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September 8, 2005

A meeting of the Educational Planning and Policy Committee of the Board of
Regents was held on Thursday, September 8, 2005, at 9:45 a.m. in the West Committee
Room, 600 McNamara Alumni Center.

Regents present: Peter Bell, presiding, Dallas Bohnsack, David Larson, David
Metzen, and Lakeesha Ransom.

Staff present: Chancellor Samuel Schuman; Senior Vice President & Provost
Thomas Sullivan; Senior Vice Presidents Frank Cerra and Robert Jones; Vice Presidents
R. Timothy Mulcahy and Charles Muscoplat; Executive Director Ann Cieslak; Provost
David Carl; and Associate Vice President Alfred Sullivan.              

Student Representatives present:  Joshua Colburn and Tiffany Varilek.

RESOLUTION RELATED TO
TUITION WAIVER FOR DISPLACED

STUDENTS OF HURRICANE-AFFECTED AREAS

Senior Vice President & Provost Sullivan commented that this resolution was
added to the committee’s agenda so that the University could respond to urgent needs
in areas of the country affected by Hurricane Katrina.  The resolution describes the
prerequisites displaced students must meet in order to qualify for a tuition waiver,
including payment of fall tuition to their home institution, and specifies their personal
responsibility for the payment of any applicable University fees, including housing.

In response to questions from the committee, Sullivan reported that so far 35
students (mostly Minnesota residents) have contacted the University requesting
assistance.  Of these, 23 have advanced standing, 10 are first-year students, three are
in law school, and three are international students.  He added that about 20 other
higher education institutions are considering similar proposals.

A motion was made and seconded, and the committee voted unanimously to
recommend approval of the resolution related to tuition waiver for displaced students of
hurricane-affected areas.     !!

STRATEGIES FOR
SUPPORTING RESEARCH

Senior Vice President & Provost Sullivan introduced Vice President for Research
Timothy Mulcahy, who led the discussion.  Mulcahy stated that his presentation is the
beginning of discussions by the committee and the Board regarding the University’s
strategies for supporting research (materials on file in the Board Office).  He identified
the major sources of support as the federal government (72%), business and industry
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(8%), state and local government (7%), and private organizations (13%).  Currently, the
University has a good track record in capturing research dollars, ranking 8th nationally
in research expenditures, 4th in the commercialization of intellectual property, and 5th

in generating returns from intellectual property, but he cautioned that national trends
suggest a decline in governmental research dollars in the years ahead and increased
competition for funding that is available.

 Mulcahy remarked that in spite of the anticipated declines in federal funding,
the current strategic planning process has well positioned the University to meet
challenges and seize opportunities that may arise in a changing research environment.
Particular strengths of the University include research emphases that are compatible
with new federal research approaches (e.g., interdisciplinary research, large-scale
science, and translational research); upward trends in industrial support for research;
and the recent creation of the Office of Business Development and University Enterprise
Laboratory to facilitate intellectual property commercialization.

Mulcahy cited the following challenges to be addressed in optimizing support for
the University’s research mission:

• Organizing administratively to manage large, complex grants
and projects.

• Generating returns on research investments that meet the
expectations of research funders and the public.

• Improving relationships with private research supporters and
venture capitalists.

• Maintaining support for the University’s academic mission.

Mulcahy highlighted the following as important policy issues to be addressed:
• Attracting research funding that is compatible with the University’s

academic mission.
• Developing tenure, promotion, and merit policies that recognize

team research.
• Preserving academic freedom.
• Managing restrictions on research participants and publication

of results.
• Managing individual and institutional conflicts of interest.

In response to questions from Regent Bell, Mulcahy indicated that the Office of
the Vice President for Research (OVPR) has two major responsibilities:  (1) effectively
directing available funds to help the University meet its aspirational goals and (2)
reorienting OVPR so that it helps identify external funding opportunities and aligns
external funding with internal expertise.  A critical component for success in these
areas will be improving relationships with private business and industry.

In response to a number of other questions from the committee, Mulcahy noted
that there are emerging models, but no standards for best practices in this area.  This
presents an opportunity for the University to set the standards and become the model
for other public research universities.  He also acknowledged that developing
appropriate recognition for teams of researchers would require changes in the culture
and value systems.  Sullivan added that two strategic planning task forces (Faculty
Culture and Administrative Culture) are already working to understand these issues
and to develop appropriate responses.

ACADEMIC PROGRAM CHANGES:
PROCESS & OPPORTUNITIES

Senior Vice President & Provost Sullivan introduced Director John Ziegenhagen
and Senior Vice President Muscoplat, who led the discussion. Ziegenhagen described
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the academic program change process, listing the guiding principles of program review,
the criteria applied to new program proposals, the factors that most often motivate
program changes, and the steps involved in advancing a proposal from the department
level to its consideration by the Board (materials on file in the Board Office).  He
explained that a number of factors may precipitate a change in the University’s
academic offerings, including the development of new knowledge, changes in demand or
faculty expertise, opportunities for interdisciplinary work, efforts to leverage a
comparative advantage, and program offerings at a new location.  He also reported that
the impact of these changes on budgets, costs, and infrastructure, such as libraries, is
minimal because most changes involve repackaging of existing programs.

With respect to the net effect of program changes approved by the committee in
2004-05, Ziegenhagen advised that many were housekeeping changes, but that the
process is more focused now because it is a critical strategic planning tool for leveraging
the University’s strengths.  Sullivan added that recent academic program changes have
been incremental, but he assured the committee that in the future programming
decisions will be aligned with the goals, objectives, and values of the strategic planning
process.  He also invited Gail Dubrow, Dean of the Graduate School, to address changes
at the graduate level, which have been more systematic and strategic.

Dubrow suggested that the trends revealed are those characteristic of higher
education in general:  increasing development of interdisciplinary programs, high
degrees of specialization, especially in the professions, and interdisciplinary initiatives
that are connecting and broadening across fields.  With respect to program closures or
additions, the rationale is grounded in the clear and coherent set of criteria by which
programs are evaluated, resulting in decisions about which programs to merge, close, or
approve for development.  She asserted that while the fields and disciplines may vary,
an underlying, rigorous review according to an established set of principles permeates
the decision making behind academic program changes.

Student Representative Pierce observed that students would like to be involved
when program closure is being considered.  Dubrow commented that not only does the
Graduate School have an active, ongoing, and vigorous relationship with the Council of
Graduate Students, but that the most significant consideration in program closure
discussions is the well being of affected students.

 As an example of the ways in which academic program changes can provide
opportunities for leveraging the University’s strengths, Muscoplat described the
development of the Healthy Foods, Healthy Lives Initiative (Initiative) launched by
President Bruininks in 2003.  He traced the historical significance of healthy foods,
detailed present-day challenges to healthy lives, listed the goals of the initiative, and
identified the relevant disciplines and unique characteristics the University brings to it.

In response to questions from the committee, Muscoplat identified a number of
strategies the administration has implemented to achieve the goals of the Initiative and
stated that he foresaw no major barriers to its success.

COMMITTEE WORKPLAN 2005-06

Regent Bell and Senior Vice President & Provost Sullivan led a discussion of the
committee’s workplan for 2005-06.  Bell noted that the workplan provided in the docket
materials was prepared after inviting comments from members of the committee, the
leadership of the Board, and key administrative personnel.  He stated that some
flexibility in the workplan is appropriate so the committee can respond to changing
circumstances, but he expressed his desire to address the items listed as the year
progresses.
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Regent Metzen requested that the committee add to its workplan in December
2005 additional information regarding the tuition waiver approved earlier in the meeting
and the status of the displaced students it is intended to accommodate.

The committee expressed support for the workplan.

CONSENT REPORT

A motion was made and seconded, and the committee unanimously
recommended approval of the following academic program changes, as described in the
docket materials:

Academic Program Change:
ß College of Continuing Education (Twin Cities Campus) – Bachelor of Applied

Science (B.A.S.) Degree in Information Technology Infrastructure – Combine
System Administration concentration and Network Administration concentration
into a single System and Network Administration concentration.

Academic Program Change and Name Change:
ß College of Continuing Education (Twin Cities Campus) – Change name of Military

Science Minor to Joint Military Science Minor and add four tracks:  Aerospace
Science, Military Science, Naval Science – Marines, and Naval Science – Navy.

Department Name Change:
ß College of Education and Human Development (Twin Cities Campus) – Change

name of Department of Work, Community and Family Education to Department
of Work and Human Resource Education.

INFORMATION ITEMS

There were no information items this month.

The meeting adjourned at 11:25 a.m.

ANN D. CIESLAK
Executive Director and
Corporate Secretary


