metrics.

President Kaler then said that tomorrow the University will celebrate a historic milestone, the re
opening of Northrop. The "new" Northrop is a true monument to interdisciplinary education, to
the arts and humanities, to academic excellence and world-class performance. And it's a model
for a public-private-philanthropic project. The University is launching a new and meaningful era
of Northrop's iconic role on the Twin Cities campus, and he encouraged everyone to take a look
inside.

In closing, he declared his strong opposition to the resolution that will be offered later in this
Senate meeting seeking to stop former Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice from speaking at the
Humphrey School's Distinguished Carlson Lecture Series. Given his position, when this
resolution comes up for discussion and a vote, he will yield the gavel to the Vice Chair of the
Senate because he is clearly not now a neutral moderator.

He feels that the University must be a place that not only promotes, but aggressively celebrates,
free speech. It must be this state's headquarters for civil discourse and the boundless exchange of
differing ideas. He finds the resolution particularly ironic given that Dr. Rice will be speaking
about her personal story of overcoming adversity as an African-American woman who faced
discrimination growing up in the segregated and racist South. Her appearance on campus is part
of the Humphrey School's yearlong series, about the Civil Rights Act of 1964. That Civil Rights
Act, and the struggle against racism in this country, has often been driven by powerful words that
would not have been heard but for our American tradition of a robust and fiercely protected right
of free speech and academic freedom.
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He has opinions that sometimes differ from others on campus. This is healthy and that is the
nature of civil discourse. But the University cannot have true academic freedom by denying a
stage to those with which its disagrees or disapproves. He noted that both the Minnesota Daily
and the Minnesota Student Association have come out against this resolution and he strongly
urged senators to do the same.

20. QUESTIONS TO THE PRESIDENT

NONE

21. RESOLUTION ON CONDOLEEZZA RICE SPEAKING ON APRIL 17
Action

MOTION:

To approve the following resolution:

WHEREAS Condoleezza Rice, as National Security Advisor to President George W. Bush,
played a prominent role in his administration's efforts to mislead the American people about the
presence of weapons of mass destruction in Iraq and the existence of links between al Qaeda and
the Iraqi regime,

WHEREAS the lies thus promulgated led to the second Iraq war, which caused the death of over
100,000 men, women, and children, and the displacement of millions of others,

WHEREAS Condoleezza Rice, at the very least, condoned the Bush administration's policy of
"enhanced interrogation techniques" such as waterboarding and other torture tactics, and its
attempt to present such techniques as legal,

WHEREAS the above actions are hardly in line with the Humphrey School's annual theme of
"keeping faith with a legacy of justice,"

WHEREAS the University of Minnesota as a public institution of higher learning, should educate
its students and community about past historical events, not pretend they never took place,
thereby legitimizing the tragedies of war, and the individuals who bear direct responsibility,

WHEREAS the Distinguished Carlson Lecture Series serves to honor those it invites and provides
a platform to already highly visible public figures without in any way promoting the sort of
engaged critical conversation that would constitute such education,

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the University of Minnesota Senate condemns the Hubert
H. Humphrey School of Public Affairs for inviting former Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice
to deliver the 2014 Carlson Distinguished Lecture on the 17th of April. This invitation to deliver
a prestigious lecture while being protected from having to engage in dialogue violates the
University's core educational mission, since it serves to obscure the historical record by honoring
rather than critically addressing her actions and legacy.

WILLIAM MESSING, SENATOR

DISCUSSION:
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Senate Vice Chair Eva von Dassow noted that several friendly amendments have been accepted
since the docket was printed, therefore a revised version has been distributed.

A senator said that she disagrees with the statement made previously by the President. She
wants to be true to the core mission and values of the University. Condoleezza Rice's personal
story, while genuinely inspiring, is widely available and does not need the University's platform
in order for her voice to be heard. The University's core missions are education and research. It
involves facing the facts and critically engaging with them. Robust freedom of speech and
academic freedom have to do with agreement and disagreement. This is not what will be
happening. She will not be engaged in critical dialogue. Instead this event will be honoring
someone about whom serious questions have been raised without an opportunity for critical
engagement. The University should not be doing things that are not part of its core mission that
undermine, dishonor, and betray the core mission. As part of free speech, this body can raise its
voice about an ill-advised invitation.

Another senator stated that the basis of teaching is to seek the truth. About one year ago on a
national show, Condoleezza Rice was asked why the administration choose to invade Iraq. She
said that for many months there was no one on the ground in Iraq and they had no idea whether
or not Iraq was producing weapons of mass destruction. However, shortly before the invasion,
the International Atomic Energy Agency had over 100 inspectors on the ground in Iraq. They
asked for more time but instead the United States invaded Iraq. Today's issue is not about
freedom of speech. It is about upholding truth as an important part of teaching. The senator
encouraged senators to vote in favor of the resolution.

A senator yielded his time to the student who proposed the original motion. This student said
that students were motivated to write this resolution for two reasons. One is that the Rutgers
faculty council voted to rescind an invitation to Condoleezza Rice to serve as the commencement
speaker. Second is action taken by former President Morrill in the 1950s to uninvite a speaker to
campus who had been invited by a student group.

Another senator noted that since he was born in 1949, the year the Geneva Convention was
signed, he felt that torture was something that he would not have to address in his lifetime.
However, Condoleezza Rice and that administration decided that this nation would like to use
torture against people from whom they wanted information. As a person, he does not feel that
she should be invited. However, he realizes that institutions serve as a place to hear ideas. He
recommends that she be allowed to speak but that the University find some way for her to donate
$150,000 to higher education, since this price does not make it free speech.

A senator said that students do not want the University to censor information that they may
receive. He believes that the University should educate students about past historical events.
More students will learn about why many people have problems with Condoleezza Rice if she is
allowed to speak on campus and people are allowed to protest outside. If she does not appear,
dialogue will not be started. Instead it will be reported that the University does not respect
diversity of thought by minority speakers.

Another senator stated that he is concerned that this issue is being talked about based on personal
views on torture and the price being paid. He questioned if the same resolution would be
presented to the University Senate if the invitation was for President Obama or the Pope. The
University just celebrated the 100th anniversary of Norman Borlaug. He does not remember
there being a discussion, at that time, for people who are against genetically-modified organisms
and their potential danger. He is bothered that this resolution shuts down the entire discourse.

As time had expired, a motion was made and seconded to extend debate by 10 minutes. This
motion was approved.
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A senator said that the Minnesota Student Association voted on Tuesday to oppose this
resolution as it believes that the University should encourage a diversity of opinion and
encourage looking at issues through multiple perspectives. He encouraged senators to vote
against the resolution.

Another senator read from a letter from John Cound in the April 2 Star Tribune which said,
"Sometime in the bland years around 1960, speeches were given .within weeks of one another in
the University of Minnesota's Coffman Union by Ben Davis and George Lincoln Rockwell,
heads of the U.S. Communist Party and the American Nazi Party, respectively. Asked why this
was permitted, Dean of Students Edmund G. Williamson, regarded as a tyrant by many students,
replied simply: "Why not?'''' The senator encouraged the Humphrey School to bring other
controversial speakers to campus.

A senator said that his objection to Condoleezza Rice is that she is a war criminal even though
she was not indicted. It does not have anything to do with free speech. He noted that other
student groups have sided with the student group who wrote this resolution.

Another senator spoke in opposition to this resolution as free speech is essential to the
University. This resolution is a slippery slope to censorship and suppression of free speech. On
the question of her fee, no one asked this same question when the Dalai Lama spoke on campus.

A senator said that while he grew up in a small town in Northern Wisconsin that most would
consider a conservative stronghold, he opposes the Bush administration. However he does not
support this resolution. People may disagree with her as a person, but her speaking on campus
should not be stopped. Instead this debate provides an intersection for ideas and an opportunity
for growth and learning by students. If Condoleezza Rice was not a controversial speaker, then
ther~ would be no dialogue today. Students participate in this process to be part of the dialogue
and be provided with another form of educational opportunity on campus.

With no further discussion, a vote was taken and the motion was not approved with only 21 in
favor, 122 opposed, and three abstentions.

NOT APPROVED

22. UNIVERSITY SENATE OLD BUSINESS

NONE

23. UNIVERSITY SENATE NEW BUSINESS

NONE

24. UNIVERSITY SENATE ADJOURNMENT

The meeting was adjourned at 4: 19 p.m.

Rebecca Hippert
Abstractor
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