
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, March 26, 2009 

1:00 – 4:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Emily Hoover (chair), Gary Balas, Susan Berry, Nancy Carpenter, Carol Chomsky, 

Shawn Curley, Dan Dahlberg, William Durfee, Janet Fitzakerley, Marti Hope Gonzales, 
Michael Hancher, Kathryn Hanna, Caroline Hayes, Brian Isetts, Judith Martin, Michael 
Oakes, Nelson Rhodus, Martin Sampson, Cathrine Wambach 

 
Absent: Becky Yust 
 
Guests: Provost E. Thomas Sullivan; President Robert Bruininks, Vice President Richard 

Pfutzenreuter; Board of Regents Chair Patricia Simmons 
  
Other: Associate Vice President Sharon Paulsen (Office of the Provost); Kathryn Stuckert 

(Office of the President); Cathy Gillaspy (Board of Regents office) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) Faculty Senate docket; (2) health-care savings plan; (3) discussion with Provost 
Sullivan (salaries and benefits, graduate education, metrics and measurement, smoking policy); (4) Senate 
clerk and parliamentarian; (5) Policy on Reorganization and the Graduate School; (6) discussion with 
President Bruininks (the budget and federal stimulus funds; the Graduate School; Regents scholarship 
program; student financial aid); (7) discussion with Board of Regents Chair Dr. Patricia Simmons (Board 
of Regents work plan and other matters)] 
 
 
1. Faculty Senate Docket 
 
 Professor Hoover convened the meeting at 1:00 and asked Committee members to review the 
April 2 Faculty Senate docket.  She noted that there are two motions concerning the Graduate School for 
discussion that can be brought back for action on April 30.  This Committee could remove the motions 
from the docket but she said that would be unwise; she also said she thought it important that the Faculty 
Senate have something in writing so it can see what it is voting for, rather than responding to an 
impassioned speech under "New Business."  This is, she said, a worthwhile topic to have on the docket.  
No one disagreed. 
 
 Professor Dahlberg said that the statement from the Senate Research Committee is for 
information only, and he will not be at the April 2 meeting to discuss it.  If the Faculty Senate wishes, it 
could take it up the statement at its April 30 meeting. 
 
 Later in the meeting, the Committee voted unanimously to endorse the proposed amendments to 
the Regents' Academic Freedom and Responsibility policy. 
 
 The Committee unanimously approved the docket. 

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

Senate; none of the comments, conclusions, or actions reported in these minutes represents the views of, nor are they 
binding on, the Senate, the Administration, or the Board of Regents. 
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2. Health-Care Savings Plan 
 
 Professor Hanna reported that she has spoken with a number of faculty members after the March 
5 Faculty Senate vote against redirecting 2% of the University's 13% retirement-plan contribution to a 
health-care savings plan; they do not want to see the plan die, she said.  Technically the Senate action last 
May is still valid, asking the administration to redirect 0.5% of the employee retirement-plan contribution 
to a health-care savings plan.  The question is whether the Committee should ask the administration to 
implement that plan.  The sense of many at the meeting was that the Faculty Senate voted down the 
concept.  She said it would perhaps be valuable for her to have a discussion with key faculty who spoke 
against the motion, along with FCC Professors Chomsky and Martin.  She said she understood the 
opponents' position, but those opposed to the proposal are trying to alter the entire IRS tax code and in 
doing so are hurting all faculty and staff (including themselves).  To the extent of perhaps $8-12 million 
per year in additional tax payments from future University of Minnesota faculty and staff retirees, 
Professor Martin surmised. 
 
 Professor Hancher said he voted as the opponents urged because he thought the argument against 
the proposal made sense.  There is a University policy on non-discrimination, but the policy would violate 
that policy.  Professor Berry said that these people are involved in the issue and were willing to make a 
stand that the Faculty Senate supported.  She added that the way the issue was cast at the Faculty Senate 
meeting made people feel that if they voted for the health-care savings plan, they were voting against that 
group of people (those who have same-sex domestic partners, whose partner cannot inherit the health-care 
savings plan on a tax-exempt basis, unlike spouses), and they were eloquent, although she does not agree 
with their logic. 
 
 Professor Balas said he wants to see the issue brought back to the Faculty Senate because he 
strongly favors it.  It is not "us versus them," it is a problem with the tax code that the faculty cannot 
solve, but the vote disadvantages a large number of faculty.  The previous vote was to implement a 
health-care savings plan; this was a different vote.  He would urge the administration to implement the 
0.5% plan the Faculty Senate recommended last spring.  Professor Hanna said that Ms. Singer and Vice 
President Carrier are reluctant to do so and she (Professor Hanna) has asked them to do nothing right 
now. 
 
 Professor Oakes said he agreed with the logic of those who argued against the proposal but he 
voted in favor of it anyway because the problem is with the tax code, which is on the wrong side of 
history and it is only a matter of time before it will be fixed, although it may be 15-20-30 years.  In the 
meantime, one could save a lot of money in a health-care savings plan if one is willing to bet on the good 
side winning in the end.   
 
 This is similar to the issue of military recruiting at law schools, Professor Chomsky said.  At first 
the law schools with non-discrimination policies would not allow military recruiting; then the federal 
government changed the law and required that it be allowed, so the law schools said they would permit 
military recruiting but also try to change the law because they are being complicit in discrimination.  
Perhaps the University could do something parallel with the health-care savings plan, by acknowledging 
the discrimination and also seeking to eliminate it.  The Faculty Senate has downplayed the 
discrimination up to now. 
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 Professor Durfee suggested the proposal go to the Social Concerns Committee as well.   
 
 Professor Hanna said it will be important to get the key players together before making any 
recommendation about implementing the 0.5% recommendation.  Professor Chomsky agreed that while 
the recommendation is still technically in force, it is clear that had it been brought up again, it would have 
been voted down.  Then why does the Faculty Senate vote on things, Professor Balas asked?  The 
question is the intent of the body, Professor Chomsky said; it is likely that the Faculty Senate did not 
realize the May resolution would still be in force and believed it was voting on the question of whether to 
have the health-care savings plan at all.  If it is to go forward, it should be brought back for a 
reconfirmation in order to be completely above board. 
 
 It was agreed there should be a discussion that includes key faculty who spoke against the HCSP 
motion as well as Professors Chomsky, Hanna, and Martin from the Committee.   
 
 Professor Curley maintained that the opposition to the proposal had nothing to do with finances; 
those who opposed the policy know the University is going to take a financial hit.  The way to approach 
this is as Professor Chomsky suggested, pursuing a remedy for the concerns.   
 
 How does the 13% the University contributes to the Faculty Retirement Plan compare with other 
Big Ten schools, Professor Balas asked? 
 
3.   Discussion with Provost Sullivan 
 
 Provost Sullivan joined the meeting at the end of the discussion about the health-care savings 
plan.  He reported that he will be providing information and data to the Faculty, Staff, and Student Affairs 
Committee on faculty salaries and total compensation (that is, including fringe benefits) and will provide 
it to this Committee when it is ready.  Professor Oakes inquired how the University's faculty salaries and 
benefits compare with Big Ten schools.  In 2007-08 Minnesota 4th in total compensation and 7th in 
salaries among the eleven schools we consider to be our comparison group.  The University has a long-
standing dual strategy, he said:  it does not pay the highest salaries but retains competitiveness through its 
total compensation package.  Professor Hancher said the modest rankings do not prompt retrenchment.  
Professor Isetts, however, commented that those ranks would not move the University toward its goal of 
being among the top three public universities.  He also asked if other Big Ten schools are cutting salaries 
or benefits.  Provost Sullivan said that he believes all of the CIC public universities (the Big Ten plus the 
University of Chicago and the University of Illinois-Chicago Circle) have imposed a salary freeze. 
 
 Provost Sullivan moved next to comment on five items that Professors Hoover and Durfee asked 
him to discuss.   
 
 First, are there other big proposals that he might consult about with the Committee?  He said there 
are no big restructuring proposals on the academic side.  There are proposals within the colleges, but 
those are not from his office.  There may also be restructuring proposals elsewhere in the administration, 
but he is not directly involved in those, either.  So there are no proposals like those being take up at 
Arizona State University, Professor Martin asked?  There are not, the Provost said. 
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 Second, with respect to the Policy on Reorganization, he and the President are committed to 
sharing with the Committee all major changes.  In the case of any changes that involve sensitive 
personnel decisions, he will discuss the changes with the Committee leadership. 
 
 Third, he and the President attended a recent meeting of the task force dealing with changes in the 
structure of graduate education (on which two members of this Committee serve, Professors Durfee and 
Wambach) to further clarify the committee's charge.   
 

He reported that the committee has been told that their work is to make recommendations 
regarding how to implement a restructuring in a way that best serves the purposes of enhancing graduate 
education's excellence, eliminating redundancies, and conserving fiscal resources to protect our 
investments in student support, faculty research, and interdisciplinary programs. Within the context of 
that charge, the committee has been told that it has flexible, broad discretion to give recommendations on 
all relevant issues. 

 
Professor Chomsky later commented that people have the impression that people still have 

questions about the charge to the task force.  Is it, "the Graduate School is disbanded and where are the 
pieces going?" or is it a reorganization and the task force charge is more open-ended?  That is not clear.  
Provost Sullivan said that the President has made the decision that what exists today administratively is 
not working as it should to be effective; everything else is on the table.  Where and how the pieces should 
go are open to discussion.  

 
Professor Curley suggested that the name of the task force be changed so that it is not simply an 

implementation committee. 
 
 Fourth, the report and recommendations of the Metrics and Measurement Subcommittee (of this 
Committee, chaired by Professor Jennifer Windsor) were presented at the last Board of Regents meeting.  
The question put to him was "what next?"  He would like to bring them back to the Deans Council (where 
they have already been discussed once) to start discussions about colleges and departments and what the 
right metrics are for each of them.  He intends to formally ask the deans to raise the issue of metrics with 
their department heads.  Most departments and colleges use metrics of some kind; they vary with the 
different cultures and traditions of the units.   
 

Related to metrics and measures, the Provost was asked at the last Board of Regents Committee 
on Educational Planning meeting about consistency in conducting annual written post-tenure reviews.  
Several Committee members exclaimed that they all do such reviews annually; Professor Balas pointed 
out that every faculty member is evaluated yearly for the purposes of determining merit salary increases 
and said he would be surprised to learn if there is any department that does not conduct such reviews.  
They are done differently by the units, Provost Sullivan said, depending on their culture, responsibilities, 
and mission. 

 
Professor Wambach responded to a suggestion that ordinal rankings might be used in evaluation 

of faculty members within a department:  it may, she said, create viciousness and jealousy.  Provost 
Sullivan said that in his experience they can be valuable but they have two negatives:  one, new faculty 
may want to try new approaches and experiment, but it can be discouraging if things do not turn out as 
hoped and affect the ranking; and two, for senior faculty who have been teaching for 25-30 years and 
need a little help in rejuvenating themselves, such rankings can also be discouraging.  The rankings may 
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be fine if one also looks at the absolute numbers, Professor Chomsky said, because the actual differences 
in the numbers may be very small. 

 
On the issue of where the Metrics and Measurement recommendations should go, Professor 

Durfee noted that the University has announced strategic-positioning goals and the issue is not what 
happens with individual colleges; the question is how to evaluate the faculty of the University (campus) 
as a whole.  There was a report from the strategic-positioning task force on metrics and measures; those 
involved with the Metrics and Measurement Subcommittee (which included both Professors Durfee and 
Hoover as members) believe the recommendations of the task force vis-à-vis faculty performance should 
be replaced with those of the Subcommittee.  He suggested the Provost ask the deans to buy into the 
overall-University (campus) measurement approach.  The Provost agreed. 

 
Fifth, he was asked about the status of the smoking policy.  A committee has been at work 

gathering information, there were forums and other consultation, and there are now four 
recommendations moving forward:  (1) retain the status quo, banning smoking within 25 feet of building 
entrances; (2) create smoke-free zones with designated smoking areas; (3) ban smoking and tobacco 
across the campus; and (4) adopt the ban in (3) but do so with a delay so there is adequate notice to those 
who will be affected.  The recommendations will come to the three senior officers responsible—Vice 
President Carrier, Vice President O'Brien, and him—to make a recommendation to the President.  Provost 
Sullivan said that he will recommend to the President that whatever the recommendation, it be brought 
back to the Senate Consultative Committee and the University Senate to provide input before a final 
decision is made. 

 
Professor Martin suggested that if the current policy is retained, there be measurements outside 

buildings to show where the 25-foot mark is; right now there are wild variations in how far from 
buildings smoking is occurring.  Professor Gonzales suggested dryly that perhaps moving the ashtray 
stands would help. 

 
Several other brief points came up in discussion. 
 

-- Professor Balas expressed the hope that with the change in promotion and tenure documents, 
there would be a template for departments to use with assistant and associate professors regarding which 
version of the tenure code applies to them.  Provost Sullivan said there is and that he would provide it. 
 
--   Professor Rhodus said it would also help if there were a more standardized approach to peer 
review of teaching.  Provost Sullivan said he would check on the work of the task force looking at peer 
review of teaching. 
 
-- The Provost agreed to check on the status of the UMM constitution, in response to a query from 
Professor Carpenter. 
 
-- Provost Sullivan said that once the Faculty Senate has acted on the proposed amendments to the 
Regents policy on Academic Freedom and Responsibility, he in consultation with the President would 
bring them to the Board in June and July for review and action. 
 
4. Senate Clerk and Parliamentarian 
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 The Committee voted unanimously to recommend that Professors Goldstein and Hickman 
continue as Senate Clerk and Parliamentarian, respectively.   
 
5. Policy on Reorganization and the Graduate School  
 
 The Committee agreed that it wished to discuss at its next meeting the Policy on Reorganization, 
inasmuch as the policy is cited in one of the motions before the Faculty Senate on April 2.  It also 
concluded it wished to review the minutes of the meetings that included discussion of the development of 
the policy.  Professor Martin said it was her recollection that the policy was directed at curricular units, 
not the administration.   
 
 Professor Durfee asked what outcome the Committee expected from a discussion. 
 
6. Discussion with President Bruininks 
 
 Professor Hoover now welcomed President Bruininks and Vice President Pfutzenreuter to discuss 
the University's budget and how it may be affected by federal stimulus funds.   
 
 President Bruininks noted that the University will likely receive federal stimulus funds in the next 
biennium—and then possibly face a cliff it could fall off of in state funding.  He asked Mr. Pfutzenreuter 
to explain. 
 
 Mr. Pfutzenreuter distributed copies of a set of bar graphs and explained the numbers. 
 
-- The State of Minnesota will be provided $668 million in one-time federal stimulus funds for K-12 
and higher education (plus additional funds for other government purposes).  The stimulus law requires 
that states fund K-12 and higher education no lower than the level provided in FY2006 if they are to be 
eligible for stimulus funds.  For the University, that is $591.2 million.  (There is an interplay between K-
12 and higher education in how these funds eventually will be allocated.) 
 
-- The law also requires that the funding for FY2009, 2010, and 2011 be restored to the greater of 
FY2008 or FY2009.  For the University, that is $706.9 million in FY2008.    
 
-- The Governor originally recommended $627 million for the University's base budget for 2010, a 
cut of $75.5 million from the 2009 base.  [The 2009 base is $702 million, although after various additions 
and subtractions and the unallotment, the actual state funds provided would be $679.8 million.]   That 
$627 million figure is the amount the University has been using for its budget planning. 
 
-- In the spring the Governor recommended cutting the base in state funding to $591.2 million, the 
FY2006 amount, for FY2010 and 2011, in order to maximize the amount of stimulus funds that could be 
used.  The result is that the University might receive $258.5 million in temporary, one-time, non-recurring 
federal stimulus funds, money that must be spent by 2011. 
 
-- Instead of recommending that the $591.2 million also be the base for FY2012 and 2013, the 
Governor recommended it be $627 million—the reduced amount he originally recommended last January 
and the amount on which the University has been basing budget planning.  That means the University can 
regard the current cut, from $627 to $591.2 million in order to maximize use of stimulus funds, as one-
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time.  It would have made things very painful for the University if the Governor had not restored the base 
in 2012 to $627 million.   
 
-- The House and the Senate may claim the Governor has not balanced the budget over the next four 
years and they will come up with alternative proposals.  It seems likely the House will produce a budget 
similar to the Governor's; the Senate may have a very different proposal.  At the end of the day, there is a 
risk that the University will be back at the $591.2 million in 2012, rather than the Governor's 
recommended base of $627 million.  President Bruininks pointed out that the Governor's 
recommendation, historically, tends to be the high-water mark for the University, over several decades 
and no matter the Governor's political party or which party dominated in the legislature.   
 
-- Mr. Pfutzenreuter explained how the federal stabilization funds can be used:  (1) education and 
general costs; (2) mitigating tuition increases (for in-state students only); or (3) modernization, 
renovation, or repair of facilities and student housing.  The law prohibits spending the money on athletic 
venues, on facilities that charge admission, and the maintenance of not on the maintenance of systems 
equipment and facilities (it is not clear what this last means).  Within the three permitted categories, the 
University will have to decide how expenditures match its principles and goals, how to use the funds to 
improve productivity and save funds over the long term, and mitigate tuition.  He repeated that it is likely 
the University will end up in with a much lower state budget in 2012-13, however, after the one-time 
stimulus funds are gone.  The worst thing that could happen is that the University ends up at $591.2 
million for both this and the next biennium. 
 
 President Bruininks said the University is doing all that is possible to avoid layoffs, and will try 
to ensure that those that occur come through attrition or reorganization.  Some of the stimulus funds will 
go to the units and "backfill" cuts.  This is good news for the next two years but it does not relieve the 
University of the Problem of how to get to $591.2/$627 million in 2012.  But at least there is a buffer.  If 
one looks at the University's core budget principles, one of them calls for investments that drive down 
costs (e.g., procurement, computerization to assist PIs, energy conservation strategies, reducing overhead, 
etc.).  Another principle calls for investing in areas where the University can grow its revenues (e.g., 
grants and contracts, annual giving).   
 
 Mr. Pfutzenreuter commented on the mechanics of stimulus funding.  Two-thirds of the money 
will be available at the end of April and the remainder in September.  Minnesota will be unlikely to get 
the funds in April because the Governor and legislature must agree, which probably will not happen until 
May.  There will also be considerable reporting requirements. 
 
 Professor Martin said she worried that the Governor and Metropolitan Council could say that the 
University should use the stimulus funds to pay the mitigation costs associate with light-rail transit.  
President Bruininks declared that will not happen.  The decision was made to run the light rail through the 
campus, and other agencies will need to pay any mitigation costs caused by the light-rail line.  The 
University supports light-rail transit but has repeatedly warned about its effects on research facilities on 
campus.  He said he believed that it may be possible to resolve the issues surrounding vibration and 
electromagnetic interference.  He noted that federal law provides that if a problem is created by the train, 
the project must pay to resolve it.  He also expressed doubt that the Board of Regents would approve any 
spending of the stimulus funds on light rail. 
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 Professor Balas inquired if they see using the stimulus funds for more renovation and 
improvement, along the lines of what HEAPR funds are used for but for things the University has been 
unable to do.  Or does the administration see using the stimulus funds to support existing programs that 
are at risk due to the large cuts in the base budget the U receives from the state?  President Bruininks said 
there would be more one-time investments than the University normally would make in order to make 
long-term improvements.  There would also be investments in scientific equipment and core research 
infrastructure needs (e.g., supercomputing) as well as funds directed to core academic and service 
programs taking reductions to support normal levels of quality and service.  The funds will allow more 
planful changes. 
 
 Professor Oakes asked if there has been any thought given to conveying to the state the message 
that the University is doing good things with the stimulus funds, including tuition mitigation and perhaps 
hiring graduate students.  The Washington Post recently suggested that NIH did it wrong, and instead of 
using stimulus funds to issue challenge grants, it should have provided them for hiring graduate students.  
The President agreed the funds must be invested in a way that increases public confidence in the 
University, so not just to keep people in jobs but in way that makes a material difference.  The University 
will have to meet statutory requirements and develop a public narrative to explain how the money is being 
used.  He related that at a dinner with business executives, those present were very complimentary about 
they are seeing at the University in the way of increased research collaboration and as a source of 
employees—and that it is working hard to move forward in its aspirations.  The University should have 
allies in addressing the issues it faces. 
 
 Some of the money will be used to maintain grants to low-income students and need-based aid for 
middle-income students (that is, up to 125% of the median family income in the state), which will reduce 
the impact of tuition increases on most students.  The University will be a leader in keeping higher 
education affordable for students with modest incomes.  The University can do well for students and also 
make capital investments to maintain quality and service, and to generate additional revenues.  The most 
difficult area will be funds to units for program transition:  how can the University describe how that 
improves quality?  It will, and it can be described (e.g., such as not reducing course access).  He agreed 
with Professor Oakes:  the University must be accountable for how it spends the money.   
 
 Professor Curley commented that the University should say it needs the money for brain-ready 
projects, a phrase Professor Hayes has used.  She added that in a knowledge economy, the projects need 
to be brain-ready, not just shovel-ready.  President Bruininks reported that a representative from the 
OECD was recently on campus and spoke about the jobs of the future in developed countries; there will 
be knowledge workers of two types, those who have high technical and application skills who create 
knowledge and those who have high emotional skills in highly interactive jobs who manage transactions 
and progress.  Both of those are the kinds of people who work at the University. 
 
 Professor Hancher suggested that in reporting on how stimulus funds are used, there might be 
three forms of accountability:  (1) in terms of compliance; (2) in terms of how the funds help the 
University achieve what it sees as valuable; and (3) in terms of how the spent funds actually stimulate the 
economy—the stated purpose for the funds.  Can the University say how it was helping with that larger 
goal of the stimulus program?  The President agreed that such an explanation should be in the University's 
narrative along with data to support the narrative documenting a growth in important measures (e.g.,  
contracts and grants, public-private partnerships, expanded educational opportunity, etc.).  That will be 
part of making the case that can help the University in 2012.  The President added that economists who 
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talk about growing the economy all talk about human capital and innovation; one Harvard economist 
contends that the money should be invested in public research universities because that is where most of 
the nation's future scientists are trained. 
 
 Professor Balas said that if he looks out three years, he cannot see any time when salaries will 
increase.  Salaries must be part of the budget plan.  The President affirmed that the University cannot 
stand still for three years, but he does not believe we can award permanent salary increases next year.  
The financial plan calls for 2% increases the following year (2010-11), a down payment on increases, and 
he would like to be able to do more the following year.  How can the University afford the increases?  
From money it saves this year and from moderate tuition increases.  He said he hates salary freezes as bad 
policy and does not want one for two years a row.  Professor Balas said he was concerned about that third 
year:  this year will be zero, next year will be 2%, and the next year, when there will be a lot of pent-up 
demand, the University's budget is in danger of falling off a cliff.  The money will have to come from 
savings and tuition increases, the President repeated, and he said he hopes the economy will recover by 
that time as well.  But there will also be pent-up demand in the state budget, so the University will have to 
address much of this challenge itself in 2012 because others may not.  
 

If he has to work through these kinds of problems, the President told the Committee, he would 
rather be here than anywhere else.  The University could perhaps change a little faster but our community 
makes decisions in a civil, respectful way, and they may last longer as a result.   

 
Professor Martin noted that the stimulus funds must be spent by 2011 so the challenge will come 

after the money is gone.  The President agreed and said he worried there will continue to be a decline in 
state funding so there must be organized academic change to help achieve that lower level of funding.  
That is difficult to do when 70% of the University's expenditures support people.  One can look at 
restructuring the curriculum and degree requirements, and improving business processes, but the 
University will have fewer people in 2012 than it does now—and it must achieved that reduced number in 
a way that retains quality and service.  The University has to grow other revenues and re-think its 
relationship with the state. 

 
The University also has to keep on trying to bring in talent from other countries, Professor 

Rhodus contended.  The President agreed, and observed that the University is one bright spot in the 
Minnesota economy and is vital to the future of that economy—the University is growing (applications 
are up, research expenditures are up, private giving to the University is up, satisfaction is as high as it has 
been in history). 

 
Professor Durfee asked the President to let FCC know what decisions have been made about the 

Graduate School and what he would like to see from the task force.  The President said he knows this 
issue has raised a lot of concern—and that is understandable as graduate and professional education is one 
of the most important aspects of the University.  But it is necessary to make changes that improve and 
advance graduate and professional education while not eroding it in any way.  There will be a lot of 
further consultation about these issues and no final decisions have been made.  The bottom-line issue for 
him is that the University has made an extraordinary investment in graduate education in the last several 
years—and the most ardent advocate for those investments has been Provost Sullivan, who worked 
particularly hard to put increased funding into student fellowships and grants.  He said he will be dogged 
on this point:  when funds are taken out of the Graduate school, they will not come from student 
fellowships or assistantships, from seed money for faculty research, the McKnight program, or from the 
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promotion of interdisciplinary research and education.  The bite will come out of administrative costs and 
he will insist that there be an examination of transactional costs.  At the same time, there should be no 
effort to try to fix things that are working well (e.g., peer-review in the McKnight program).  About 75% 
of the graduate/professional degrees granted by the Graduate School are terminal Masters' degrees 
granted by professional colleges; those programs need to be close to their fields and accreditation 
requirements.  The same is true for professional doctorates.  This is not a new idea, the President said; a 
task force in 2004 urged that these questions be examined but nothing has happened.  In this environment, 
when budgets must be cut, it is necessary to ask how students can be better served.  So his goals are to cut 
administration, protect faculty interests, do things at lower cost, move some degrees down to the units, 
and reduce transaction costs while not giving more work to the units.  He said he has a high regard for the 
Graduate School and its history and dedication, and his plea is that if this is one of the most important 
things the University does, it can do them better.  He noted that the University recently received very high 
marks for its postdoctoral programs.  What provided the high ranking?  The quality of the experience in 
the academic departments, interaction with faculty, and support in their field of study.  What provided 
was ranked lowest?  The all-University support.  Postdocs will be more important in the future and the 
University must be sure it improves its programs. 

 
What if the task force recommends a leaner, meaner Graduate School rather than an office of 

graduate education in the Provost's office, Professor Durfee inquired?  That should be open, the President 
said.  There have been ideas suggested from a number of sources; it is necessary to step back and see if 
there is a better way to do things.  He added that the changes may not be effective July 1 of this year, but 
be implemented during the next year. 

 
Professor Curley asked what the process will be once the task force makes its recommendations.  

They will be open and public, the President said.  They will not be implanted unilaterally; he will want to 
talk with the academic leadership about them, including this Committee and the deans and chancellors.  It 
is his vision to strengthen the alignment of graduate and post-graduate education with the research 
mission of the University, which would be a big win for both.   

 
The President noted that there has also been a lot of concern about the proposed change in the 

Regents Scholarship.  He said there are benefits in federal tax credits and deductions so that people are 
not really hurt by the charges.  He said he is very sympathetic to lower-income employees pursuing a first 
degree (which was the original goal of the Regents Scholarship program, with a small number of 
employees who used it—now the program has grown to cover 2300 employees per year).  It is also worth 
remembering what the President said in his State of the University address, Professor Rhodus added:  the 
change will save 45 jobs at the University.  People need to hear that.  The President agreed but said the 
University must retain a strong benefit because it is in the business of helping and advancing the 
development of our people.  If a faculty member wants to obtain an M.B.A, on the other hand, it should 
not be objectionable to ask that the person contribute 25% of the tuition cost. 

 
Professor Balas declared that the University does not say enough about the Founders Free Tuition 

program.  It must be emphasized.  It is a great program and makes the University a leader in the world.  
The President agreed and said it needs to be re-branded.  Students do not pay $10,000 to attend the 
University; the average is much less when scholarships are factored in, Professor Hanna observed.  The 
President suggested the University should prepare a package for students similar to the ones it now 
provides to employees, identifying all the benefits and funds spent on their behalf so that students see the 
actual cost compared to the posted price.  There does need to be a better explanation of what the 
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University is doing.  He explained that there are also more merit scholarships used by students from 
families with incomes over $100,000—but those same students also have larger loans.  Students from 
households with less than $100,000 have much lower loan balances, in part because they are more 
cautious.  It is necessary to get more support to these students so they stay in school and complete their 
degrees. 

 
Professor Hoover thanked the President for joining the meeting. 

 
7. Discussion with Board of Regents Chair Patricia Simmons 
 
 Professor Hoover welcomed Board of Regents Chair Dr. Patricia Simmons to the meeting.  She 
congratulated Regent Simmons on being re-elected by the legislature to a second six-year term on the 
Board of Regents; Committee members gave her a round of applause.  (Board of Regents Vice Chair 
Clyde Allen was supposed to join the meeting by telephone from his home in Moorhead but the rising 
Red River required that he evacuate his home.)  Professor Hoover called for a round of introductions. 
 
 Regent Simmons thanked the Committee for the opportunity to join it and distributed copies of 
the "Workplan for Board of Regents Priorities" for July 2008--June 2009.  She noted that the Board 
conducts its business consistent with the open meeting law, so this document is available to the public. 
The Regents take their role very seriously; they are accountable to the people of Minnesota for ensuring 
that the University of Minnesota succeeds and fulfills its mission and does so responsibly.  They seek to 
do this in three primary ways:  policy creation, exercising fiduciary responsibility, and providing advice 
and counsel (which includes receiving advice and counsel from this Committee through shared 
governance).  The workplan focuses on what the Board sees as most critical for the next two years.  She 
creates the workplan, as Chair, with input from Board members.  The workplan helps the Board focus its 
activities and align with the priorities of the administration and faculty leadership as well as the state’s 
needs.   
 
 Regent Simmons reviewed the four major elements of the workplan:  thinking long term, 
oversight and accountability, board excellence, and strategic relationships and communications. 
 
 "Thinking Long Term" is first for a reason, Dr. Simmons said, so the Board does not think just 
about getting through the year.  They are the trustees of the University, which is to last forever, but they 
also try to stay out of the management of the institution.  Thinking long term has several components:  (1) 
strengthening long-term financial planning, what the University needs for the next 5-10 years; (2) 
concentrating on the vision for the University's future, including its role as a regional and statewide 
resource—they are committed to being present throughout the state, reaching across it and being useful 
across it; (3) overseeing progress on significant issues facing the Academic Health Center, not to favor 
the health sciences but because the AHC is so large, such high-cost, and such high-risk—it's health care, 
which is in a national crisis, and it would be irresponsible of the Board not to focus on the AHC; and (4) 
becoming better prepared for critical change—because there will be leadership changes at the University 
at some point and the Board must be ready to deal with them. 
 
 "Oversight and Accountability" means regularly monitoring the agreed-upon metrics for the 
University's performance.  The Board will use the strategic-positioning measures because they have been 
accepted (e.g., graduate rates) and are a way to help keep the University accountable to the people of the 
state and achieving approved goals and objectives. 
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 "Board Excellence" is a notion that she promotes, that the Board must be the best body it can be.  
She noted that the faculty members of this Committee are selected by their peers; Regents are sent by the 
legislature to the University.  The Board must thus optimize the contributions of the individuals who are 
elected to serve, and each Regent brings something the University can use.  The Board has not always 
been as cohesive and thus highly functional, but that is not true now.  The Board works very well.  So 
Board excellence means capitalizing on the experiences and skills of Board members, nurturing a 
respectful atmosphere at Board meetings and supporting the exchange of a variety of opinions, and 
optimizing the quality of Board and committee meetings.  Dr. Simmons said she does not want the Board 
to waste time; it needs to have presentations that help it make decisions.  And she expressed the Board's 
appreciation of the high quality presentations it hears from the faculty. 
 
 "Strategic Relationships and Communication" has several facets.  Dr. Simmons commented that 
the University has not understood and managed its name and reputation and the value of its name 
optimally, and the Board has not had adequate policy on brand management so there is appropriate use 
and protection of the University's name, a view shared by administration.  There is now new policy being 
developed and Vice President Himle (University Relations) is empowered to protect and use the 
University's brand.  Other facets include enhancing the Board's role as a communicator with the 
University's many constituencies, strengthening the Board's relationship-building, and supporting 
improving University communication both internally and externally.   
 
 Professor Martin said she was very glad that Regent Simmons and the other two Board members 
had been re-elected and asked her if she had any sense of the thinking of legislators on what or how the 
University is doing.  Regent Simmons said that individual legislators  pay varying amounts of attention to 
the University; but some common themes emerge, such as tuition (a discussion she works to move to the 
cost of education), specific questions if a legislator has a campus in his or her neighborhood (they have an 
abiding interest in what happens to campuses close to them), varied expectations in terms of what the 
University generates for industry and jobs (in some cases there are unrealistic expectations, because 
University activities support science and the potential for jobs as much as create jobs themselves, and in 
other cases people may believe it is not appropriate for the University to seek to commercialize its 
discoveries).   
 
 What about views on the University's aspiration to be among the top three public institutions, 
Professor Martin asked?  That also varies among legislators, Dr. Simmons said.  Some urge the 
University to continue and not back away while others say the plan emphasizes research too much and the 
University has to take care of its educational function.  Or they may say that if the University is the 
research university, then MNSCU should take care of the students.  She emphasizes how important all 
three elements of the University's mission are. 
 
 Professor Balas asked if the Board is thinking about how to handle a change in leadership and 
what it wants in the next leader.  Dr. Simmons said it has, informally, because one of the most important 
things the Board does is pick the president.  They have looked at past experience at the University and at 
best practices but of course will do nothing formally until the end date of President Bruininks' term in 
office is set.  She has said all along, however, that the Board must always be prepared to pick a leader on 
a moment's notice, because sometimes presidents leave office before their contract expires.  The Board 
needs to think about how to engage the public and the faculty in the process and how to perform its role 
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appropriately; though ultimately the outcome was good, last time there was difficulty and the process was 
not linear. 
 
 Professor Sampson commented that if President Bruininks leaves at the end of his contract in 
2011, that will mean a leadership change at the beginning of what could be a bad biennium for the 
University.  Dr. Simmons agreed the Board will need to consider that situation; she pointed out that the 
Board leadership usually changes every two years and will also change at that point. 
 
 Professor Hancher asked if there is enough being done in brand management to distinguish the 
University from MNSCU, and what is being done to strengthen the brand.  There are, around the state, 
four legislative districts with legislators committed to the University because of campuses located there; 
there are 58 districts with MNSCU campuses.  How does the University manage that situation?  Regent 
Simmons said she was not certain there has been effective brand management to distinguish the 
University from other institutions.  Not everyone must understand the differences, but the Governor and 
legislature should and there are other groups that should as well (for example, there are students who 
know why they particularly want to come to the University; other students may not).  In terms of the state, 
it is the political reality that there are a number of legislators who speak for MNSCU.  The University, in 
particular the Twin Cities, may not have legislators who consider the University a local interest, but there 
are legislators, particularly in leadership, who do understand and champion it. 
 
 There are a lot of stakeholders (e.g., the Governor, legislators, students) with an interest in the 
University, Professor Durfee observed, and they can choose to interact with the Board of Regents.  How 
does the Board decide with whom to interact and who represents the University?  The Board has a Code 
of Conduct, Regent Simmons said.  The President speaks for the University.  He is the chief executive 
and she defers to him to speak for the institution.  She speaks for the Board.  It is sometimes not well 
understood that the Board is the oversight body that holds the University accountable for its mission and 
helps it succeed, but the President is the leader.   
 
 Professor Hanna asked Regent Simmons what she, as a Regent at the macro level looking at the 
faculty, believes the faculty do best and what they should do differently.  What are Board perceptions?  
Dr. Simmons said she is amazed at how well-behaved everyone is, given the size of the institution!  There 
are occasional flurries, but it is different from when she went to college.  As a body, in her personal 
opinion, the faculty are remarkably prudent.  She has gotten to know several of them as leaders and has 
deep respect for them.  The Board does not make decisions, in areas where the faculty are deeply involved 
and knowledgeable, without consulting the faculty.  The Board does not have to do that—but it would be 
stupid not to, and they appreciate the thoughtful presentations and recommendations they receive on 
subjects important to the faculty.   
 
 One challenge the faculty could perhaps help the Board with is that many people do not 
understand the faculty.  They believe faculty teach nine months per year and get the summers off.  It 
would help if the faculty could ensure that all Board members understand the faculty, and nothing has a 
greater impact on the Board than a faculty member talking to the Board on a topic that faculty member 
knows more about than anyone in the world.  There is, however, a universal problem that many people do 
not understand faculty work.    
 
 What keeps her up at night worrying about the University, Professor Oakes asked?  That the 
Board is doing the best it can, the budget, and succession planning, Dr. Simmons responded.  She said she 
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is less worried about access and affordability, but believes this, too, is always an important issue for the 
Board and president; she said the University is a very good value for students but that it does need to 
reduce the time students take to obtain their degrees and to improve graduation rates.  But that is a 
manageable challenge.   
 
 Professor Martin asked how the Board is responding to the Governor's statement about the need 
for more online courses (e-education).  Dr. Simmons said she thought it was probably an uninformed 
[about the University’s activities in this area] comment or one meant to provoke more attention to this 
area.  That is what political leaders do; they force a response.  If MNSCU is going to be required to 
deliver as much online education as the Governor suggested, it must have the infrastructure support it will 
need to do so.  The President has subsequently shared information about the University's online activity 
with the Governor.  The University has some extraordinary models in online education, of which the 
Board is aware and supportive.  How many parents want their students taking classes at home in the 
basement in front of a computer?  How many people want their cardiac surgeon taught though online 
education?  In other words, there is an important role for online components of education at the 
University, but in the context of more traditional classroom experience and the innovative methods of 
education that are being implemented. 
 
 Professor Hoover thanked Regent Simmons for joining the meeting.  Regent Simmons expressed 
appreciation for the opportunity for the conversation. 
 
 Professor Sampson made a brief legislative report; Professor Hoover then adjourned the meeting 
at 4:25. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
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