Strategic Planning and Budget Committee
Friday, May 1, 2015, 12:00 to 1:30 p.m.
Administrative Conference Room
Approved 10-6-15

Attendees: Mary Allen, John Arthur, Joe Artim, Josh Berlo, Erik Brown, John Hamlin,
Mohammed Hasan, Ava Heinrich, Amy Hietapelto, Chris Johnson, Rebecca Katz
Harwood, Mary Keenan, Pat Keenan, Jim Klueg, Wendy Larrivy, Morris Levy,
Zhuangyi Liu, Heather McLean, Jerry Pepper, Mike Sunnafrank

Excused: Lendley Black, Chuck Bosell, Lisa Erwin, Daniel Hsaio, Lucinda Johnson, Linda
Kinnear, Jeffrey McVay, Victor Nemykin, Kim Riordan, Andrea Schokker, Cheryl
Tillman

Absent: Fay Maas, Mick McComber

Guests: Elaine Hansen, Corbin Smyth, Lynne Williams

Welcome and Approval of Minutes
Morris Levy called the meeting to order at 12:02 p.m. Minutes from April 17 were approved.

Budget Updates

Elaine Hansen provided an update on the numbers discussed during President Kaler’s visit on
April 27-28. President Kaler indicated that $1.9 million for strategic initiatives will be provided
in FY'16, although some of it is intended for FY'17. This money will be tracked so we know
where it goes. We also expect to receive $900,000 for requests including funding for simplified
fringe, job family studies and athletic scholarships. Relief of $500,000 for academic programs
will be provided. However, Chancellor asked Elaine to emphasize this is relief; it is not
permanent. In the future we will need to find new revenue, such as increased tuition revenue.
Usually UMD has received preliminary funding information in writing by now, but so far
everything has been strictly verbal. This funding is probable but not confirmed. We will not have
decisive information about legislative tuition support until the session is done on May 18,
assuming there is not a special session. In response to a question, Elaine clarified that the $2.4
million President Kaler referenced most likely refers to the $1.9 million for strategic initiatives
plus $500,000 nonrecurring academic relief; it does not refer to state specials. In response to a
question about potential legislative funding, Elaine noted that we have been modeling tuition
possibilities. In response to a question about student numbers, Mary Keenan noted that the
undergraduate freshman yield is on track so far with our goal of 2150 students (last year we
brought in 2196). Transfer students are similar to last year, as we expected. Graduate student
numbers will naturally decrease given that the Master of Advocacy and Political Leadership
(MAPL) program has finished and there is not a new EdD class this year; this will impact total
numbers. Continuing students are still enrolling, so there is no clear retention picture yet.
Collegiate units are reaching out to students who have not yet enrolled, and One Stop is reaching
out to students with financial holds. The small 2012 cohort of 1881 entering students will be
seniors, so that low trend will follow through next year. Housing contracts are behind last year,
but we anticipated this and expect housing to fill by fall. Corbin Smyth noted that more will be
known soon about housing, since the priority deadline is May 1. Mary Keenan noted UMD will
continue to admit students until August 1. The SEM initiative increased the capacity for specific
programs, such as engineering.



Amy Hietapelto provided an update from Andrea Schokker regarding the expected $500,000
nonrecurring relief. The parameters are to reduce cuts to Academic Affairs; the funds cannot be
used for new initiatives or to reduce the deficit. Andrea would like to use the money to reduce
cuts in admissions, library and one stop and then reduce cuts to all colleges. Mary Allen will
work with the deans and financial people on new reduction targets for the colleges. The money
reduces cuts to colleges, but it is nonrecurring. This buys time, but some cuts may be needed in
the near future. Mary Allen noted that draft allocations will come out sometime today and that it
is not unusual to get preliminary allocations that need to be revised as we receive more
information. In response to a question about whether the committee will make recommendations
or whether it is just informational, Elaine Hansen noted that it is just informational. We don’t
have anything in writing yet and the system will set parameters for the funds. Amy also noted
that details are not available at this point; Andrea asked her to share general thoughts to the
committee. Further discussion will occur at the Council of Deans on Tuesday. John Hamlin
noted that it is difficult for this committee to do strategic planning when little detail is available.
In response to a question about whether to meet during finals week, Elaine noted that we likely
won’t know more information by then and we may not receive information from the system until
late May.

Synergies of UMTC and UMD Strategic Plans

John Arthur prepared a document comparing the UMD and UMTC strategic plans and
identifying synergies. John highlighted eleven areas of synergy between the two plans, indicating
a goodness of fit. In noting the two plans also have areas of departure, John noted that UMD
does not have as many resources as the Twin Cities campus. There were two corrections noted;
the Vision Statement on page one is for the Twin Cities campus, and the Mission Statement on
page two is for the U of M system. In response to a question about UMD’s role in solving grand
challenges, it was noted that President Kaler’s State of the U Address referred to UMD’s Master
of Tribal Administration and Governance (MTAG) program as an example. Funds have been
earmarked to implement the Twin Cities plan, just as UMD received funding for our plan.

Strategic Plan Grant Proposals

John Arthur distributed a document outlining language for the request for strategic plan grant
proposals. Two categories of funding include 1) Early academic success and roadblocks to
student progress and 2) Community outreach to area high schools to “market” the UMD mission
and internationalization priorities. Evaluation criteria were also outlined. A team of reviewers
will make recommendations to the faculty fellow, who will share them with the Chancellor’s
Cabinet. The plan is for $3000 grants, with higher amounts awarded for proposals with special
merit. Faculty, staff, students, departments, student organizations, and groups of units are eligible
to apply. John requested input on the timing to send the request for proposals and deadlines. The
consensus was to provide a heads up to the campus yet this spring to allow people a chance to
start planning proposals, with messages to campus in mid-August and again in early September.
Committee members recommended a fall deadline of mid-September and a limit of three pages
per proposal. Funds are already available, so implementation can happen very quickly. It will be
important to receive information about the EFS string as soon as possible after the proposal is
accepted. While the current intent is to fund about $30,000 in grants in the fall and $30,000 again
in the spring, committee members recommended considering more grants in the fall if there are
lots of good proposals, to allow for more immediate impact. Proposals will not be granted to



individuals who still have a report outstanding from a previous strategic planning grant.

Draft Student Retention Framework

Mary Keenan reported that the Strategic Enrollment Management Subcommittee (SEM) has
focused since mid-October on the topic of student retention, with a goal of increasing retention
by three percentage points over three years to 80%. How can we engage the campus on actions to
accomplish this goal? Mary distributed a draft copy of a Framework for Student Retention,
which was shared with the Council of Deans on Tuesday and is a tool for engaging the campus
and identifying action steps leading to improved student success. The framework is composed of
four overarching themes/goals (the 4 Pros):

1. Profile: Incrementally elevate both the entering student profile and our institutional
profile.

2. Progress: Ensure students’ initial academic success and continuous progress toward

timely degree completion.

Process: Improve and integrate student services, processes and experiences.

4. Promise: Ensure all students’ experiences are consistent with the promise expressed in
UMD’s mission, value statements and brand.

(98]

The framework was adapted from DePaul University, which has had great success using these
themes. It keeps the focus on our work and on at-risk processes that students encounter rather
than targeting at-risk students. The focus is on processes and students’ overall progress and
retention. The document will be moved to the collegiate units and Student Life units, asking for
action steps by early fall. The cover sheet of the document includes a snapshot of High Impact
Practices (HIPs) that are associated with deep learning and self-reported gains. Each of the 4
Pros is then highlighted on a single sheet, using the same format (goal, campus-level measures,
guiding questions and examples of progress strategies). A particular unit might focus on just a
few guiding questions. The examples include the best things from the student success strategy
map, honoring work already done on our campus. Different units/areas will work more with
some Pros than others. For instance, the theme of Progress relates mostly to collegiate units. An
academic department head might share just this page of the framework at a department meeting
to focus on potential actions. The final page of the document is a template for Action Plans. SEM
uses this template for every enrollment goal (new high school recruitment, transfer student
recruitment, etc.). Mary acknowledged that much work is already being done, so action plans
should include those items. She asked the committee for reactions and suggestions for how the
framework can flow out to the campus. Corbin Smyth noted that some students don’t know
faculty well enough to ask them to write reference letters and requested ways to create
opportunities for student-faculty engagement outside the classroom experience. He also
suggested that course access be addressed in some fashion, because students may be more likely
to transfer if they don’t get into important classes. SEM hopes that specific units will commit to
action steps. Mary indicated part of the framework is being more intentional in engaging students
so they don’t have to always reach out. Ideally there will be many proposals for the strategic plan
grants. In response to a question, Mary noted that the greatest opportunity to improve retention is
first to second year. First semester GPA is the best predictor of first-year retention. While noting
that advising offices and instructors of core liberal education courses are key, Mary encouraged
faculty to reach out to first and second-year students in their fields, such as sharing information



about their research. Connections with faculty around intellectual endeavors are important. In
response to a question, Mary noted we don’t have data about retention related to freshman
seminar. Initial seminars instituted by President Yudof were topic based. In response to a
question, Mary noted that student responses about why they leave UMD tend to be superficial.
Mary noted that UMD’s 30-60-90 roadmap has been referenced as a best practice and that our
use of it can be improved.

The final version of the Framework will be sent to the committee when it is complete.

Thank You to Outgoing Committee Members
Outgoing committee members were thanked for their service.

Subcommittee Reports
Strategic Enrollment Management report occurred above.

Pat Keenan reported two items from the Facilities Subcommittee. Higher Education Asset
Preservation and Replacement (HEAPR) funding has not yet been determined, but at the last
meeting they reviewed potential projects that will be done, depending on how much money the U
of M system receives. UMD’s portion is based on a system facilities condition assessment (done
every ten years) that scores the condition of each building that is eligible for HEAPR funding.
UMD currently receives 8.7% of the system allocation. Projects will change depending on the
funding level, since some projects of higher need but that cost more may not be possible. Sports
& Health Center and Cina Hall HVAC upgrades are certain. Other possibilities include AB
Anderson Hall sprinkler and code upgrades, Kirby Student Center roof replacement, Tweed
mechanical system upgrade and Library repair of window sills. The last meeting of Facilities
Subcommittee is next Wednesday. The only agenda item is a presentation by the SRF Consulting
Group, which is conducting a Parking and Transportation Study. They will review current and
future parking needs as well as supply and demand. They will provide a preliminary review of
early findings, with time for questions and feedback. There will also be an open time next week
for campus feedback. SRF will provide a 95% draft about the third week of June, with a final
report with recommendations due the third week of July. Facilities Subcommittee will review
that report in September.

New Business

Morris introduced Lynne Williams, the new Director of External Affairs, who oversees public
relations, external relations and legislative relations. Lynne asked for committee feedback as to
whether Chancellor should hold a year-end town hall meeting. Committee members
recommended not holding a town hall unless there is significant new information (which is not
likely), instead recommending that information be distributed by email.

Next Meeting Date
The next meeting will be in the fall.

The meeting adjourned at 1:25 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,
Betty Greene



