
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, April 29, 2010 (Part b) 

1:00 – 3:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Marti Hope Gonzales (chair), Melissa Anderson, Carol Chomsky, Chris Cramer, Shawn 

Curley, Janet Fitzakerley, Kathryn Hanna, Caroline Hayes, Emily Hoover, Brian Isetts, 
Walt Jacobs, Jeff Kahn, Russell Luepker, Jan McCulloch, Martin Sampson, Kate 
VandenBosch, Cathrine Wambach, Becky Yust 

 
Absent: Nancy Carpenter, Michael Oakes 
 
Guests: Provost E. Thomas Sullivan; Professors Linda Brady and Perry Leo (Faculty Athletics 

Representatives); Senior Vice President Robert Jones, Associate Vice President Andrew 
Furco 

  
Other: Assistant Vice President Sharon Reich Paulsen 
 
[In these minutes:  correction to 4/29/10a minutes; (1) discussion with Provost Sullivan; (2) discussion 
with the Faculty Athletics Representatives; (3) public engagement] 
 
 
[Correction to the April 29, 2010 (part a) minutes of the Committee:  In the "DISCUSSION" section of 
the statement from the Committee on Faculty Affairs concerning Progressivity of Compensation 
Reductions, it was written that 
 

Members of SCFA recognize and applaud that some degree of progressivity was indeed 
incorporated in the plan of temporary pay reductions that has been adopted for FY 2011: 
specifically, (1) that the salaries of the highest level administrators are due to be assessed at twice 
the percentage of the level for all other employees; (2) that the assessments of bargaining unit and 
Civil Service employees will be more than offset by a concurrent raise of 2 percent; and (3) that 
the assessments of faculty and P&A employees may be partially offset by merit raises from a pool 
of 1 percent of the salary pool (i.e., 2 % deferred until January 2012). 

 
The year inside the parentheses should be 2011, not 2012.] 
 
1. Discussion with Provost Sullivan 
 
 Professor Gonzales convened the meeting at 1:05 and welcomed Provost Sullivan. 
 
 Provost Sullivan told the Committee that Professors Gonzales and Oakes had asked him to 
provide updates on several matters. 
 

                                                           
* 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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-- The proposed changes to the policy on commercialization of intellectual property rights:  He has 
asked that consideration of the change be slowed down so there can be a more thorough conversation by 
the University community.  The proposal has been taken off the Regents ' agenda because there needs to 
be a look at the justification for the change.  There needs to be an understanding of the revenues coming 
in, the costs of the Office for Technology Commercialization, and how those costs are supported.  If the 
proposal goes forward, it will be later and after additional consultation. 
 
-- The college blue-ribbon committees:  All colleges are using them in some form; everyone has 
seen the draft report from CLA.  The timeline calls for the final reports to be submitted by October, so the 
deans will review their college report in early September.  These are conversations that all the units need 
to have and it is best they start with the departments and colleges and evolve to recommendations.  The 
CLA report is a good example and a good start. 
 
 What if a blue-ribbon committee makes recommendations that affect other colleges, Professor 
Jacobs inquired.  If the recommendation looks serious and reasonable, he will ask the appropriate deans to 
get together to review it.  There may be such recommendations from the committees and they would not 
be unexpected.   
 
-- The Graduate School working-group reports are coming out this week and have been out for 
public discussion.  He expects to convene the chairs of the working groups with Dean Schroeder, once he 
receives the reports, to go over the recommendations line by line to consider timeline, costs, and 
implications, and develop a plan to implement them. 
 
 Professor Curley asked what the plan is.  Provost Sullivan said he hopes to arrange the first 
meeting of the chairs and Dean Schroeder within the next two weeks. 
 
-- The University earlier in the year had an external peer-review panel take a look at its e-education 
activities.  He has now hired one of the members of the panel members, from the Sloan Foundation, as a 
consultant to help implement the recommendations from the panel.  The consultant will visit again in late 
May, and early indications are that the University will receive a very thoughtful and accurate report.  His 
office will work on the recommendations during the summer and early fall. 
 
-- The President has asked him to join the Budget Advisory Committee (which oversees operation 
of the budget model) and to lead an examination of how the budget model works and aligns with the 
budget.  He has met with the group once and told its members he believes they should go back to first 
principles:  Is the budget model still working, is it still relevant, or is a new one needed?  Two major 
considerations are predictability and incentives; with respect to the latter, are they right in principle and 
how do they operate in practice?  This will be a fresh look at the budget itself and how the budget model 
operates "on the ground." 
 
-- They are looking at enrollment management from recruitment to graduation and the size of 
undergraduate, graduate, and professional programs, the size of the faculty, and related cost issues, 
especially the tuition and financial aid necessary.  He has discussed with to the Board of Regents the 
inadvisability of talking about tuition without also talking about financial aid, just as one should not talk 
about the budget without talking about quality—they go hand in hand.   
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 Professor Sampson recalled that the Provost had mentioned a peer review of the budget model at 
the last meeting, something he (Professor Sampson) thought was an excellent idea.  Will they look only at 
questions of incentives and predictability?  Provost Sullivan said he had told the Budget Advisory 
Committee he thought it important to have a peer review with representatives from schools that have a 
similar mission and a similar experience (in that they moved to a budget model similar to the 
University's); such institutions could include Michigan, Indiana, and UCLA.  He expects that the 
reviewers would share information about their institutions as well as provide critiques of what the 
University does.  Every part of the budget model will be up for review, not just incentives and 
predictability.  Professor VandenBosch suggested that at least one of the peer reviewers come from a 
land-grant institution. 
 
 Professor Luepker asked how long the Budget Advisory Committee has existed (it is about six 
years).  Senior Vice President Cerra, along with Vice President Pfutzenreuter, led the group; has it come 
up with anything?  Any reports?  Provost Sullivan said that a decision was made early on that the group 
would not be a policy committee but would review how the budget model was working and would deal 
with technical issues.  That is why he has asked for a review of the general principles, in order to do a 
complete review for the last six years. 
 
 Professor Gonzales asked if the Advancing Excellence steering committee would continue.  It 
will, the Provost said. 
 
 Professor Wambach asked who would serve on the enrollment-management committee.  Provost 
Sullivan said he is just establishing it and that there will be substantial faculty representation on it, as well 
as students and administrators with responsibility for graduate and undergraduate education.  This, the 
question of size, is one of the most important questions the University must address because it affects 
everything. 
 
 Professor Curley offered commentary on what he reads and hears in committee minutes and 
Senate discussions.  People see there is a financial crisis and the work of the blue-ribbon committees, but 
they do not want to see across-the-board cuts like they have seen thus far.  Across-the-board cuts were 
needed this year, but people want to see strategic investments as well as cuts.  He said he would not want 
to see every blue-ribbon committee call for cuts, because there may be some parts of the University where 
there should not be cuts.  There needs to be an over-arching view.  He said he senses impatience among 
the faculty:  When will the process start and what will be the timetable?  Will decisions come so fast that 
there will be no time for consultation on the decisions?  The Provost needs to be sensitive about the 
timetable and also responsive to the concern that the quality of the institution not decline. 
 
 Provost Sullivan said there is no disagreement about the goal of avoiding a decline in quality.  
The 2011 budget is not final but it will not have across-the-board cuts, he assured the Committee.  The 
target reductions of 2.75% were for modeling purposes; the use of that target did not mean each unit 
would be cut 2.75%.  He said he also agreed on the need for investments as well as cuts; the budget will 
include about $14 million in new investments. 
 
 In terms of when the process will start, it has started already, the Provost said.  It started with 
appointment of the Advancing Excellence steering committee last summer and in appointment of the 
blue-ribbon committees in the colleges that were charged last spring.  Drafts have been coming in and 
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committees have been at work; the reports have been rolled out or will be shortly.  The following 
examples were given by Provost Sullivan regarding ongoing planning: 
 

-- With respect to facilities, reduced energy use, decommissioning, and decreased capital 
expenditures have all been planned.  There will be about $200 million in cuts or cost 
containment over the next three to five years. 

 -- Cuts of about $20 million in information technology costs are being made. 
 -- Restructuring of the Academic Health Center could save $7-10 million. 

-- It is expected that the University can save $18-20 million in purchasing over the next 
three years. 

-- In the last two budgets, and the next, the central administration has cut $35 million, an 
amount that will increase. 

-- There is work afoot to forecast and plan financial aid and tuition for the long term. 
-- With respect to the cost pools, 53% of the increase for next year is increased student 

financial aid.  The question is whether the University can sustain that level of aid as the 
tuition increases.  The University provides annually $200 million in financial aid and 
$400 million in total support to students when one includes student jobs. 

-- The President said that changes in the Graduate School could save $1 million; the savings 
will be at least that much, ratified through three committees that have looked at the 
changes. 

 
They also need to spend a lot of time on the cost of regulatory control, Provost Sullivan said.  

Regulatory requirements are among the top five cost drivers (after compensation, facilities, information 
technology, and financial aid).  The University has taken the view that "OK, that has to be paid," but it 
needs to be more careful in the future in reviewing costs associate with regulation as it reviews anew how 
"we manage risk."  

 
Professor Curley suggested that plans be shared so they are publicly known.  It is good that these 

things are all happening, but there remains the question, is that enough?  The answer will depend on the 
next biennium, Provost Sullivan responded.  The actions he described will likely not make up for all the 
cuts, which is why robust conversations are needed through the blue-ribbon committees. 

 
Professor Chomsky agreed with Professor Curley about the need for targeted rather than across-

the-board cuts, but said there is no sense of how those non-across-the-board decisions will be made.  The 
blue-ribbon committees are within the colleges; how will the administration decide on who shares in the 
pain and the investments and how the differential cuts will be made?  The same process that has been 
used for a number of years, Provost Sullivan said.  The blue-ribbon committees will make 
recommendations to the dean, which in turn will inform the compact discussions; the results of the 
compact discussions will be brought to the five-person budget group that looks across the University, 
which will take recommendations to the President.  The President will decide on the budget 
recommendations to bring to the Board of Regents. 

 
Professor Hoover noted that the CLA report noted differential tuition funding in CLA and CBS; 

are those numbers correct?  How are they calculated?  Provost Sullivan said he could respond generally to 
the question of how the numbers are calculated; at root, it is simply a division of the O&M support by the 
number of students; the question is whether a unit has the right allocation of state funds given its number 
of students.  These discussions have been public and are in the public record.  The reason for the 
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allocations of state funds is largely historical; another question is how much change it is possible to make 
in them.  Professor Hoover said that in conversations with a colleague in another college, she talked about 
faculty workload policies and how they vary across colleges.  Is that also a topic on which a University-
wide conversation is needed?  It is, Provost Sullivan said, and there is a broad range in the policies for 
two reasons:  Market/competition and federal regulations (for units with federal funding for research, 
there is more rigidity in how faculty members can allocate their time, something that is reflected in 
teaching loads).   

 
Professor Isetts asked, apropos of regulation as a cost-driver, if it is realistic to think about 

negotiating   with the federal government.  It must be a large enterprise.  Provost Sullivan observed that 
regulations can require more OSHA inspectors, more SPA staff, and so on; this is a big issue.  
Accrediting agencies are another source of costs, although the University has more leverage in dealing 
with accrediting agencies than it does with the federal government—and it needs to be tougher on 
requests for funding based on accrediting claims.   

 
Professor Gonzales thanked the Provost for joining the meeting. 
 

2. Discussion with the Faculty Athletics Representatives 
 
 Professor Gonzales now welcomed Professors Brady and Leo to discuss their activities as Faculty 
Athletics Representatives (FARs).   
 
 Professor Brady distributed copies of a handout that she and Professor Weinberg (Professor Leo's 
predecessor) developed to describe FAR duties, responsibilities, and relationships. 
 
Minnesota’s Infrastructure for Intercollegiate Athletics Enterprise 
 

--  Intercollegiate Athletics Department and AD report directly to President’s Office (AD sits on 
Executive Committee of President) 
--  Compliance Office reports directly to University’s General Counsel’s Office 
--  Academic Center (MAC) reports directly to Provost’s Office 
--  FARs report to President and are appointed by President at recommendation of the University 
Senate (FCC)—2 FARS (Linda Brady and now Perry Leo) 

 
Function of FARs 
                
1.  Relationship with NCAA 

--  Evaluate legislation and serving as delegate to convention  
--  Maintain NCAA rules (local institutional control) 
--  "Represent" the faculty of the institution 
--  One of  recognized individuals who can make contact with NCAA regarding policies 
--  Serve on NCAA committees and participate in governance 
--  Serve on certification steering committee   
--  Review and sign off on initial eligibility determinations of  student-athletes, waivers, and 
appeals 

 
2.  Relationship with Campus Constituencies 
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--  Recognition by President that FAR responsibilities are beyond normal faculty service  
--  Serve on ACA (advisory to President and athletic director; example issues would be activities 
in the new football stadium and use of facilities, mascot issue, homecoming, relationships with 
alumni, etc) 
--  Serve on FAOCIA (Faculty Academic Oversight Committee on Intercollegiate Athletics); this 
committee is strictly made up of faculty and deals with academic issues such as waivers of the 2.0 
GPA, petitions to Big Ten/NCAA on credits, review of APR and athlete grades, review of team 
culture relative to academics, review of progress toward degree, etc.  
--   Assuring academic integrity and student-athlete welfare (e.g. participating on “Academic 
Support and Performance for Student-Athletes Task Force”) 
--  Active participation in and monitoring of McNamara Academic Center activities  
--  Eligibility Summits with Admissions, Academics, Athletics, Compliance, and Registrar’s 
Office representatives 
--  Advisory role to President and his Chief of Staff including briefings for Conference meetings 
and BOD of NCAA     
--  Regular interacting with AD, SWA, and other Associate/Assistant Ads-- in- person, phone, e-
mail 
--  Regular reporting to Faculty Senate through Faculty Consultative Committee, presenting to 
Undergraduate Deans,  participating in discussion with Senate representatives regarding COIA, 
fostering coaches/faculty interaction   
--  Monitoring of SA experience: Attending coaches meetings, Athletics Department staff 
meetings, SAAC meetings, subcommittee of ACA on student welfare; contributing to 
applications for SA Scholarships 
--   Attending athletic events, scholarship dinners, academic award dinners, AD’s advisory 
committee (donors) meetings      
--   Participating in exit interviews for graduates as well as transfers 
--   Working closely with Compliance Office in submitting waivers, petitions, violations, and 
broaching investigations of issues   
--   Approving of CELs and reviewing of missed class time 
--  Serving on search committees for coaches, AD, other staff including Development Officer 

 
3.  Relationship with FARA and Division 1a FAR group   
 

--  Relationship with Conferences-    Attending Big Ten and WCHA meetings,  participating on 
or chairing committees, chairing Joint Group of FARs, ADs, and SWAs of Big Ten or WCHA 
league, in rotation with other members of the Conferences, participate in legislation and 
development of policies and procedures 

 
They have responsibilities both on and off campus, Professor Brady explained, and their primary 

interest is in academic issues, which they watch carefully.  Their other highest priority is student welfare.  
They both serve on the Advisory Committee on Athletics, the more public committee, and on the Faculty 
Academic Oversight Committee for Intercollegiate Athletics (FAOCIA), the more private committee that 
is composed entirely of tenured faculty members and that monitors student academic progress).  They 
have a lot of things to do, she noted, including being present for students and supporting them.   
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 The University has 750 student-athletes and about 700 of them are very good students, Professor 
Brady said.  Of the 750, over 500 have GPAs that are above 3.0.  Some of the students get in trouble; 
most of them "are the best kids on campus."   
 
 Professor Sampson asked about the gender breakdown of the student-athletes.  Professor Brady 
said the goal is that the number of men and women student-athletes reflects the number of male and 
female undergraduates on campus, and the numbers go up and down depending on team memberships.  
What about their academic success, Professor Sampson inquired.  When she started in this role, Professor 
Brady said, the women had about a 3.2 GPA and the men about 2.8.  Combined, they were about 3.0.  
Women generally do better than men, but one must also consider who the women are:  They are 
competing in track, cross-country, rowing, tennis, and so on.  If one removes men's basketball and 
football from the equation, the male and female student-athletes perform about the same academically, 
Professor Leo said—and he added that if one takes 25 out of the 100 football players, men and women 
also perform about the same. 
 
 Given the overall success rate of student-athletes, have they seen a change in emphasis in 
FAOCIA from keeping students eligible to ensuring that they have the opportunity to excel, Professor 
Wambach asked?  Who is responsible for ensuring that their schedules do not remove opportunities?  
Professor Brady noted that every team is allowed a certain number of missed-class days and this year is 
not different.  There is always a balance between schedules and academics, which includes balancing Big 
Ten Conference competitiveness.  The coach does not control the schedule and balancing can be very 
difficult.  The issues are often beyond the control of the University and rest with the Big Ten.  In baseball 
for example, Professor Leo explained, there is a constant scheduling tension between 
southern/southwestern schools and northern schools.   
 
 When students are away from class so much because of the schedule, Professor Wambach said, it 
places a burden on the students and faculty to work out the academic issues.  Those who design the 
schedules are not the ones who have to do something about them; they can apologize, but that does not 
mean the student does not have to do the work.  They control that as much as they can, Professor Brady 
said.  Professor Leo said that in terms of eligibility versus success, FAOCIA has established limits on 
student-athlete use of independent and distance learning courses if the student is not succeeding in other 
classes.  The NCAA also has rules about progress to a degree; strong students who want to take other 
courses may not be able to do so because they will then not be making progress according to the 
calculation rules established by the NCAA.  The NCAA rule makes sense but there are unintended 
consequences, he said.   
 
 Professor Yust commented that if the University were to go to three full semesters, student-
athletes could enroll full time the two during which they were not competing.  The University is not going 
to do away with athletics and a third semester would benefit many more students than just the athletes.  
Professor Brady said that probably would not help in baseball because there are summer leagues that the 
athletes play in.  There are 56 baseball games.  Why so many, Professor Hanna asked?  That is the 
question, Professor Brady responded.  The FARs talk about that a lot.  And it is not just the Big Ten that 
is the problem; there is a minimum number of games a team must play in order to be eligible for the 
College World Series.  The Big Ten Conference is concerned about academics, she said, but the question 
is how to negotiate with other conferences that do not have the same academic standards. 
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 Professor Jacobs asked if they had looked at the possible expansion of the Big Ten or the notion 
that there may end up being just four "super conferences" in college sports.  Professor Brady said that the 
Commissioner of the Big Ten has told people not to speculate about expansion.  It would affect schedules 
and rules.  The Big Ten Network has been good but it can leave teams in limbo when it comes to knowing 
when they will compete.  The problems could get worse if the Conference gets bigger.  If the Conference 
expands to 16 teams, that would be a big change, Professor Leo added, while the addition of one member 
school would only be a minor change.   But they do not know what is going on. 
 
 Professor Chomsky asked if they had any opinion of the newly-named NCAA President [the 
President of the University of Washington].  Professor Brady said she didn't know any more than anyone 
else who read the newspapers; it appears he was athletics-friendly in his administrative positions. 
 
 Professor Curley said that at the national level one sees departments and programs being cut; are 
they also seeing that in intercollegiate athletics?  Professor Leo said that Athletic Director Joel Maturi is 
loath to cut sports but the question is always on the table; other institutions are doing so.   
 
 Professor Gonzales asked what they see coming down the road that has good implications for the 
academic welfare of student-athletes.  Professor Brady responded that the APR (the Academic Progress 
Rate, defined by the NCAA) is how academic welfare is measured, like it or not.  The University's APR is 
increasing.  Men's basketball and football were on the edge of falling below the NCAA standards but are 
now much better.  What explains that, Professor Gonzales inquired?  The academic support office for 
athletics has a tremendous staff, Professor Leo said, and the newer coaches have gotten more savvy about 
student needs in order to survive at the University of Minnesota.   
 
 Professor Chomsky, noting their roles with respect to academic and student welfare, inquired 
what they have done to help keep the department out of the news.  Professor Brady said that Mr. Maturi 
and the academic counselors are as concerned as the faculty about what has been going on, and so are the 
coaches.  She said she does not know exactly what is being done, but those in the department have voiced 
concerns. 
 
 Professor Jacob asked if they had any sense of how the summer bridge program for athletes has 
been working.  It has been in place for three years, Professor Brady said, and she has heard reports about 
it.  The first two years were somewhat rocky but the program improves each year. 
 
 Professor Gonzales thanked Professors Brady and Leo for joining the meeting and making their 
report. 
 
3. Public Engagement 
   
 Professor Gonzales now welcomed Senior Vice President Jones and Associate Vice President 
Furco to discuss public engagement. 
 
 Senior Vice President Jones thanked the Committee for the opportunity to have a conversation 
about public engagement and added that he would like to return to the Committee in the fall to discuss the 
Office of International Programs strategic-planning process, which builds on the original task force 
report—but they are not quite ready for that discussion yet. 
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 There was no separate strategic-positioning task for on public engagement, Dr. Jones pointed, 
because it was thought that public engagement should cut across all of the task forces—and almost all of 
them talked about the subject.  In order to promote and drive home public engagement, he decided the 
University needed to move from the Council on Public Engagement to someone with central 
responsibility for integrating public engagement into academic life across the system.  Central 
administration approved the creation of the Office for Public Engagement and a new position; they 
conducted a national search and were pleased to hire Andrew Furco as associate vice president (and also 
as a tenured professor in the Department of Organizational Leadership, Policy, and Development in the 
College of Education and Human Development with a research program on public engagement). 
 
 Dr. Furco also thanked the Committee for the opportunity to talk about public engagement.  He 
noted the report of the Task Force on Faculty Scholarship, Development, and Rewards from the Office for 
Public Engagement [which can be found at 
http://www.engagement.umn.edu/documents/TFFacultyDevelopmentReport-June22_000.pdf].  He related 
the history of the University's approach to public engagement, beginning in 2001 when Provost Bruininks 
established the Administrative Advisory Committee and Civic Engagement Task Force, the creation of 
the Council on Public Engagement in 2002, and appointment of Professor Victor Bloomfield as the first 
Associate Vice President for Public Engagement in 2006.  In 2007 the promotion-and-tenure guidelines 
were revised and they included consideration of community-engaged scholarship and teaching.   
 

The Council and other groups examined public engagement and what it meant to the mission of 
the University.  It did a lot of work to unpack the definition of public engagement and moved the 
definition away from only outreach and service to include teaching and research.  It also looked at a 
number of elements that were lacking at the University:  networking across campus about public-
engagement activities, strong institutional policies, opportunities for faculty to develop themselves in 
terms of enhanced relationships with the community, and assessment (there was little idea of what was 
going on in public engagement across the University). 

 
He is working on the issues the Council identified, Dr. Furco told the Committee, issues that Dr. 

Bloomfield started to address and that he has been pursuing since he came to the University in 2008.  To 
that end he has developed a 10-point plan "for Advancing and Institutionalizing Public Engagement at the 
University of Minnesota" [which can be found at http://www.engagement.umn.edu/pdf/10point_v2.pdf].  
The plan is guided by the definition of public engagement developed by the Council in 2004:  
"Engagement is the partnership of university knowledge and resources with those of the public and 
private sectors to enrich scholarship, research, and creative activity; enhance curriculum, teaching and 
learning; prepared educated, engaged citizens; strengthen democratic values and civic responsibility; 
address critical societal issues; and contribute to the public good."  The ten points are (text accompanies 
these titles on the website): 
 
1. Scholarly Value of Engagement 
2. Accounting and Assessment 
3. Student Scholars and Leaders 
4. Community Connections 
5. Cultivating and Supporting Campus Leaders 
6. Marketing and Visibility 
7. Program Alignment 
8. Internal Networking 
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9. National and International Networking 
10. Leverage Extramural Funds 
 

Dr. Furco said that he does not expect every student, faculty member, and course be publicly-
engaged, but one can ask that where they are engaged in local, national, or international issues, there must 
be high-quality teaching and research.  He noted that there are a number of academic implications from a 
focus on public engagement, such as in the Student Development Outcomes, the Student Learning 
Outcomes, and liberal-education requirements.  It can also help promote interdisciplinarity and 
internationalization.  Public engagement is not a program, it is a strategy to achieve the University's goals.  
He has asked faculty and deans what they want to accomplish and tries to identify ways that public 
engagement can help. 

 
The ten-point plan is a roadmap.  He has appointed task forces to identify what is needed to 

achieve the goals set out in the plan.  The task forces are working in such areas as accounting and 
assessment; faculty scholarship, development and rewards; student experiences; community partnership 
development and leadership; and awards and recognition.  Some have submitted reports; others are not 
yet at work.  Dr. Furco also highlighted other current initiatives, programs, and activities, including 
providing grants to departments (up to $10,000) to develop and implement action plans that more fully 
integrate public engagement in research and/or teaching. 

 
Professor Chomsky said that these kinds of projects and contributions to the community, if 

known about, can highlight and enhance the reputation of the University; he and others can use them to 
accomplish that.  The Committee has talked at some length about the failure of the public to understand 
what is done at the University, and some things are harder to understand than others.  That is one of the 
ten points in the plan, Dr. Furco agreed:  Increase the visibility of the work.   The Office for Public 
Engagement is developing a one stop website that is designed to link people to the University’s 
community engagement initiatives and programs.  The website includes the new EngagingU-Tube, which 
is composed of a set of videos in which community-engaged faculty, students, staff, and community 
partners discuss their engaged research and teaching work.  The Office for Public Engagement and the 
entire System Academic Administration unit are partnering with University Relations, Dr. Jones said, and 
they have assigned one staff member to work with his office on strategic communications.   There are 
tremendous and transformative projects under way but publicizing them has been episodic.  He has asked 
University Relations to cover not only the work within Dr. Furco's office but the public engagement 
activities across the institution, including those in the Office for International Programs, Extension, and 
the Urban Research and Outreach/Engagement Center (UROC). 

 
Professor Chomsky said that she sees some emails and agreed that there is a lot going on, but 

many faculty members say "that's not my area," a common management problem across the University.  It 
would help if there were a way faculty can know what is going on.  He is tackling that problem, Dr. Furco 
responded.  This is one of the goals of the Ten-Point Plan and the development of new one stop website is 
intended to paint the landscape of the various community engagement work, and to help enhance 
communication to faculty members and others about this work. 

 
Professor Luepker said he appreciated the presentation and said that he had been confused about 

what public engagement means.  His college, the School of Public Health, is by name and definition 
publicly-engaged.  But what about someone teaching medieval literature?  Dr. Furco reiterated his point 
that public engagement is not appropriate for all courses and disciplines; the question is how public 
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engagement might help an individual or unit achieve their goals.  He explained that it is something 
available and he would like the support of faculty who are involved in public engagement, and would like 
as much involvement as is appropriate from faculty and others all across the institution.  It should not 
only be seen as outreach and service, but can be part of and often can enhance one's scholarly work.  As a 
research university preparing future faculty and scholars, there is an obligation to help incorporate public 
engagement in teaching and research, especially in our graduate programs. 

 
Professor Yust said she considers public engagement a matrix of teaching, research, and service 

on a continuum from traditional activities to engaged activities; the question is how to tell the story.  The 
focus is on students and faculty research engagement, but a lot of faculty members serve on boards; that 
service never shows up but it is engaged service.  They could collect data from the Digital Measures 
system (if the University adopts it).  Dr. Jones said the effort to collect information started under Dr. 
Bloomfield and has merged into the discussion with Digital Measures; Professor Hanna pointed out that 
the effort to collect the information started with Senate committees.  Dr. Jones said he felt strongly that 
the information collected should capture public-engagement activities; Associate Vice President Meredith 
McQuaid would also like to be sure that international activities are captured.  This is a big deal, he said, 
and it matters—and a lot of other institutions are doing a better job at collecting the information than the 
University.   

 
Professor Sampson referred to language contained in the preface to the ten-point plan: 

 
The University community continues to put in place a number of structures and systems that 
support the advancement of public engagement. Over the last few years, the University 
community has (1) has reorganized departments and colleges to facilitate interdisciplinary work; 
(2) provided financial incentives, seed grants, and other resources to create and implement new 
engagement initiatives and expand existing engagement initiatives; (3) reframed promotion and 
tenure guidelines to articulate more expectations for interdisciplinary and engaged scholarship; 
(4) established a systemwide Office for the Public Engagement and the position of Associate Vice 
President for Public Engagement to advance the engagement agenda across the five University of 
Minnesota campuses; (5) established a Community Leadership Minor and a Community Engaged 
Scholars Program to provide interested students with articulated opportunities to tie public 
engagement work to their academic majors and goals; and (6) initiated the design of a university-
wide database of engagement initiatives and activities as a means to account for the range and 
scope of engagement activities as well as to assess the impact of engagement initiatives on 
students, faculty , the institution, and the community. 
 
Building on these and other existing engagement efforts and initiatives, today’s agenda for public 
engagement seeks to maximize the potential of public engagement as a strategy to accomplish 
key University-wide goals including: (1) expanding successful innovative practices that advance 
the University’s international rank as a top research university; (2) producing cutting edge, 
significant research that provides insights into some of the most complex and difficult issues in 
society; (3) ensuring high quality teaching across the academy; (4) securing a more articulated 
curriculum that supports students' development as scholars, researchers, leaders, and engaged 
citizens; (5) advancing opportunities for interdisciplinary research and teaching; (6) making 
contributions to the local urban agenda in ways that parallel the successes of the 
University's contributions to the state's rural agenda; (7) advancing the internationalization of 
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the University by expanding opportunities for transnational research, teaching, and service; and 
(8) building opportunities for students and faculty to work in diverse, multicultural settings.  

 
The University could do #6 (in the second paragraph, above) and no one would notice, Professor 
Sampson commented.  What the University does in agriculture IS noticed; there will be an effort required 
to make clear that there is a parallel urban contribution that is significant—and it is important that the 
University emphasize it is addressing urban problems.  In this economic environment, a focused effort 
may be needed.  That is the main reason the University decided to establish the Urban Research and 
Outreach/Engagement Center in north Minneapolis, Dr. Jones said.  They believe the University needed 
to work with cities and urban areas and needed to be responsible about them.  It is a real-life, on-the-
ground example of what Dr. Furco is talking about, he said, and how the faculty are involved in public 
engagement.  Dr. Furco pointed out that the offices within Dr. Jones's unit have community engagement 
responsibilities, each with a different focus.  The Office for International Programs addresses 
international engagement.  The Extension program focuses on engagement statewide. The Urban 
Research and Outreach/Engagement Center focuses on engagement in urban contexts. The Office for 
Public Engagement focuses on strengthening the internal polices, networks, and opportunities that support 
the engagement work of these other units, as well as other academic and co-curricular engagement 
initiatives within the collegiate units across the University. 
 
 Professor Yust inquired about the leadership changes at the Urban Research and 
Outreach/Engagement Center (UROC) and where it fits administratively within his office.  Dr. Jones 
explained that it was not part of the Minnesota Extension Service.  There are twelve programs that run the 
gamut, and it is not just Extension, and at some point they must decide the best place to align it.  It is a 
model other universities may emulate; they have received a $750,000 grant to write a handbook.  They 
have to decide how to align it with teaching and outreach. 
 
 Professor Gonzales thanked Drs. Jones and Furco for joining the meeting. 
 
      --  Gary Engstrand 
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