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1. A concern was expressed about so few faculty being involved in the development of the academic 

plan; most of those involved were administrators.  It is not clear what the Regents will be 
approving:  "consideration" of moving General College and a task force to consider if it should be 
moved, or if "moving" General College; if the latter, there is almost no time for consultation. 

 
 With respect to diversity, the report says that 16.4% of undergraduates are students of color.  That 

lags behind students of color in Minneapolis and St. Paul public schools (over 70%); Berkeley 
has 59% students of color and Michigan 31%.  The task force report should value diversity but 
there is no plan to achieve it.  There should not be a plan to replace General College but to foster 
racial diversity; the lack of a plan suggests diversity will decrease. 

 
 The baccalaureate writing initiative seems to include more than writing.  It is addressed to 

communicating more effectively and includes speaking and listening.  It includes a number of 
units on the Twin Cities campus; why does it not include the ESL program, since it also teaches 
speaking and listening? 

 
2. The process needs to include more faculty and needs to be more transparent.  In the AHC only 

five programs are mentioned.  Concern was expressed about allied health programs in general.  
The Graduate School was not consulted about putting Occupational Technology—a graduate 
program—on inactive status.  That is not an appropriate policy. 

 
3. A concern about access and who is admitted to the University and the value of students in 

General College.  What will happen to the GC curriculum?  If GC becomes a department, will it 
work with the same synergy as it does now?  Taking students from other programs is not related 
to what GC is doing in its curriculum, such as the creation of learning communities.  These 
programs have been successful in developing students. 

 
4. Closing General College may have an adverse impact on climate at the University.  Closing 

makes people of color less comfortable with the University and students may feel the same effect.  
How will closing GC affect recruitment and retention?  Even if one is comfortable with change, 
people of color will still wonder if the University wants them here.  What information was used to 
rationalize the decision?  To a lot of current students of color the decision says that it was a 
mistake to let them in and the University will not let your younger sister or brother in.  Students 
also feel stigmatized because they are from GC; faculty feel stigmatized because they have a 
different view about the value of their work than does the report.  

 
5. This is the fourth or fifth time in the last 30 years the University has tried to make major 

adjustments in order to meet the Regents' mission.  The problem starts with declining funding:  if 
one takes a long-term look, one realizes the University has less money and fewer supporters. 

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

Senate or Twin Cities Campus Assembly; none of the comments, conclusions, or actions reported in these minutes 
represents the views of, nor are they binding on, the Senate or Assembly, the Administration, or the Board of 
Regents. 
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 There is nothing in the report on the University's budget model and how it directs behaviors that 

are not well aligned with what the University is trying to do.  People saw that IMG could create 
competition between colleges and departments to capture tuition dollars and that there could be 
mission creep; they were assured that the Provost would impose controls but that has not 
happened.  Concern was expressed about the hidden problems the budget model could create.   

 
 It is good to see a concern about what is done at the University and what other post-secondary 

systems are doing vis-à-vis K-12 education.  They face the same problems:  unlimited demand 
and limited resources.  When K-12 can't do something, people expect the University to pick up 
the slack and offer remedial education courses.  One is reluctant to see a world-class university 
offer remedial education and it is good that there is a recommendation that the University take the 
lead in addressing the problem.  The University does not have the resources to re-do high school 
for its students; it must find ways to work with others in Minnesota to address the problem.  The 
Citizens League report reviewed what the private colleges, MNSCU, proprietary institutions, and 
the University are doing.  The world looks different now than it did 25 years ago so the 
University must re-examine what it is doing.  Some schools are better equipped than the 
University to do some things; cutting General College is painful but there is an argument that it 
has outlived its usefulness; this is not the world of 50-60-70 years ago.  MNSCU now has a major 
presence in the Twin Cities.  There will be short-term pain but the long-term potential to do more 
to help students and fulfill the University's mission.  It is difficult for a small state to maintain a 
world-class university; changing General College will allow the University to better help the 
state. 

 
 One concern is that there is so little about the AHC in the report; it is ¼ of the University but not 

the player that it should be.  It is dangerous to try to do everything in the AHC when some things 
are more important.  The University sold the hospital to avoid losing millions of dollars.  It is not 
clear what the answers are but what happens in the AHC affects the rest of the University. 

 
 The directions of the St. Paul programs is not clear.  Some with a lot of federal grants in the past 

do not have those grants now but are still big programs; the report contained no recommendations 
for tough decisions.  Some programs are connected to industry, but then industry needs to pay to 
support them—they should not be funded from tuition dollars.   

 
 Nothing was said about how the proposed task forces will be appointed or who will participate on 

them. 
 
6. In terms of remedial courses, which one takes but does not receive degree credit for, one needs to 

look at the number of remedial courses in GC.  One should also look at the budget for GC—it is 
6% of the University's budget, and how much of it comes from students?   How much is the 
University supporting GC? 

 
 The argument that MNSCU was established to serve the population that GC serves was used to 

get rid of degrees in GC, so it now serves as a point of entry to the University.  How many 
students of color transfer to four-year universities versus the number of GC students who transfer 
in the University?   
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7. A concern was expressed about the process and involvement of faculty, especially with respect to 

Occupational Therapy and the allied health programs.  The AHC cannot do everything but there 
are decisions being made without faculty participation.  There has been a recommendation to 
close several allied health programs, but then another task force said they were essential.  The 
University is the main supplier of lab professionals in the state; to talk about closing Medical 
Technology without a plan is inappropriate.  It seems that committees were appointed to get the 
answer that was wanted and the process was not transparent.  In terms of diversity, Medical 
Technology has the highest number of students of color in the AHC; it is a program that lets 
students start in the health care professions and is a way to help immigrants and the next 
generation.  If, as the task force says, the University wants to increase diversity, it must maintain 
programs that helps those groups of people. 

 
8. In the 1970s R&R did not mean rest and relaxation, it meant retrenchment and reallocation.  What 

is not mentioned in the report is the role of FCC; it is important it hold hearings in order to 
represent the views of the faculty.  It is important that FCC be active in arranging other forums.  
It is also most helpful if the faculty affected can come up with alternatives to deal with the 
problems the University is facing, not just say not to do something.  It is important the process is 
right but people must be aware there needs to be changes.   

 
9. One puzzling element of the reports is a lack of comment on how the two are linked.  They are 

closely connected; one cannot clean up on one side without cleaning up on the other.  
Departments operate the same way they did in the 1960s.  If things are to change at the 
University, the change must come in departments, where the work is actually done.  The process 
cannot straighten out Morrill Hall but not the departments.   

 
 "I am not pleased" by the way things have been pushed down to colleges and departments, 

because doing so assumes there are a lot of people ready to on the tasks.  Some colleges have 
hired people who have grown in responsibility but the pattern is mixed.  There is need to worry 
about the linkage—in all departments—if what departments have is what they need.  One should 
not expect someone with a Ph.D. to automatically be a good department head, nor should one 
expect someone hired as a clerk-typist to be able to administer a department.  This is a major 
element the planning should address. 

 
10. Was the Regents' goal of being in the top three public research universities explicit or implicit in 

the charge to the task forces?  What discussions were there about how to achieve the goal? 
 
11. It is not clear what the link is between strategic planning in the academic task force document and 

the goal to be one of the top three public research universities.  To reach that goal means 
investing in salaries, recruiting great graduate students, and investing in libraries, for example.  
Those things are mentioned in the document but there is no strategy to achieve them. 

 
12. It is not clear from the documents who will appoint the task forces called for in the document, or 

how.  The short turnaround time is also a concern—it suggests a top-down process, not a 
consultative one.  It appears that decisions are about to be made, but no one has a clue how that 
will happen. 
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13. (A person who works with immigrants in General College)  No one has looked at how GC has 

changed in the last 5-8 years.  In Minneapolis 73% of students in the public schools are students 
of color but only 4-5% are automatically admissible to the University (according to the task force 
report).  There is an urgent need in Minnesota to address the needs of students at all levels who 
are under-experienced with college.  There should not be a two-tier system where immigrants go 
to community colleges and the best and the brightest come to the University of Minnesota.  There 
is a place for immigrants at the University, but one must be concerned about students who have 
low ACT scores because they are taking the test in their second language.   

 
14. (There was earlier mention of Maryland and Texas having larger numbers of students from under-

represented groups.)  Those two are not good comparison; Maryland is on the coast and Texas is 
adjacent to Mexico; there is a big difference from Minnesota.  GC is unique, and Minnesota is 
unique because it has a large number of refugees and immigrants.  The University can achieve the 
top three without mimicking other institutions; it should achieve that goal in its own unique way.  
GC deals with local demography; the report talks of importing students with high levels of 
academic excellence. 

 
15. There is nothing in the report about what has been learned by looking at Berkeley and Michigan, 

institutions with a higher level of excellence.  The changes in GC and the biosciences are 
cosmetic and do not deal with fundamental problems. 

 
16. The value of GC has been under-assessed.(e.g., the low graduation rate after six years).  A lot of 

students are ESL.  The University is heading toward being more corporate and will not allow 
compassion for these students.  The University needs to recognize the drive these people have to 
succeed and then return to their country to make it better.  They would be an asset to the 
University and help carry on its legacy of diversity. 

 
17. Expressed support for faculty and student voices on the task forces that are appointed, and the 

task forces should be unified, not parallel processes in the Academic Health Center and the rest of 
the University.  If the goal is more interdisciplinary work, the parts of the University must work 
together. 

 
18. People who are affected by the work of the task forces should be appointed to them.   
 
19. (Some who has been in GC for 16 years)  This is the third storm about General College.  There 

was not one GC person on either group that issued the reports, but GC was the focus of the 
action.  Biologists had representation.  Is than an accident or by design?  Did the task force know 
beforehand that it was coming after GC?   

 
20. Someone who works in two departments, one with few student credit hours that was told it must 

generate more, and one with a lot of student credit hours and too few faculty.  It is disturbing to 
hear that perhaps the University needs to reduce the number of faculty (mentioned at one point in 
the exchanges).  CLA has a terrible ratio of students to faculty; it already has more students and 
fewer faculty than many of its peers.  There will be no changes without fundamental changes in 
CLA's mission.  The report only calls for looking at CLA to see if it can do better—it is already 



Faculty Consultative Committee 
Faculty Forums on Strategic Planning 
April 4-5-6-11, 2005 
 
 

5

teaching a lot of students and is under-staffed.  Will the University do undergraduate education 
like Michigan or Berkeley, with all its parts, or will it do so by cutting out chunks? 

 
21. With respect to GC, how will the ideas from these forums be integrated into recommendations?  

There were earlier forums; what changes occurred?   
 
22. It is important to think about the price of change and whether it is worth it, but one must also ask 

who is paying the price.  GC faculty feel a tremendous validation in their work and students need 
an alternate route into the University.  But one has a sense that the current students in GC have no 
role to play—diffusing GC around the University will not benefit current GC students. 

 
23. GC students have a GPA of 2.25 – 2.75 and would not be admitted if the goal of being in the top 

three is achieved.  The goal is also to have better-prepared students, which correlates with better 
ACT scores and high school rank.  One can argue with that.  Is one demographic group not heard 
from because they have been told their views do not matter?   GC deals with a increasingly 
diverse culture and gives students a voice. 

 
24. (Someone with students in CLA and CSOM)  A concern about the honors college being taken out 

of CLA but then CLA faculty asked to educate the students in the college.  The dollars should 
stay in CLA Honors.  The honors college will take 300 of the most qualified students out of CLA 
and put them in a new college, which is not good for CLA.  And how will CLA work with 
students who are now served by GC?  The demands on CLA faculty will be to work with high-
ability students as well as those with special needs. 

 
25.       With respect to synergies and building on strengths: in reading the materials prepared by the task 

forces, President Bruininks, and Provost Sullivan, what is missing is anything that would cause 
someone outside Minnesota to say "wow, they are doing something new!"  The materials are also 
missing a definition of excellence; diversity needs to be a part of the definition.  They should, for 
example, think about housing the proposed Regents Honors College with the GC faculty and staff 
to deliver transformative education, recognizing GC's move away from a purely remediation 
model. 

 
One problem is that there is no graduate program in GC in an area that is clearly needed, drawing 
on research talent that is described in the Task Force report as outstanding. The University is 
wasting talent without a graduate program in the area.  A graduate program in transformative 
education (or however it would be named) could be provided in a College of Education and 
Human Development, but not through merger but rather fusion. 
 
The Regents Honors College could ask applicants what they bring to the goal of diversity at the 
University and of building connections to their home communities.  They could be change agents 
for research and teaching at the U and for connections with pre-K through 12 education.  This 
kind of proposal could build learning communities around diversity; the task force needed to be 
bold.  These recommendations are timid. 
  
In response to the comment that more participation by faculty is needed, it was said that the plans 
are or will be too far along when that participation is geared up.   If the administration does not 
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take access and diversity seriously (as at the core of what excellence means, not just compatible 
with it) at the beginning, it will not be there later.  In this regard, the task force recommendations 
went too far:  the plans for GC and for the Regents Honors College, for example, could block 
innovative intellectual vision and reinforce a commitment to old values (for example, to which 
students it's most in the University's interest to recruit, and what we mean by "honors").  It's hard 
to support moving GC into Education and Human Development in the absence of sufficient 
grounds to trust that the possibly exciting things will happen--trust that can only come from a 
clear and firm commitment from the top.  The fear at this point is that GC will be marginalized, 
which would be a disaster. 

 
26. Are strategic planning and the new budget model connected?  The strategic plan has three 

activities that will be centralized; does this suggest that the new budget model will be centralized? 
 
27. With respect to so few faculty being on the task forces:  this parallels what happened when 

President Yudof left office and the search committee to replace him had the smallest number of 
faculty of any major research university.  What needs to be communicated to President Bruininks 
is that the best universities are characterized by faculty being at the center of activities.  There are 
only a small number involved in the budget model discussions.  Why don't the faculty make that 
point more strongly?  If the faculty voice is not dominant in the task forces, the President and 
Provost are sending a message about who the faculty are and their place in the University.  These 
processes are out of synch with high-quality universities, which always put the faculty at the 
center of decisions.  They must also understand how diverse the faculty is; a large number of 
CLA faculty, for example, have been at the University less than eight years.  The task forces must 
be diverse by rank and age as well.   

 
28. A couple of issues have come up time and again that center on who, when, how, and what.  Some 

comments have focused on the reasoning in the task force reports, and dissatisfaction with it, but 
after some thought, people should support the reports because they move the University in a 
direction it should go.  What happens, however, depends entirely on who is put on the task forces, 
not the charge.  Since the task forces will not be appointed until June, when faculty have left, who 
will approve the appointments or say something about them?  If the task forces work over the 
summer, they will present a fait accompli in the fall.  It is important not to have clones of central 
administration on the task forces; they need a majority of faculty who do not only think inside the 
box.  The whole point is to move as fast as possible into the 21st Century, including with respect 
to diversity.   

 
29. A concern was expressed about the task forces—their make-up and how they will be appointed.  

The Medical School had an allied health task force but no faculty from the allied health fields 
were on it.  Senior Vice President Cerra has another task force of 12 with only 2 allied health 
faculty on it.  Their messages to President Bruininks and Provost Sullivan were passed to Senior 
Vice President Cerra—the messages are being passed to people who are part of the problem. 

 
30. The way to demonstrate the importance of faculty involvement over the summer is to pay the 9-

month faculty. 
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31. One dean was said to have been asked to rush forward with details before the June Regents' 
meeting.  Is this a new schedule?  [It was assumed the President is seeking information, and some 
deans may be more active in responding to the reports, but the schedule is as laid out by the 
President and Provost:  the President's final recommendations will go to the Board of Regents in 
June.] 

 
32. What will be the criteria in the task forces for decision-making on realignment and how will they 

be applied across colleges? 
 

33. The process is more confusing with the more information that is provided.  One can understand 
the need to increase quality and transform the University.  But the merger of colleges is 
frustrating because it misunderstands what colleges do.  General College is seen as offering 
remedial education, which it does not do and is not seen nationally as doing.  It appears that if 
minority students do not have a great graduation rate, their access will be reduced.  What research 
was used to reach conclusions?  There is an incorrect perception of GC; what research looked at 
how to increase the graduation rates of students of color?  Was there any examination of GC 
research on developmental education? 

 
34. Confusion continues to grow as one reads and hears more.  One can applaud the creation of a 

College of Design, if it is done right.  Having said that, the concern is with process.  It was said 
the task force did not make recommendations for implementation, but it contains two specific 
recommendations about where two departments in Human Ecology should go to increase 
synergy.  There were no such specific recommendations in the sciences.  Rather than suggesting 
that changes be considered, they are quite specific.  The task force report is unbalanced, which 
raises questions about the credibility of the rest of the report. 

 
35. The report demonstrates a disrespect for certain disciplines because decisions have been made for 

them but not for others.  When one hears the President say he wants the faculty to build synergies, 
and so on, it seems that some disciplines will not have that choice.  It would be preferable to have 
a task force operate around disciplines in human capital development that can design a future that 
would be acceptable to those disciplines.  But some disciplines feel like stepchildren.   

 
36. In terms of points of access for under-represented populations, there is no plan for diversity in the 

52-page report.  With GC not admitting students, how will the University keep diversity on the 
campus when 30% of high-school graduates in 2012 will be students of color?  [Diversity should 
be the obligation of every college.]  How will that be implemented?  With 21 or more colleges 
and 5300 freshmen each year?  One hears that the University wants to attract the best and the 
brightest, and will go to Chicago to get students, but since this is a land-grant institution, the 
University should keep its doors open to the people of Minnesota. 

 
37. With respect to the need for diversity outside of GC, the task force has an over-simplified view.  

The College of Human Ecology has done a lot in admissions and student services to create 
diversity—and it does not depend on any other unit to do so.   

 
38. The Institute on the Environment is named but not described; it is across campuses?  A college?  

What is the thought behind it and what would it look like? 
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39. The task forces will be critical.  The role FCC should play is to set the principles and guidelines 

and be sure that faculty play significant roles. 
 
40. What is missing and what is wanted is a philosophy of units.  Each department has a vision of 

itself now, one that it can connect with.  That is needed for the Institute on the Environment, 
because maybe the departments that would be a part of it would not interact or work well 
together.  One does NOT want to see existing departments broken up.  It is not clear why 
departments are being shuffled as they are. 

 
41. The strategic positioning plan is not bold or big enough and it could be better.  Protesting about 

General College or Human Ecology will not work; the University must move forward.  The 
question is what can be done to continue the existing synergies and create new ones.  
Consideration of combining units related to design started with President Yudof  and continues 
with President Bruininks and Provost Sullivan.  Organizing units related to design is useful, but I 
suggest it is preferable to have an Institute/School/Division of Design within an even larger 
college. a mega-college. It is possible to incorporate the strengths of GC within such a mega-
college.  

 
In addressing the issues of economies of scale, such a mega-college can include 
Architecture and Landscape Architecture, Education and Human Development, and Human 
Ecology.  The professional identities of units can continue even as they coalesce into the larger 
unit. For example, an Institute of Human Ecology can continue that identity; perhaps there could 
be an Institute of Education, and another on Human Growth and Development.  The name of the 
mega-college might be something such as Design and Human Development. Most importantly, 
college faculty should be involved in developing the name.  I agree that the University cannot 
stick with the status quo and the colleges and faculty must work with the administration.  This 
idea about a mega-college involving these units can be seen as my request for a task force to 
move ahead on such a mega-college. 

 
42. With respect to rankings, the University's student population/SAT ranking is somewhere around 

157-159.  Is there anything being proposed to attract high-quality students to the University?  
That statistic says the University is losing top-notch students. 

 
43. It is hard not to see the Honors College as a replacement for GC.  The top percentage of students 

will replace a diverse population. 
 
44. There are two reports, academic and administrative; they must be combined.  The units being put 

together must be able to survive in an IMG environment.  It is possible that units will be put 
together than cannot survive in that environment.   

 
 One way to help offset the disadvantage of IMG would be to track students by faculty ID rather 

than by course designator; that would break down disciplinary barriers and encourage 
interdisciplinary teaching. 
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45. It has been said that the task force did not have enough information to make specific 
recommendations, so called for task forces; what information did the task force have about the 
College of Human Ecology so it could make the recommendations that it did? 

 
46. Family Social Science is among the most disrespected departments at the University.  It was/will 

be merged into Social Work and then into the College of Education and Human Development.  
One wonders if it will be allowed to have a task force.  It is understood that the task force did not 
intend an insult.  The plan is adding colleges as well as cutting them, so there will be start-up 
costs.  "When I talk in the community, I do not identify myself as a University faculty member 
because the perception is that the University mass-produces low-quality students." 

 
47. Where is the public on the plans?  If the University needs more public support so it can do better 

at the legislature, what message is being sent to the parents of students?  Will this enhance future 
support?  If being in the top three public research universities is not their priority, or access is, 
then the report is saying the University must make it on research and is thumbing its nose at the 
rest of the world. 

 
48. One is concerned about the land-grant/public portion of the University.  For a while the goal was 

to be in the top three; now it is to be among the top three public institutions.  It appears that the 
land-grant mission it taking the hit. 

 
49. From a staff member:  Will there be any forum for staff members?  They will be needed to help 

implement the recommendations. 
 
50. Many thought the plans should be broader and more sweeping and should revolutionize the 

University.  One would be happy to jump on that bandwagon.  This report has the same ideas as 
the last ten years.  The College of Human Ecology will probably disappear, which could be a 
good thing, but one hoped for a bold new structure. 

 
51. The was an implication in the report that COAFES, CNR, CBS, and IT should work together in 

some form or fashion.  Can one hear about that?  How would this recommendation go to the task 
forces? 

 
52. There is a clear goal to be in the top three public research universities in the world, and one hears 

a lot about Michigan and Berkeley.  One should look at education around the world.  
 
53. How much looking will there be at other models of what can be done?  Will the task forces look 

at Michigan or Berkeley? 
 
54. One of the most exciting things in the report is the Institute on the Environment.  There is a good 

model for this at Wisconsin. 
 
55. Since one of the concerns in the report is economies of scale, why are not some other colleges 

discussed?  Law has 33 faculty, the Humphrey Institute does not have many.  There need to be 
conversations around those units as well. 
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56. How many task forces will there be and how does one get on one?  [The report calls for 12; 
faculty should let their department heads, deans, the President, and the Provost know of their 
interest.] 

 
57. There seems to be a linguistic equivalence in the report of the "University of Minnesota" and 

"Twin Cities campus."  The plan says it is for the University of Minnesota; the Morris campus 
received four paragraphs.  It does not seem to cover all the campuses. 

 
58. If one reads the language, in the same sentence "the University of Minnesota" and "Twin Cities 

campus" mean the same thing.  Each campus will have its own strategic plan, which is fine, but 
those preparing these reports should remember the campuses are part of a system and there are 
certain central services for the entire University. 

 
 With respect to undergraduate education, it appears from the report only to happen on the Twin 

Cities campus.  The President, Provost, and faculty represent the full range of undergraduate 
education at the University, however.  The report says that CLA should become "well branded" in 
order to attract the best students.  Morris has been nationally recognized for the quality of its 
undergraduate education and has a history of trying to attract the best students.  As strategic 
planning proceeds, those responsible must identify a way that does not mean units are working at 
cross-purposes.  The Twin Cities campus is the most visible and has the most money but it has to 
figure out a way not to strangle Morris.  All of the faculty at Morris have Ph.D.s; there must be a 
way to recognize what they do.  If the coordinate campuses are to float on their own, the system 
must give them the resources to promote themselves and to raise money so, for example, Morris 
does not have to compete with CLA. 

 
59. During the strategic planning process there have been many opportunities to provide feedback, 

which is appreciated.  However, one feels the contributions were for naught; some of the Morris 
faculty are incredulous at the final document.  The comments had no effect.  It seems that Morris 
is out of sight, out of mind, which does not lead to good working relationships in the system. 

 
60. This was originally described as a University process; the document is almost entirely about the 

Twin Cities campus.  The task forces are also Twin-Cities-focused (with parallel processes 
expected on the other campuses).  They waited for the document and then were told they must 
produce the same kind of document.  The document is going to the Board of Regents in May but 
parts of the University are left out in the cold.  One would venture to guess that the central 
officers have not worked with the coordinate campuses to the same extent they have with the 
Twin Cities campus. 

 
61. One consequence of the process not taking into account the entire University:  Someone at the 

Senate meeting said CLA would not be ranked as the best place to go for an undergraduate liberal 
arts education.  If Morris had been taken into account, it would have noted that one of the best 
undergraduate liberal arts educations in the country is offered at the University.  That's what 
happens when the process does not pay attention to the entire system. 

 
62. Will the President present anything that is significant for the coordinate campuses to the Board of 

Regents in May? 
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63. There is need for a group to look at the University as a system, with relative strengths and 

weaknesses, to coordinate and identify how the parts can work together.  Now there are parallel 
processes so the strength of the University is lost. 

 
 Are some of the recommendations premature?  (Such as the Honors College.)  There is need for 

more details from the task forces and so may be premature for the Regents in May. 
 
64. About Morris being more active in the effort:  there is a subtext in the report that the University 

has been criticized for not paying enough attention to undergraduate education, so it must be 
beefed up on the Twin Cities campus.  Morris has been very active and provides a superb 
undergraduate education, something that is not recognized in Morrill Hall. 

 
 There is frustration for Morris faculty in biology, when looking at the Twin Cities campus.  There 

is money for programs at Itasca, money for biomedical research, a call for an Institute on the 
Environment, but a number of Morris faculty have active research programs on the environment 
with a number of undergraduates involved in them.  If this document goes forward as is, will 
money be allocated to Twin Cities programs and Morris left to struggle for the crumbs?  The 
process must look at the system as a whole and bolster its strengths.  UMD has a strong program 
in the sea grant program and the environment.  It is frustrating that Twin Cities people feel they 
can plan, and seek funding, but leave Morris to scramble for students and money, when they have 
been very active, use little resources, and provide a model program for undergraduates. 

 
65. One is struck by the fact that in the document that there are some fine ideas to improve 

instruction—but there is no mention of where the money will come from.  Writing across the 
curriculum is a great idea; the task force proposes something that Morris has been doing for 20 
years.  What they discovered at Morris will be important across the University:  as expectations 
are added to programs and faculty (such as writing—everyone should be teaching students to 
write), that requires a lot more time.  Most faculty are working at capacity; if a requirement is 
added, it must be understood that will mean taking time from something else.  Since teaching 
loads are set, and faculty should be involved in internal governance activities, the extra time to 
improve writing will come out of research unless accompanying the expectation of more writing 
is a decreased teaching load or governance activities.  Or an increase in the number of faculty.  
The University cannot have it both ways. 

 
66. The University keeps extraordinarily poor track of what faculty and staff actually do.  There are 

summary numbers that only very loosely relate to what faculty do, how they spend their time.  
The University is flying blind in thinking about program changes, and it will continue to do so 
unless there is better information about what faculty do to meet their commitments.  There is a 
widespread finding that the amount of time spent with students has been ratcheted up in the last 
20 years (mentoring, etc.).  Faculty are much more strapped for time to do research and 
scholarship, but no one is keeping track of the time required for all these activities.  There are 
same number of student credit hours, but they are more intensive.  Morris is a teaching college 
with a research commitment; it is not teaching more but it is teaching better.  It is not possible to 
increase quality and keep the time requirements the same.  There is need for a cost-accounting 
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system for faculty time as well as an accounting for what programs really cost, including staff 
time.  The University needs to set up a reality-based cost and accounting system. 

 
67. From a system viewpoint, the University has different campuses that serve as prototypes of 

excellence in different areas—a research university, a liberal arts college, a technological college, 
and a regional university.  The system shows how to do different areas of higher education 
extremely well.  That is what people were looking for in the document. 

 
68.   The President has said the coordinate campuses must pull their own weight.  Do they need to 

define themselves as separate from the University.  One could lift a lot of the language from the 
report about the Honors College and use it for a Morris report; it is already an honors college.  
They are competing with the Twin Cities; perhaps Morris could also ask for guaranteed 
admission to professional schools on the Twin Cities campus, as proposed for the Honors 
College. 

 
69.    [In terms of the effect of the Regents Honors College on Morris]  It is not just money; the loss of 

50 students means more at Morris than the Twin Cities.  The Honors College is a threat; it will 
capture the attention of high-quality students who had perhaps not thought about going to the 
University, but there could be students who do not fit on the Twin Cities campus who could get a 
high-quality undergraduate education at Morris. 

 
70. The Honors College could be defined as a University-wide program, not just a Twin Cities 

program, so that students could be enrolled in it and still be Morris students, with whatever perks 
the Honors College conveys.  The number of Morris students enrolled in the Honors College is a 
matter for negotiation.  To a large extent, the point that the whole of Morris is a kind of honors 
college is well-taken, but then that needs recognition within, not beside, any new University 
Honors College. 

 
71. These opportunities are not communicated across the system.  The University should be 

encouraging high-quality students to consider Morris. 
 
72. One hears the strategic planning process will guide budget decisions in the future.  That raises 

concerns about program cuts and changes in funding mechanisms.  The coordinate campuses 
have not been at the table thus far and are being put in a problematic situation.  If the budget will 
be defined by the process, that gives the impression the coordinate campuses will be in trouble 
down the road.  What budget issues are being discussed that Morris should be aware of? 

 
[From facviews@umn.edu] 
 
73. Good morning, I read in the Star Tribune this morning that the General College will become a 

unit in the College of Education.  Given the secrecy of the development of this strategic planning 
document, I am concerned that our administration is not willing to discuss other options on how 
the University can 'achieve excellence'.  I fear this plan is set in stone unless the Regents vote 
against the document in June.  What comments/suggestions does the administration want from the 
University community?   Will other options be discussed and considered in the open forums?  
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And if so, is there a sense that the central administration will actually consider these alternative 
approaches? 

 
Another point I wish to stress is the central administration's idea of access.  It is NOT about 
money; handing out scholarships to increase access is absurd.  There is a NATIONAL CRISIS 
regarding diversity in the work force.  We need to increase diversity in order to continue to 
compete economically.  Given the changing demographics of not only Minneapolis-St Paul, but 
the entire country, we will reach a shortage of workers in fields such as science and engineering.  
This trend is already visible in some disciplines within science and engineering.  We need to help 
educate the under-represented groups NOW.  This is how we increase access and this is part of 
the General College's mission.  To limit what the General College does by taking away it's 
autonomy is extremely short-sighted.  The central administrations strategic planning document 
will only lead to an elitist institution.  If the U wants to lead the country in higher education, then 
maybe they should show some brave leadership and expand on the General College's mission of 
true ACCESS. 

 
I have one more question - how are we as a University Community supposed to suggest ways in 
which The Plan should be implemented when we had absolutely nothing to do with The Plan's 
development? 

 
74. The University of Minnesota is facing challenges that will become increasingly difficult to 

overcome.  One of them is faculty compensation, and engineering faculty are seeing a growing 
discrepancy between pay at the U of M vs other top public institutions in the Big 10 (Michigan, 
Illinois) and around the country (Berkeley, Texas, Georgia Tech).  This discrepancy is made even 
worse when by the fact that the U of M does not offer tuition benefits to faculty children.  The U 
of M should adopt a tuition benefit for faculty children as soon as possible.  Not only would this 
benefit assist in recruiting and retaining faculty, it would also assist in recruiting top-notch 
undergraduate applicants to the U of M. 

 
75. I write to share my concerns about the Strategic Positioning Recommendations for General 

College. 
  

Those of us who are grounded in the theory and practice of developmental education, a field in 
which General College is a recognized leader internationally, know from experience that what 
makes us a model institution is precisely what the Recommendations would dismantle. It is 
wrong-headed to believe that General College's theory and best practices in advising and teaching 
can be "expanded and extended" throughout the University while at the same time eliminating our 
General College student cohort, because what makes our work effective is precisely its 
localization and application within a single unit that provides a community of students 
comprehensive and intensive advising, academic support services, and student-centered 
classroom experiences -- again, under one roof. 

  
It is angering to read that at the same time General College's cohort would be eliminated a new 
Honors College would be created, implying the replacement of one community of learners -- the 
most diversity among the University's student body -- with another -- a much less diverse and 
elite set. 
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I urge the FCC to reconsider this recommendation for General College and its implications. This 
is not simply a question of access but of our commitment to sustaining a learning culture that is 
proven effective for a diverse and talented student body. We should be concerned with how to 
make the experience of students who thrive within General College's supportive environment also 
thrive within the degree-granting colleges where they face climates often at odds with our 
principles of developmental education. 

  
A successful model would thus not disband the General College student cohort but rather nurture 
its survival simultaneously within the College and in degree programs across the University. We 
need to nurture a seamless learning experience for students simultaneously enrolled in General 
College and degree programs -- a learning experience that sustains a cohort rather than disbands 
it. We can imagine this model in precisely the same terms as the proposed Honors College; in 
other words, a localized community for academically underprepared students in parallel to a 
localized community for academically exceptional students. 

  
Instead of "systemic" dilution we need focus, which the General College currently provides. We 
should be inviting General College's expertise to guide the way for aligning and implementing 
our principles of developmental education with the University's Strategic Positioning goals at the 
onset, not after a restructuring has taken place that would irrevocably sideline this expertise 
within a think-tank that lacks a student community. I am supportive of the University's vision but 
oppose the Recommendations for General College. Again, I urge the FCC to reconsider this 
aspect to the Strategic Positioning. 

 
76. Dear Bob and Tom:  
 

I am sending an attachment with my vision of a MEGA college to be considered as a revision for 
part of the strategic positioning plan recommended to the Board of Regents. I presented these 
ideas verbally, in part, in other venues where sessions were held in connection with reviewing the 
strategic positioning plan. 

 
Dear Bob and Tom—I have read the full document on Strategic Positioning thoroughly and I 
urged in the CHE Assembly yesterday that this first step be even bolder, bigger, and better in 
regard to the concern for economies of scale and new thinking. I recommend that a minimum of 
four units, Education/Human Development, Human Ecology, CALA and General College be 
combined (with the ideas in the Strategic Positioning document incorporated about GC’s 
contributions) into a MEGA College, which would set up new alliances and encourage new 
relationships but still allow aspects of professional identities to remain within “schools” or 
“institutes.”  

 
To position ourselves for the future we must be bold with NEW ideas, really new, that take 
advantage of the synergies already existing among units. This idea builds upon the initial 
proposal provided by the academic strategic planning committee, but goes beyond it, more 
effectively incorporating concern for economies of scale and encouraging an even more 
innovative, flexible, and exciting reorganization along with recognizing the excellence already 
existing within these units. 
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Another MEGA college/unit (we already have AHC and CLA) goes one step further than the 
current proposal for innovative and revolutionary thinking about the organization of University of 
Minnesota, recognizing that the university must seek a new model to appropriately steward 
resources and move forward in these times of fast paced change. 

 
I propose consideration of a MEGA college by moving in the following structures: 

 
 
 
 
 
T We have 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Within this new college structure, alliances now within CALA along with DHA recommended for 
design initiatives will be easily feasible and can be meshed under a title such as “School or Center 
of Design.” Similarly, such collaboration will encourage more workable relationships among 
units from Education and Human Development with Food Science and Nutrition, the School of 
Social Work, and Family Social Science that emphasize human growth and development within 
family and community. Also a  

 
This structure allows the collaboration of the units involved with design—Architecture, 
Landscape Architecture, Design, Housing, and Apparel and the Institute of Design to work under 
a title of Center or School of Design. Another strategic alliance of units (Curriculum & 
Instruction, Ed Policy and Administration, Family Social Science, Food Science and Nutrition, 
Kinesiology, Social Work, Work and Community Family Education), all related to human growth 
and development along with service to individuals, families and communities would be facilitated 
under another umbrella title. A most important addition would be including the Center for 
Children, Youth and Families within this alliance. There are many obviously useful 
collaborations under such an umbrella like the program for Healthy Food, Healthy Lives 
connecting with programs in Kinesiology. In addition, a free-standing Institute of Human 
Ecology can be named to build on the four existing relationships now in CHE to allow 
professional identity for alumni, donors, and current faculty relationships.  

 
The faculty and staff involved in this new structure should have the opportunity to participate in 
the creation of a new culture, with discussion of a name/names being an important step in this 
direction.  

 
I close with the following points: 

(possible names) 
College of Design and Human Development 

Or 
College of Human Development and Design 

        |       
       
Architecture    Institute of Design 
Curriculum & Instruction   Institute of Child Development 
Design, Housing, and Apparel  Kinesiology     
Ed Policy & Administration  Landscape Architecture 
Family Social Science   Social Work     
Food Science & Nutrition   Work & Community Family Education 
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• Now is the time for innovative and revolutionary thinking about the organization of University of 

Minnesota. The university must seek a new model to steward resources appropriately and move 
forward in these times of fast paced change. 

• In this reorganization, new organizational structures will benefit from incorporating more efficient 
economies of scale and alignment, greater depth, and will provide a supportive environment for 
synergies and quality to continue to emerge. 

• New knowledge is discovered at the intersections of disciplines. Proposed realignments will 
strengthen efforts in this regard. 

• A MEGA college that will consist of units from the College of Human Ecology, the College of 
Architecture and Landscape Architecture, the College of Education and Human Development, and 
General College can incorporate synergies and interdisciplinary collaborations currently occurring 
and provide the structure for additional collaborative work. 

 
For the record, I want to point out that CHE is not and has never been a college of disparate units. 
The concept of “human ecology” grew out of concern for individuals and families, their 
interaction with each other and near environments of food, clothing, and shelter. This expanded 
over time to community concerns with these relationships to material culture. Its “gendered” 
foundation by Ellen H. Richards attests to the fact that concerns with home and family had not, 
until then, been considered important enough to be academic concerns for teaching and research. 
The excellence of individual units has been fostered by the concept of human ecology. 

 
77. If the U of M is to try and meet the lofty goals put forth by a few people, there must be a way to 

gather support to the goal. There also must be a way to evaluate progress towards that goal with a 
separate plan if the goal must be altered or totally abandoned along the way.  
 
The U must be willing to completely change how entrenched parts of the U of M work. For 
example perhaps free parking within 3 years for everyone would be a goal that would make the U 
one of the best places to work.  
 
The regime of 3 classes per week for 15 weeks is perhaps not the best way for students to learn. 
This also should be on the table for change. 
 
The Institute of Technology title is not understood well and should be changed. 
 
Do not create any more Institutes just so IT will not be alone. 
 
A high speed people link must be built to bring together St. Paul, East Bank and West Bank so 
that it takes less than 8 minutes to go from the furthest west station to the furthest east station on a 
dedicated mode that does not have to stop for any other means of transport. 
 
There should be a secret vote of all faculty in early June to find out if there is support for the 
goals of the strategic plan. If no more than 40% support the plan, it should be scrapped. 
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78. I was not able to attend any of the FCC meetings on the strategic plan so I am sending my 
comments via email, as per your offer. Please contact me if you would like more information or 
to discuss any of this. 

 
My major concern with the strategic plan deals with its call for closing the General College. The 
plan does not actually say GC will be closed but rather that GC will be reduced to a department 
within the College of Education and Human Development. I am sure you understand that 
reducing a college to a department is de facto closing the college. The difference between a 
college and a department is huge: A college admits students that fit its mission; a college has 
control over its budget, allocating resources as it sees fit in light of its mission; a college has 
control over the people it hires, most importantly its professorial faculty, but also over its 
teaching specialists, advisers, and others; a college has control over its curriculum, ensuring its 
courses are consistent with its mission; a college administratively and financially supports its 
faculty¹s research that is in line with its mission; a college has a dean who is a member of the 
powerful Council of Undergraduate Deans. As a department, with only its 35 professorial faculty 
intact, its advising, support, and administrative staff ³dispersed² throughout the campus, the 
tattered remnants of GC would be able to do none of these. 

 
GC is popular with the people of Minnesota, especially with those who are traditionally 
underrepresented in academia. We are a symbol of the egalitarian principles that the citizenry of 
this state hold dear. We are a light of hope for poor people, for people of color, for first 
generation college hopefuls, for immigrants, for ordinary people who long for a chance to sit at 
the academic table with those who are the best and brightest. GC is that very small part of the 
University of Minnesota that people can look to and feel that this land grant world class research 
university still opens its halls of learning to them. 

 
GC has a long tradition of reaching out to students of color. Even though people of color 
comprise a small proportion of the citizens of this state their voices are important and their 
numbers are growing. In addition, more and more white people are embracing the ideas of 
inclusion and multiculturalism, two of the hallmarks of GC. We want our children to interact 
with, to get to know, and to learn with people who come from ethnic, cultural, and racial 
backgrounds different from our own. Dispersing students of color across the campus, as is 
proposed, will not help in this regard. If you are the only person of color in a classroom you are 
marginalized to the point of distraction. In GC, our typical classes are close to half students of 
color and that creates a true multicultural community of learners, where all students feel 
comfortable expressing themselves, much more so than if they were the only token non-white 
person in a classroom. Dispersing students of color, one here one there, is going in the wrong 
direction. GC needs to remain a college where we can admit and work with large enough cohorts 
of students of color so they can feel that they are a significant part of a community and not 
isolated in a vast sea of white space. 

 
Aside from limiting access to the University, the plan to close GC would also destroy the 
undisputed top unit in the country in developmental education research, practice, and curriculum 
development. The GC faculty and advising staff have had the opportunity to gain this prominence 
because we have been a college rather than a department. There is a synergy between the faculty 
and advisers that brings out the best in theory and practice that we are then able to share with a 
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national audience through publication. The professorial faculty are unique in that we have Ph.D.¹s 
in many different fields such as physics, biology, anthropology, sociology, composition, art, 
literature, and psychology, but we all are focused on how students learn those subjects. GC 
faculty and advisers form learning communities across the disciplines, they daily interact with 
people whose training is in different fields, whose ways of thinking and knowing are very 
different, and they learn from each other as they focus on students and developmental education. 

 
GC faculty, advisers, and staff work together as a unit focusing on the whole student. We know 
each other personally, as we do our students, and this intimacy breeds new and creative ways of 
helping developmental students. 

 
When Senior Vice President Robert Jones addressed our staff and faculty someone asked him if 
he could continue to do his research if his lab were taken away. He quickly answered no, of 
course not. The same is true with the research mission of GC. If we are reduced to a department, 
with no students of our own, with little control over our resources, curriculum, and hiring, and 
with our teaching specialists and advising staff dispersed across campus, we will lose our 
laboratory. As a result, we will not be able to continue to do our nationally renowned research. 
Clearly this is not consistent with the goal of improving the reputation, status, and ranking of the 
U. 

 
GC, the college, is almost entirely supported through our tuition revenues and grants. We are 
small potatoes within this huge university. But, GC is a symbol of hope to many citizens of 
Minnesota that THEIR university might have a place for them, that THEIR university might care 
about multiculturalism and diversity, and that THEIR university might make space for research 
about teaching those of their children who need a bit more special attention than the best and the 
brightest. 

 
I hope the FCC and the faculty at large will support GC, its mission, its students, its research, and 
what it stands for. 

 
79. I am struck by the lack of checks and balances in the current strategic planning. 

A Department Chair could arbitrarily decide that a Program  is no longer part of the Department's 
mission.  Likewise, a  School could decide that a Department is no longer part of the School's 
mission.  These decisions are based on the School and the Department,  without consideration of 
the state's needs.  This strikes me as a clear abdication of our land-grant responsibility. 

 
Programs and Departments may not even be privy to the fact that they are in review by University 
committees. Thus, when plans for cuts, closures, or merges are presented to the appropriate 
committees, the facts and representations cannot be disputed and may reflect only the 
administrators' goal rather than the entire case. 

 
80. As a faculty member, I understand and embrace the need for major change at the University of 

Minnesota.  I also embrace the need for a respectful and equitable change process, one that allows 
faculty to create collaborative and synergistic new academic cultures.  I am hoping that the 
Faculty Consultative Committee will insist on a respectful and transparent process for faculty, 
staff, and students.  Specifically, I am asking that recommendations #22 and #27 in the Academic 
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Strategic Positioning Task Force Report be reconsidered. These recommendations focus on 
moving two units in the College of Human Ecology into the College of Education and Human 
Development.  I am proposing new language for consideration and endorsement.  My rationale 
for this suggested change also follows.  In addition, I am asking that the Faculty Consultative 
Committee insist on clearly identified and transparent criteria that are applied equitably across 
units, for the reshaping and design recommendations in the Academic Strategic Positioning Task 
Force Report. 

 
Suggested revision for Recommendations #22 and #27 in Academic Strategic Positioning Task 
Force Report:  We recommend the formation of a task force to be charged with developing and 
implementing a new college that integrates and promotes academic synergies related to human 
capital development, families, and communities.  This change should include the following 
colleges and departments: Department of Family Social Science and School of Social Work 
within College of Human Ecology, related departments within the college of Education and 
Human Development, and The Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs.  Other units with an 
emphasis on human sciences across the lifespan should be included as appropriate to build on 
existing strengths. The task force report and recommendations would be due to the President and 
Provost no later than December 10, 2005. 

 
Rationale: 
 
1. The suggested language would be consistent with other recommendations in the task force 
report that provide opportunities for colleges and units to be involved in creating meaningful 
structural changes.  Why should faculty members in Family Social Science, the School of Social 
Work, College of Education and Human Development, and Developmental Education be treated 
differently from other faculty?  The revision would create an equivalent and fair process for 
faculty from all disciplines. 

 
2. A bigger and bolder approach is needed to identify units with interrelated missions that can 
position leadership in human capital development, families, and communities across the 
lifespan.   For example, the existing recommendation recognizes the need to create a college 
focused on lifespan issues; however, the units identified are almost all related to children and 
youth.  As such, this college would be missing opportunities to build on existing lifespan 
strengths within the University and to address critical demographic trends in Minnesota. 
 
As proposed, recommendations #22 and 27 are simply too limiting in terms of rethinking and 
bringing together units that could offer strengths in human capital, families, and communities.  I 
believe we can and should do better. 

 
Suggested revision in Academic Strategic Positioning Task Force Report: 

 
Clearly identified and transparent criteria for the reshaping and design recommendations that are 
applied equitably across units.  Two criteria are mentioned as rationale throughout the report and 
deserve attention:  a) economies of scale, and b) criteria of excellence. 

 
Rationale: 
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1. Increased economies of scale are listed as one rationale for Recommendations 22 and 27.  I am 
a family economist and understand the importance and implications of economies of scale.  Why 
was this criteria applied to the College of Human Ecology and not other small colleges/units?  
How can economies of scale be used as the criteria for eliminating the College of Human 
Ecology, followed by other recommendations for new and even smaller colleges (e.g. College of 
Design, Regents Honors College)? 

 
2. Criteria of excellence.  How were the criteria for excellence used to make the academic 
positioning recommendations?  There do not appear to be consistent and transparent links to how 
Departments and/or Colleges were evaluated on specific criteria of excellence and the final 
recommendations.  When asked in an open forum, two faculty members of the task force, could 
not explain any criteria beyond economies of scale discussed above. 

 
I see a reference to low marks for General College as a rationale for elimination (page 41).   
However, I don't see the rationale for eliminating the College of Human Ecology on the basis of 
any criteria of excellence issues.  On Almanac, the Minnesota Public Television program, the 
President referred to the College of Human Ecology and General College as "too small and too 
weak" to continue.  I respectfully disagree.  Family Social Science and the College of Human 
Ecology strategic positioning reports reflect very high marks on a majority of the criteria for 
excellence.  The disconnects and inconsistently explained and/or applied criteria lead me to 
believe recommendations were either arbitrary, and/or made based on limited or preconceived 
opinions.  How will the specific recommendations help us as a University improve the criteria of 
excellence?  We can and should do better as a public university. 

 
Thank you in advance for your attention to these issues.  I understand strategic planning processes 
are extremely complex and that difficult decisions are necessary.  I heard President Bruininks say 
in a meeting with the College of Human Ecology that he was committed to a change process that 
was respectful, equitable, and involves faculty in creating new cultures.  I urge the Faculty 
Consultative Committee to help ensure that our leadership is consistent in what is said and what is 
done as we move forward. 

 
81. Please note the attached statement representing the view of the faculty of the Department of 

Fisheries, Wildlife, and Conservation Biology regarding the formation of a College of the 
Environment and other issues regarding restructuring of the University. 

 
A College of the Environment: A Bold Vision for Realizing the U’s Potential 

 
Minnesota’s future is dependent on creative solutions for today’s problems and the 

capacity to work together across the boundaries of state, market, and civil society. The 
Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, a recently released landmark study reveals that 
approximately 60 percent of the ecosystem services that support humans and all life on earth – 
such as fresh water, capture fisheries, air and water regulation, and the regulation of regional 
climate, natural hazards and pests – are being degraded or used unsustainably. Some 1360 
scientists from 95 countries warn that the harmful consequences of this degradation could grow 
significantly worse in the next 50 years. The main theme is that human well-being depends on 
healthy ecosystems to provide services that humans depend on but usually take for granted.  
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These services include: 1) provisioning (e.g., food, water, fuel, fiber); 2) regulating (e.g., 
prevention of soil erosion, flooding), 3) cultural (e.g., recreation, spiritual values, “sense of 
place”), and 4) basic support (e.g., soil formation, nutrient cycling, oxygen).  The report 
concludes that we are undermining our ecological capital around the world and that those living 
in poverty are disproportionately affected  

Prior to this Millennium Assessment, the University Commission on Environmental 
Science and Policy examined the strengths and opportunities for the University to address such 
pressing concerns and concluded that the University of Minnesota “is missing opportunities and 
falling short of its potential” and “is falling short of society’s need for environmental awareness, 
understanding and action guided by science.” The Commission found that “more than a dozen 
colleges throughout the University of Minnesota and many more departments, centers and 
institutes play a role in environmental science and policy” but that the dispersed structure of these 
groups inhibited effectiveness in achieving impact and recognition.  The Commission concluded 
that “establishing the University of Minnesota as an international leader in environmental science 
and policy will require a more cohesive, synergistic organization of the University’s 
environmentally related resources” and noted our need to remain competitive with peer 
institutions that were restructuring to achieve this kind of integration.  

We therefore propose a College of the Environment which will make the U the premier 
institution for excellence in research, scholarship, teaching, and achieving our Land Grant 
mission.  This college would bring together the University’s breadth of expertise from the natural 
and social sciences in research, at local to global scales, and would link science to society’s needs 
through policy, management, and outreach.  The Commission report identified numerous 
comparative advantages of the University for becoming a recognized world leader in this area. As 
one of few comprehensive Land Grant and Sea Grant institutions, few institutions can replicate 
our breadth of relevant expertise. Another example of our comparative advantage is our state 
citizenry, who have “deep personal connections to their lakes, forests, farms, parks and wildlife.”  

A College of the Environment would comprise departments that have expertise needed to 
effectively address state, national, and global environmental problems and create new 
opportunities for sustainable development.  Such a college would potentially contain some 
existing departments from CNR, COAFES, CBS, CLA, IT, School of Public Health, Humphrey 
Institute and possibly a reconfiguration of existing departments from those and other units.   

We believe that this is the kind of bold vision that Provost Sullivan challenged the 
University to develop. Establishing a College of the Environment would make the University the 
leader among all Land Grant universities in addressing pressing issues about society’s 
dependence on and use of the environment.  It would also strengthen our ability to become one of 
the top three research universities in the world. 

Incremental changes like combining two colleges might save administrative costs, but 
will not push the University to achieve this bold vision. Incremental changes could even be 
counterproductive.  Simple mergers may squander the opportunities and excitement among the 
faculty to achieve meaningful changes. The future is a College of the Environment that retains the 
service of the land grant mission and strengthens it with integrated science, policy, and 
management. 
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82. One of the most troubling aspects of the Academic Task Force recommendation is the lack of any 

concrete, specific plan to pursue the international mission of the University of Minnesota.  We 
see this in a failure to aggressively plan in two areas: 1) international students on campus, and 2) 
study abroad and language study for Minnesota citizens. 

 
First, the percentage of international undergraduate students is too low and needs to be 
substantially increased.  One way to increase diversity on this campus and so to better prepare our 
students for full participation in the 21st century  is to increase the number of international 
students who study here, and who bring a rich diversity of knowledge and perspectives to the 
classes in which they study.    According to the 2005 US News & World Reports, only 2% of 
undergraduates at Minnesota are international students. This compares unfavorably to universities 
ranked higher than UM. This, when coupled with the unfavorably low percentage of racial and 
ethnic minorities on campus, suggests considerable poverty in the range of perspectives to which 
our students will be exposed in their classes.  We need to aggressively recruit more international 
students at the undergraduate AND the graduate level to get the best talent on campus, and we 
need to provide language and cultural support for them when they get here. More coordinated and 
better supported ESL programming could provide both the language and cultural support that is 
required and encourage international students to come study here. 
 
Second, more Minnesota students should be studying abroad, and in preparation for that study, 
taking foreign languages at much higher levels of proficiency.  Our graduates will be competing 
internationally, and they need to have an international perspective on knowledge in order to do 
well in that competition.  As part of that, they need to study abroad and to study foreign 
languages to much higher levels of proficiency.  Our Department of Defense and State 
Department are both seeking more American citizens who understand less commonly taught 
languages and cultures at a superior proficiency level (i.e. Level 3 on a 5 point scale). They are 
looking to colleges and universities to help them meet this need. But foreign language 
departments at the UM focus too much on literary studies (often through the medium of English 
and not the foreign language) and too little on providing superior levels of language instruction to 
better prepare our students to move into an international world of work.  And too few 
undergraduates study abroad in contexts where they can learn those languages and cultures.  
 
The University of Minnesota should be positioning itself aggressively to prepare its graduates to 
move into an international arena in the 21st century.  Our Academic Task Force plan should 
reflect that reality with very specific recommendations, not just to recruit more international 
students and get more Minnesotans to study abroad, but to consider the international implications 
of every one of its recommendations. 


