
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Fall Retreat 

Wednesday-Thursday, August 29-30, 2007 
Humanities Education Center 

 
 
Present: Gary Balas (chair), Nancy Carpenter, Carol Chomsky, William Durfee, Barbara Elliott, 

Marti Hope Gonzales, Lois Heller, Emily Hoover, Jeff Kahn, Mary Jo Kane, Judith 
Martin, Geoffrey Sirc, Jennifer Windsor, Becky Yust 

 
Absent: Dan Dahlberg, Nelson Rhodus, Martin Sampson 
 
Guests: Richard Howard (Director, Institutional Research), Dean Gail Dubrow (Graduate 

School), Provost E. Thomas Sullivan, Vice President Tim Mulcahy, Vice President Karen 
Himle 

  
Other: Chris Frazier (Office of Institutional Research), Sharon Reich Paulsen (Office of the 

Provost) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) report from the chair; (2) strategic positioning questions; (3) discussion with Dr. 
Howard (metrics and measurements); (4) discussion with Dean Dubrow; (5) committee business; (6) 
discussion with Provost Sullivan; (7) discussion with Vice President Mulcahy; (8) discussion with Vice 
President Himle; (9) committee discussion] 
 
 
1. Report from the Chair 
 
 Professor Balas convened the first session of the FCC retreat at 1:30 on August 29, welcomed 
everyone, and reported on a few pending matters. 
 
--  He is contacting people about serving as a replacement for Professor Gunnar for 2007-08.  [Subsequent 
to the meeting, Professor Shawn Curley in the Carlson School of Management agreed to serve.] 
 
--  He has spoken with Professor Sampson about the legislative liaison position.  Professor Sampson 
wants someone else to assume some of the duties so that each individual can have a one-quarter-time 
appointment.  Professor Balas said he would welcome nominations for the position. 
 
--  On behalf of the President, the Provost contacted him, as FCC chair, before the announcement of the 
appointment of Dean Rosenstone as the new Vice President for Academic and Cultural Affairs.  The 
President is willing to talk more about the new position with the Committee if it wishes. 
 
2. Strategic Positioning Questions 
 
 Professor Balas next noted that he had distributed a series of questions about strategic positioning 
to those individuals who had been invited to join the retreat.  The questions were as follows. 
 
                                                           

* 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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To all invited guests: 
 
--  What were the baseline values of these metrics and measures [developed by the metrics and 
measurement committee]?  What were their values at the end of the last academic year?  Are we moving 
in the right direction in the categories? 
 
--  What data are we tracking?  Do we have the systems in place to acquire the data we are interested in?  
What data would we like to track, for the University and other institutions, but don't have access to or 
can't measure?  Are all the data used for metrics and measures publicly available? 
 
--  Are we assessing if the correct metrics and measures are being tracked?  Ideas for additional metrics, 
measures? 
 
-- What processes, programs, funding, changes have been put in place to address areas we are doing well 
in?  Is there a correlation between what has been done and the positive results?  What have we learned 
from this?  Plans for the future? 
 
--  What processes, programs, funding, changes have been put in place to address areas we are doing 
poorly in? Is there a correlation between what has been done (or not been done) and the negative results? 
 
--  What have we learned from this? Plans for the future? 
 
Additional Questions to Dean Dubrow: 
 
--  What funds (new and existing) does the Grad School have to address graduate education and 
interdisciplinary research?  What was the amount of new funding the U invested in these areas over the 
past 3 years?  How are these funds being spent?  What processes are in place to determine how to 
distribute these funds?— 
 
--  Can you discuss the distribution of funds between block grants and fellowships? 
 
--  What specific funds have been set aside for interdisciplinary support?  How are these funds 
distributed? Metrics, measures, results, successes? 
 
Additional questions to Provost Sullivan: 
 
--  What funds has the U invested in strategic planning over the past 3 years? How are these funds being 
spent? What processes are in place to determine how to distribute these funds? 
 
--  How are you prioritizing the use of funds?  How are the issues of space for interdisciplinary research, 
the Honors program, and Writing initiative being addressed? 
 
Additional questions to Vice President Mulcahy: 
 
--  What funds (new and existing) does the Vice President for Research have to address  research 
infrastructure and interdisciplinary research?  What was the amount of new funding the University 
invested in these areas over the past 3 years?  How are these funds being spent?  What processes are in 
place to determine how to distribute these funds? 
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--  How are you prioritizing the use of funds for research infrastructure?  What partnerships are in place to 
address research infrastructure support?  How is the issue of space for research infrastructure and 
interdisciplinary research being addressed? 
 
Additional questions to Vice President Himle: 
 
--  What have we learned from the Culture Task Force report?  What impact will this report have on the 
way University Relations addresses strategic positioning?  What are we doing well?  What do we have to 
improve? 
 
--  What have we learned from the Internal Communication audit?  What are we doing well?  What do we 
have to improve?  How is this affecting strategic positioning? 
 
--  How does strategic positioning affect University Relations?  Will strategic positioning and these 
reports change the University's approach to government relations?  University News Service? 
 
--  What are the metrics and measures being used to assess the effect of changes in the way University 
Relations does their job?  Is it qualitative or quantitative data that are being used? After two years, can we 
determine if we have the "correct" set of metrics and measurement in place?  What dividends have been 
seen with these funds? 
 

The guests will present information in response to the questions, he said, and the Committee will 
then need to follow through during the upcoming year.  The major questions, he said, are these:  if money 
is being spent, is it being spent in the right place?  Is the University making progress on achieving its 
goals? 
 
3. Discussion with Dr. Howard (Metrics and Measurements) 
 
 Dr. Howard joined the retreat and distributed folders of information on the metrics that are being 
used to measure the University's progress on its goals.  His office (Institutional Research) is responsible 
for the University's non-financial reporting, internal reporting (trend analyses and other studies), and 
comparative data with other institutions. 
 
 Dr. Howard noted the comparison group of public research universities being used for the 
purposes of strategic positioning, identified by the strategic-positioning metrics-and-measurement task 
force (he chairs the successor standing group, the Metrics Steering Committee).  They are:  Ohio State, 
Penn State, California-Berkeley, California-Los Angeles, Illinois, Michigan, Texas, Washington, Florida, 
and Wisconsin.  These are the institutions at the top of the list from the University of Florida study that 
ranks research universities.  (The Florida study focuses more on size than quality; to be in the top tier of 
the Florida study, an institution must rank in the top 25 on nine separate measures; the University of 
Minnesota falls into the second tier because it is #26 on one of the measures, SAT scores of incoming 
first-year students.)   
 
 Each coordinate campus has a separate set of comparative institutions, which lists are now being 
examined anew because some of them include private institutions.  The chancellors of the coordinate 
campuses say including private institutions is appropriate for them.  Dr. Howard said he does not believe 
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that all of the metrics being used for the Twin Cities campus apply equally to the coordinate campuses.  
Nor is the goal (top three public research university, for the Twin Cities) the same for all campuses.   
 
 One of the problems with this comparison group, Professor Chomsky pointed out, is the overall 
slippage of public institutions vis-à-vis private institutions (e.g., in faculty salaries and size of 
endowments).  The University could be achieving higher ranking in a group that is becoming 
comparatively worse off.  Dr. Howard agreed. 
 
 Dr. Howard reviewed the 20 metrics that are being used (several of which have a number of 
components, so the total is 47).  Nine of them are the ones used in the Florida rankings; others include 
such things as international involvement, faculty salaries, faculty and staff satisfaction, diversity, financial 
strength, facilities condition, library quality, intellectual property commercialization, and so on.  The 
information will be used to compare the University with itself over time as well as with comparison group 
institutions. 
 
 In terms of overall position, Dr. Howard also provided a graphic presentation of how the Twin 
Cities campus is doing on the nine measures in the Florida study.  On four of them, the campus is slightly 
above or below the comparison group; on four of them it is below the comparison group; on two of them 
it is above the comparison group.  In terms of the directions the campus is moving in comparison to the 
peer group, on three of the measures the campus's growth rate is smaller than the comparison group (total 
research expenditures, total federal research expenditures, and National Academy members), on two of 
them it is almost equal to the comparison group (annual giving and postdoctoral appointees), and on four 
of them the growth rate is better (endowment assets, faculty awards, doctorates granted, and SAT scores).  
(For example, in total research expenditures, while the comparison group institutions have maintained a 
steady growth rate of about 10% since 2000, the University's growth rate has declined since 2002, from a 
peak of 15.4%.) 
 
 Committee members made some suggestions for the data.  (1)  It would be useful to have 
variance around means for the comparison group schools.  (2)  It would be helpful to have research 
expenditures per faculty member.  (3)  It would be useful to track state spending for each institution.  (4) 
Some data are percentages, some are absolute numbers; in some cases that does not matter but in others it 
may because of the size of the institutions.  (5)  There are other activities important to the University of 
Minnesota that may not be related to what other institutions are doing; are those activities also being 
talked about?  (They are, Dr. Howard said; among them are ethics and compliance culture, improvement 
processes, quality professional education, staff development, student awards, etc.)  (6)  There can be 
considerable variance across colleges on some of the measures so it might be helpful to develop a set of 
metrics for each unit.  (7)  Engagement and contributions back to the community tells more to students 
and the public than do some of these measures. 
 
 Do they look at other rankings?  They look at the U.S. News & World Report rankings to some 
extent, Dr. Howard said, although not a lot because they are not good quality.  They pay more attention to 
the Florida rankings.   
 

A major issue that figured in the discussion was that when one thinks about top three, one thinks 
about number of citations, respect in the academic community, etc., but there is very little in these 
measures about scholarship (perhaps 4 of the 47 total measures.  Professor Balas pointed out that if these 
measures are what will be tracked, they will affect how deans make investments.  It may be that a faculty 
member is not bringing in a lot of external research funding (because one cannot do so in that field) but is 
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doing very important work in the field.  He urged that the University be a leader in focusing on how and 
what data are gathered.  Dr. Howard said they are working on citations and that a number of colleges have 
developed their own ways to collect scholarly data; the processes and methods are not the same and need 
to be standardized if they are to get university-level data.. 

 
The data also vary by discipline, Professor Chomsky said.  Professor Durfee noted that the new 

7.12 statements set metrics and measurements for each department but they do represent data that are 
difficult to obtain.  Faculty in departments compare CVs, unlike the U.S. News & World Report rankings.   

 
Professor Balas said the Committee vigorously advocates development of metrics and 

measurements related to scholarship.  If the administration provides only the metrics that have been 
discussed here today, the faculty response will not be especially positive.  And if these metrics guide 
investments, with little about scholarship, what expectations will be put on the deans and the vice 
presidents?   Professor Chomsky added that while all of the measures are important for a healthy 
university, there is a disconnect between the measures and faculty perceptions of what it means to be a 
top-three university.  The measures are wrong. 

 
Dr. Howard said he welcomed help on developing measures that should be used.  If there are 

some that are possible to do, they might be worth investing resources to obtain the data. 
 
What is the quickest way to get to the top three?  What hurts the University of Minnesota the 

most is its poor graduation rate (which is improving, but so are the rates at peer institutions).  Adding a 
couple of Nobel prize-winners to the faculty would help perceptions; increasing grant funding would also 
have an impact.  But none of these things can be done in one or two years; ten years is a reasonable period 
in which to expect significant change.  (One inconsistency that was noted was that the state of Minnesota 
scored number one in the nation in ACT scores, but the University's incoming students don't have 
particularly high ACT scores.)   
 
4. Discussion with Dean Dubrow 
 
 Dean Dubrow spoke from a prepared text and responded to the questions that Professor Balas had 
raised.  She provided a large number of statistics on graduate fellowships and funding.  Among the 
noteworthy comments she made were the following. 
 
--  The University must get beyond the Florida study, which measures size; there must be a shift to quality 
indicators. 
 
--  The funds for graduate education have improved significantly---but they remain nowhere near what are 
needed for the University to compete with top institutions for top students.  The University is not just 
competing against public universities for top graduate students (although reportedly Berkeley has just 
established a $50 million fund to offer every doctoral student a five-year award with no work).   The size 
of awards and the number of multi-year awards have increased.  The extent and texture of the University's 
needs will become better known after departments complete reports on graduate aid. 
 
--  Unlike undergraduate education, there is no aggregate measure of graduate education.  The metrics-
and-measurement task force asked that time-to-degree and completion rates be measures; she has resisted 
because she wants more meaningful data.  (The problems in time and completion are with the Ph.D. in 
some fields, not with most Master's or professional programs, so there is no basis for aggregating data.) 
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--  She has initiated a graduate writing initiative to provide support to ALL dissertation students; no one 
should be isolated at the writing stage.   
 
--  She has initiated an admissions initiative, with Vice President Barceló. 
 
--  They have developed programs so that faculty may come directly to the Graduate School and Office of 
the Vice President for Research with proposals, especially if the research is interdisciplinary, that may not 
rise to the top of college priorities in the compact process.  There is no hope in a college compact if the 
idea is not supported by the dean, which is the reason for the alternative ways to seek funding. 
 
--  There is a need for more changes in promotion and tenure to increase recognition of interdisciplinary 
work.   
 
--  The Graduate School will lead in the reviews of centers. 
 
--  She would like to see more collaborative Ph.D. dissertations.  Some faculty do not look positively on 
this possibility. 
 
--  In response to a question about her vision of the University, and whether some parts become stronger 
while others become weaker, she said that some believe that weak some units should die on the vine and 
the strong units should receive support.  There are varied views about how to invest across programs.  She 
has tried to expand the discussion to what is needed as a baseline to have quality programs.  As for 
whether weak programs should die, it is the deans (not including her) who have faculty lines. 
 
--  In response to a question about a number of graduate programs not overseen by the Graduate School, 
she said there has been leakage of programs outside the Graduate School.  There are incentives within the 
new budget model for programs to do so, which is a cause for concern if one is worried about oversight 
and quality. 
 
--  The definition of a quality program includes the NRC rankings and other studies in the field, and 
program quality as judged from the inside through Graduate School program reviews.   
 
--  Dean Dubrow has proposed funding for mobile graduate students who want to do novel 
interdisciplinary work, although the funds have not yet been approved.  She wishes to have faculty and 
students with more mobility who could have homes in interdisciplinary centers. 
 
--  There are four ways the University could support students for five years, Professor Durfee suggested:  
reduce the number of graduate students, increase the number of undergraduate students and thus the 
number of TAs, obtain more research funding to support graduate students, or obtain more state funding.  
Which ones will be used?  They will continue to use work and aid, Dean Dubrow said; it is not likely the 
University can get to Berkeley's position with no work requirement.  A fifth method, she said, is what she 
is doing:  embarking on a private development effort to raise money for additional graduate student 
support.   
 
--  Students who want to attend and pay should be allowed to be graduate students, Professor Balas 
maintained.  Dean Dubrow disagreed because she said there is no good way to measure need.   
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--  Some departments are running employment programs because they do not have enough faculty to 
teach their courses, Professor Wambach said.  Dean Dubrow said the underlying problem is that the 
budget model privileges undergraduate education. 
 
--  It is interesting to use as a metric the number of offers to and number of acceptances from prospective 
graduate students, Professor Wambach said; that encourages departments to make offers to students who 
will likely come, not necessarily the best students.  The University could decide to cut the size of graduate 
programs in order to improve quality, Dean Dubrow said; programs should want to be turned down by 
students who go to top institutions.  The Committee discussed at some length the issue of offers and 
acceptances and program quality and whether departments or the Graduate School should make offers to 
top students. 
 
 Dean Dubrow urged that the Committee to take the metrics more lightly, especially if they are not 
being used for internal decision-making, because they do not get to what faculty believe important.  There 
are internal measures that will be used to ensure accountability.   
 
5. Committee Business 
 
 Committee members took up several items of business. 
 
--  The Committee should follow up on the issues raised in discussions with faculty in Wave One college 
mergers.  Professor Wambach asked about faculty rights when programs change:  who defines what 
counts as program change or elimination that triggers rights under the tenure code?  The General Counsel 
defined the changes as administrative reorganization, not program change or elimination.  Professor 
Chomsky said that this issue—the meaning of the rights under Section 12 of the tenure code—was 
identified last year, and should be considered first by the Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee, 
which should perhaps issue an interpretation on what it has meant, what it means, and what it should 
mean. 
 
--  The Senate Research Committee should establish a subcommittee to make appointments, in response 
to a request from Vice President Mulcahy for faculty names.  (For example, Dr. Mulcahy is  revising the 
academic misconduct procedures to make the inquiry and investigation process go more smoothly; one 
problematic part of the process is finding the appropriate faculty members to serve on an inquiry panel.) 
 
6. Discussion with Provost Sullivan 
 
 Professor Balas welcomed the Provost to the meeting and said he had three small business items 
to inquire about before getting to the discussion of strategic positioning.   
 
--  The search for the vice provost and dean for undergraduate education 
--  An update on the possible AFSCME strike 
--  The CLA dean search. 
 
Provost Sullivan said he would provide to the Committee the names of the search committee members 
and that he had no information on the strike other than what had been provided to members of the 
University community. 
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 The Provost also noted that he had previously reported that the University plans to hire about 
1000 new faculty in the next five years, of whom 1/3 will be new positions and 2/3 will be replacements.  
Thus far, on the Twin Cities campus, there have already been 461 new faculty hired, of whom 146 are in 
new positions. 
 
 The Provost then reviewed the funding data on strategic positioning, noting that $358.6 million 
has been spent during the last four years (including 2007-08).  He gave a number of examples of how the 
money has been used in areas such as (supporting students) advising and mentoring, student aid, TA 
salaries, graduate student support, (supporting faculty) faculty compensation, recruitment of faculty of 
color, AHC faculty investments, (supporting organization) funding for libraries and classroom 
technology, and (supporting program innovations) interdisciplinary centers and activities, the SMART 
learnings common.  At the college level, the investments are made through the compact process:  the 
colleges identify their priorities and the central administration then sets priorities based on the strategic-
positioning documents and previous compact investments. 
 
 Professor Balas brought up conversations that had occurred earlier in the retreat:  the metrics 
seem to be oriented to the outside and there is little that measures research and the status of faculty.  
There could be problems if the metrics in place are used to track quality and decide on priorities.  
Professor Durfee commented that there may be discrepancies between the new 7.12 measures of faculty 
performance and the metrics from Dr. Howard's committee.  One question is whether those metrics will 
be used to measure colleges.  The Committee and the Provost had a discussion of metrics; the Provost 
suggested that the Committee advise the administration on what other metrics are relevant and should be 
used, beyond those used in the Florida study.  He also asked the Committee to consider what parameters 
might be used to measure the quality of graduate programs.  Professor Wambach said it might be difficult 
to get agreement across the University; Professor Chomsky agreed but said it might be possible to 
develop metrics that make sense for each unit.  Committee members agreed that this should be a high 
priority for the year; the Provost urged that the faculty take the lead on the question. 
 
 The Committee and the Provost discussed the level of granularity that should be used in 
measuring success in strategic positioning (e.g., departments versus the entire institution) and the way in 
which departments or activities might be categorized (e.g., great, near-great, not-great-but-essential, and 
the rest).  Can the University continue to do all "the rest"?  In any event it will be important to determine 
carefully which activities fall in which category.  In response to a request for information on the amount 
of funding going to units in each of those categories, the Provost suggested that the Committee look at the 
President's report on strategic positioning that is being given to the Board of Regents at the November 
meeting. 
 
7. Discussion with Vice President Mulcahy 
 
 Professor Balas welcomed Vice President Mulcahy to the retreat.  Dr. Mulcahy distributed a 
number of handouts and touched on several topics. 
 
--  Funds in the Office of the Vice President for Research (OVPR) for research support and graduate 
fellowships:  the amount has increased gradually since 2004 but the vast majority of it comes from one 
source, the royalty income from Glaxo for the AIDS drug Ziagen (the patents for which will be expiring 
shortly).  The Glaxo income (about $18.6 million last year) needs to be replaced as it declines.  Dr. 
Mulcahy reviewed where the funds are spent.  He also reviewed the Grant Match Pool sources of funds 
and expenditures.  He also provided data on where $865,000 in interdisciplinary funds for 2006-07 had 
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been allocated.  None of the amounts he reported on supported the work of the OVPR office; his office is 
a cost center (including SPA, compliance, etc.) that costs about $14 million per year. 
 
 The Committee and Dr. Mulcahy discussed the role of his office in discussions about investments 
in research and scholarship and space.  Dr. Mulcahy also reported that he will rely on a science and 
scholarly advisory committee to advise him on proposals to use the Glaxo and other funds; the faculty 
members on the committee are all well-established and recognized faculty.  The office generally has 
evolved from grants management and compliance to being a strategic partner for the University.  In 
response to the question of whether the University is considering adding staff in Washington, Dr. 
Mulcahy said not but that he is more involved in discussions with the University's federal representatives 
in order to identify funding opportunities and to obtain representation on decision-making panels. 
 
 Apropos the 21st Century Matching Fellowship Fund, Professor Kane emphasized that the 
matches are VERY important and that fact needs to be communicated widely. 
 
 Vice President Mulcahy next reviewed with the Committee metrics used to evaluate OVPR 
activities in terms of levels of service.  They surveyed research associate deans, grants management users, 
and faculty in 2005 and 2007 and found almost universal improvement in the perceptions of the 
performance of his office.  The survey results also indicate areas where improvements can be made.  
There will be particular focus on improving SPA, with a new director committed to better service. 
 
 When there is talk about the University being among the top three public research universities, 
that places emphasis on measuring research, Dr. Mulcahy said.  (But there is much more to being a top-
three public university than research, he pointed out.)  The University of Minnesota is a great research 
university but there is risk that its star is fading:  its growth rate on some key measures of research is 
marginal.  There are some institutions that have obtained huge grants; the University has not been able to 
get them with any regularity.  This is a strong PI-initiated-grant university, but to compete in the future 
there must be teams that engage companies and national laboratories—because that is what colleagues at 
other institutions are doing.  His office wants to encourage efforts to obtain large grants and will provide 
staff to pull information together so faculty are not wasting time collecting information. 
 
 There was discussion of the difficulties of expecting assistant professors to obtain grant funding 
(at least in some fields) at a time when the success rate in obtaining grants is low (e.g., 6-8% from NIH) 
and the average age of someone who is a grant recipient for the first time is 40.  One option is to hire only 
faculty who have grants, but at the same time universities must keep the pipeline open or they will get no 
graduate students into the professoriate.  The University has to identify very talented assistant professors 
who are likely to succeed (e.g., in getting grants) and recruit them.   
 
 There were also discussions about the implications of the British Petroleum grant to Berkeley and 
the controls that need to be in place in order to avoid becoming the University of BP.  Professor Kane said 
she hoped there are conversations going on about these issues.  There are, Dr. Mulcahy said, but at the 
same time, for U.S. universities to succeed and U.S. companies to keep a competitive edge, universities 
must work closely with companies.  They must also avoid selling out, but it's not an either-or proposition, 
he said. 
 
 Vice President Mulcahy provided data on research funding by college and department.  All deans 
are provided this information.  The University needs to see a growth rate of 8-10% in external funding in 
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order to remain competitive, he said, and in some instances this may require a culture change rather than 
evolutionary change. 
 

How is it determined if the University is successful in research?  All keep an eye on overall 
research expenditures, Dr. Mulcahy said, and he would like to see steady growth in that measure.  At the 
same time, it is not alone a particularly good measure; he would like to see assessments of impact, such as 
awards, publications, and so on.  His office is exploring other metrics, but if they are developed and used, 
they may not be useful in making comparisons with other institutions because there may be no 
comparable data with which to compare. 
 
 Professor Balas thanked Vice President Mulcahy for joining the retreat. 
 
8. Discussion with Vice President Himle 
 
 Professor Balas welcomed Vice President Himle to the retreat.  She began by leading Committee 
members in a game of logos:  she displayed approximately 20 logos used by different units of the 
University and asked Committee members to identify the units.  (Committee members had only modest 
success in linking the logos with the units.) 
 
 Vice President Himle also displayed two sets of publications from University offices.  Some of 
them were multi-colored and different from each other while others, although they did not look alike, 
used maroon and gold and thus seemed to be more linked to the University.  The University spent $26 
million on printing and web design last year, of which $15 million went outside the institution; that is 
only one year's expenditures, but they recur.  She said she did not know if that was too much or too little 
because she does not know if the materials communicate what is intended and if people want to receive 
the materials.  If the University can't identify the impact of the $26 million, it is not going to be a top-
three institution. 
 
 Vice President Himle offered several comments about these brochures, logos, and related 
expenses. 
 
--  The question is planfulness. 
 
--  People do like brochures. 
 
--  Her office hopes to have a template of choices available (free) for units to use for brochures.   
 
--  Even in cases where a unit is independent of the University and the audiences vary, if the employees 
involved in the unit are paid by the University, those receiving materials should know it is from the 
University. 
 
--  Her office is moving to a service-provider model; she agreed with Professor Durfee that there are units 
at the University that very much want help with public relations and would welcome support. 
 
 Vice President Himle next reviewed the findings of the Culture Task Force.  From the focus 
groups, there were two strong points (there is pride in the University, the work they do and the 
University’s role in MN and globally, and a sense of stewardship or responsibility for the U and its 
resources).  There were also obstacles identified (silos lead to isolation and lack of collaboration, there is 
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confusion about "Top 3," and there are perception of a top-down decision-making process).  She reviewed 
the themes that emerged from discussions with senior administrators (e.g., cross-disciplinary 
collaboration is essential in order to achieve excellence, HR practices (accountability standards and 
performance management systems) are needed to develop employees and demonstrate our value for them, 
the "Top 3" status should be more fully explained and metrics defined to measure progress, the 
University's culture must be willing to accept appropriate risk, a balance should be achieved between 
centralization and decentralization, and there should be incentives to embrace change with new leaders 
and consequences for failure to do so). 
 

University values that emerged from the discussions included accountability (holding ourselves 
accountable and rewarding individual and organizational performance), collaboration (sharing ideas, 
pooling resources and ignoring borders), community (promoting a sense of community that fortifies the 
U’s vision, mission, and objectives), excellence and innovation (supporting high performance and high 
potential faculty, staff and students), integrity and respect (operating with integrity and valuing individual 
dignity and diversity of ideas and experiences), and leadership (identifying and training future leaders and 
valuing stewardship and an appreciation for a long-term view). 
 
 Vice President Himle also reported the key findings from the internal communications audit.  The 
results of the four audit phases point to four themes which serve to frame the key findings. These four 
themes were communication effectiveness, strategic positioning, technology management, and the role 
and responsibility of University Relations staff.  Each of the themes had several points associated with it, 
which she reviewed with the Committee.   
 

There are links between the Culture Task Force report and the communications audit.  "Culture" 
describes the environment in which communication takes place; it provides the roadmap for 
communication to succeed.  The culture task force findings were confirmed by the audit in terms of 
perceptions of the top-three goal, the nature of silos and boundaries, the need to balance research funding 
and prestige with education and public service, and the need for communication to create community and 
identity.  
 
 Committee members discussed two major points with Vice President Himle. 
 
--  When University Relations communicates to faculty using the term 'employees,' faculty do not hear the 
messages.  What can be done about that?  There is no mechanism of internal communication to structure 
messages to go where they should.  There is also a need to stop overusing communication, which dilutes 
the message.  The messages also need to be understood up and down the chain.  (Responses to the PULSE 
survey have declined because people do not see any results; the institution must be prepared to let people 
know what happened.) 
 
--  There is a distinction between merely informing someone about a decision and active listening ("here 
are my concerns").  The "top three" goal was adopted over faculty concerns.  There is no question that the 
University must communicate what it is doing to get to the top three—and what is said externally must 
agree with what is said internally.  If the external and internal messages are not consistent, the 
pronouncements about becoming "top three" will be viewed as little more than a marketing campaign 
rather than a serious academic and research aspiration.  There must be opportunity for feedback and 
tangible evidence of hearing. 
 
 Professor Balas thanked Vice President Himle for joining the retreat. 
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9. Committee Discussion 
 
 Committee members discussed several issues raised in the conversations with the senior officers. 
 
--  The metrics and measurements associated with what faculty do in scholarship and research are 
important.  So, maintained some Committee members, are metrics related to teaching, which is not in the 
message at all at present.  The Student Learning Outcomes will help, although the University will have to 
be careful how it uses them.  (Measures of instruction are as difficult as measures of research.) 
 
--  Faculty are the most accountable people at the University:  no one is subjected to the same level of 
assessment and faculty are the only ones who have "billable hours" in the sense that they bring in revenue 
through teaching and research. 
 
--  The President and Provost should be asked what the University will have in ten years (e.g., a top 
library, nationally-recognized colleges of X)—what are they trying to achieve? 
 
--  What is the agenda of this Committee after all these presentations?  Professor Balas said that by the 
end of the year the Committee should have metrics and measurements that will guide how the University 
spends its money.  As for the list of issues pending that Committee members have reviewed, there will be 
two or three that it can focus on.   
 
--  Although it might be useful to carve out time for the Committee to talk by itself, it is important that it 
also use wisely its access to the senior officers to help them with issues of concern to them and to the 
faculty; the word "consult" is much larger than just hearing reports.   
 
--  It would be helpful for the Committee to have organizational charts for the Office of the President and 
the Office of the Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs and Provost. 
 
--  The Committee should follow up on the issues associated with the Morris campus, commend the 
administration on the greater involvement of the Vice President for Research in important decisions 
related to research, have a discussion about the number of administrative positions that are being filled 
without searches, and arrange a talk with the Senate about copyright and the new copyright policy in 
order to obtain views from faculty senators. 
 
 Professor Balas thanked everyone for attending the retreat and adjourned it at 3:45. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


