Minutes”

Faculty Consultative Committee
Thursday, January 25, 2007
1:15-3:00
238A Morrill Hall

Present: Carol Chomsky, (chair), Gary Balas, Jean Bauer, Nancy Carpenter, William Durfee,
Barbara Elliott, Megan Gunnar, Emily Hoover, Mary Jo Kane, Kathleen Krichbaum,
Scott Lanyon, Judith Martin, Richard McCormick, Nelson Rhodus, Steven Ruggles,
Geoffrey Sirc, John Sullivan

Absent: Martin Sampson, Jennifer Windsor

Guests: Vice President Timothy Mulcahy; Senior Vice President Robert Jones; President Robert
Bruininks

Other: Kathryn Stuckert (Office of the Chief of Staff); Deb Cran (Office of the Senior Vice

President for System Academic Administration)
[In these minutes: (1) committee business; (2) office of the Vice President for Research and related

matters; (3) external reviewer anonymity; (4) U of M Rochester; (5) North Side Initiative; (6) discussion
with President Bruininks]

1. Committee Business

Professor Chomsky convened the meeting at 1:20 and asked Committee members to review her
draft report to the Board of Regents and make suggestions for changes if they wished.

Professor Chomsky also congratulated Professor Balas on his election as chair of the Committee
next year; Professor Balas accepted the position and was given a round of applause.

2. Office of the Vice President for Research and Related Matters

Professor Chomsky now welcomed Vice President Mulcahy to the meeting to discuss the Office
of the Vice President for Research, interdisciplinary initiatives, and recognition for IRB service.

Vice President Mulcahy began by saying he has been in office for two years and become familiar
with the administration and organization of the office and its history. The Senate Research Committee
had a conversation with the President, the Provost, and Senior Vice President for the Health Sciences
about the office, at their initiative, not his, and raised a number of issues. Addressing them will help the
University in the long term, he said.

His sense is that the role of the Vice President for Research has been in recent years the Vice
President for Research Administration, with an emphasis on grants management, compliance, and so on.

“ 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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If that is the sum total of the responsibilities of the office, it is not providing the services to the University
that it could. The emerging role of the office is to do more.

One issue that has come up is the amount of money the Vice President for Research has to invest
in new initiatives/scholarship. What is more important is that his office be involved in the decision-
making about all funding initiatives. He should not make the decision but he should participate, should
be at the table as appropriate when the three senior vice presidents discuss issues; the senior vice
presidents agree.

There was also not sufficient clarity of definition of the roles of the Vice President for Research
and the Dean of the Graduate school when the two positions were separated, Dr. Mulcahy said. The
functions may have been split to match the capabilities and interests of the incumbents at the time—and
might have been done differently if it were to have been done in the abstract. There is now much more
clarity about the roles. He and Dean Dubrow have an effective working relationship and the trajectory of
his office is what he hoped it would be. It is a very positive situation, he concluded.

Professor Gunnar said she heard Dr. Mulcahy say that while the administrative tasks of the office
will still need to be accomplished, there was a greater opportunity for a more generative role for the office
now. Was that correct and how does he see the role of his office in relation to the Senate Research
Committee? Dr. Mulcahy said he works closely with it now, attends every meeting unless he is out of
town, and said he believed the relationship works very well. Professors Ruggles and Balas, the current
and past chairs of the committee, concurred. Professor Gunnar also commented about the importance of
knowing program announcements that are coming down the pike; will his office work on that? It will, Dr.
Mulcahy said. It has not been a high priority before but it will be. He said he expects to work more
closely with the office of federal relations to help shape issues and inform legislators. No one university
can tilt the research agenda but being more involved can help.

Professor Balas asked about Vice President Mulcahy's participation in the compact process (and
if he does participate, is it positive or a waste of time?) and the role of his office now that the UROP
program has been moved to the office of the Vice Provost for Undergraduate Education. Dr. Mulcahy
said he does participate in the compact process, although sometimes finds it difficult to attend all of the
compact meetings; he is offered the opportunity to comment on all compacts and does attend some of the
meetings. The process helps him keep in touch with the colleges; if his office is to play a more strategic
role, he needs to communicate with the deans about their plans and opportunities. As for UROP, the
Provost has established an interdisciplinary team (Dean of the Graduate School, Vice Provost for
Undergraduate Education, Associate to the President, and him) which should mitigate concerns about
UROP. If, as the task force recommended, research should be a larger part of undergraduate education, it
is appropriate for UROP to be part of the undergraduate education office (Vice Provost Swan).

Professor Ruggles said Committee members had two distinct concerns about the Office of the
Vice President for Research: the Vice President should be at the table when discussions about
investments (research and other) take place, and whether the current way the University makes
investments in research is the most rational strategy or if it is somewhat arbitrary. On the latter, if any
office could bring order, peer review, and good principles to the decisions, it is the Office of the Vice
President for Research. There has been progress on both of the Committee's concerns, he said, but there
remains a ways to go on the second one.
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Vice President Mulcahy said it is fine to say that his office should be involved in academic
decision-making, but his office has very limited knowledge in many areas; until recently, he was the only
one in the office with an academic background (the staff is extremely good, but they are not from the
faculty ranks, people who have done teaching, research, advising, etc.). He will serve as convener of a
group with appropriate knowledge, however, a research advisory panel of leading faculty, which would
meet as needed. He has solicited the deans for nominations. That group can help decide when the
University can only submit one grant application, or when there must be a choice between major
opportunities. The group should deal with all $70 million of internal University support for research,
Professor Ruggles suggested. Dr. Mulcahy said some have asked about the role of this Committee; he
said he sees the two groups as playing complementary but distinct roles, but that he would ask this
Committee for its advice. Professor Carpenter urged that the advisory panel keep a system perspective
and said it would help to have a representative from one of the other campuses. Dr. Mulcahy said there
would be; there will be 13 members, 10 faculty and 3 P&A staff (some of whom make enormous
contributions in research).

Professor Hoover asked how his office interacts with those responsible for land planning. The
Agricultural Experiment Stations, Rosemount, etc., affect the research mission. Dr. Mulcahy said he
participates in the discussions and will be more involved in the future.

Professor Lanyon said, apropos compacts, that the colleges pick proposals that are
interdisciplinary enough to receive support. A lot of ideas are generated and discarded because the
college can only forward two or three proposals. It would help if the Vice President for Research could
see ALL of the proposals; some could be disciplinary and not seen as appropriate for a college compact.
Dr. Mulcahy said he has a good working relationship with the deans and does work with them on
proposals. He agreed that the faculty do come up many promising proposals for interdisciplinary research
that do not reach the top two or three in any one college. He and Dean Dubrow have said to the Provost
that many proposals need institutional support and should come to the interdisciplinary team to bring
forward. Not all would be funded, but that is an alternative way to bring ideas forward.

Professor Gunnar asked Dr. Mulcahy about the relationship between his office and the
University's foundations. He said they are very good, although the relationship with the Minnesota
Medical Foundation could be fostered further. He explained how income from patents and licensing are
transferred to the University (one-third of which go to his office for reinvestment).

In response to a point about making IRB service more attractive, Dr. Mulcahy said he would like
to return to the Committee later; he envisions a significant overhaul of the IRB process that would have a
significant impact on the discussion. Professor Lanyon said that the Committee needed to be sure about
this because there is the perception that IRB service is very onerous and there are concerns about getting
faculty to serve. Dr. Mulcahy said he has heard the same thing since coming to Minnesota, but there are
80 faculty serving on IRB panels, so many faculty agree to serve. What's needed is a more efficient way
to make use of faculty expertise. He said he would return to the Committee with proposals for change
after he reviews them with the Senate Research Committee. Professor Gunnar commented that IRB
service is not as onerous as service on the Committee on Educational Policy, for example, and said her
concern is that IRB members need to be active researchers in order to do a good job; she said it would be
nice if the University could require those who have grants be in the pool for IRB service. Professor
Martin pointed out that not all faculty have grants.
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Professor Chomsky thanked Dr. Mulcahy for joining the meeting.

3. External Reviewer Anonymity

Professor Chomsky reported that she had raised with the President the question of anonymous
reviews (e.g., of faculty research, for promotion and tenure purposes); at present, it appears the Minnesota
Data Practices Act forbids them. The Provost has reported that Minnesota is the only, or one of very few,
institutions that cannot permit anonymous reviews. The President agrees that this is an important issue
but indicated that before the University suggests any changes to state law, there should be a consensus on
the issue. The Committee needs to talk about this issue with the Provost; there is a division of faculty
views on the matter.

4. University of Minnesota Rochester

Professor Chomsky welcomed Senior Vice President Jones to the meeting to discuss (1) the North
Side Initiative and (2) system coordination (he is Senior Vice President for System Academic
Administration).

Dr. Jones distributed copies of a memo he sent last November to deans, directors, and department
heads about a restructuring of his office. His office was created in 2004 in order to put units with system-
wide responsibilities in one place as well as to take on the system academic functions that had been in the
Provost's office. When he served as Provost, Dr. Bruininks thought the office had too much to do and he
spent too much time as Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs and not enough time as Provost.

Dr. Jones also provided copies of the organizational chart of his office and explained the various
relationships among the offices. He noted that there are three senior vice presidents: Dr. Cerra (the
health sciences), Provost Sullivan (the non-health-sciences colleges plus system responsibilities for
promotion and tenure and other issues—the chief academic officer of the University—plus issues shared
with Dr. Jones's office). The Provost deals more with the Twin Cities campus while he deals with the
day-to-day issues of the coordinate campuses. He also has responsibility for the Extension Service,
International Programs, Public Engagement, and PreK-12 and Urban initiatives. Dr. Jones noted he also
has dotted-line responsibility for Vice Presidents Barcel6 (Equity and Diversity), Cawley (Information
Technology), Muscoplat (Statewide Strategic Resource Development), and Carrier (Human Resources).
"Dotted line" means he does not hire or fire them and is not involved in their annual review, but they
come to him rather than the President on day-to-day issues. The President remains responsible for the
personnel decisions about these vice presidents. At present he hires the University of Minnesota
Rochester Chancellor, but that role will also evolve to a dotted-line relationship, as is the case now with
the chancellors at the other three campus. Dr. Jones also discussed how meetings take place with people
from his office and that of the Provost so that each is aware of issues arising in the other.

Dr. Jones reported, in response to a query from Professor Bauer, that the President decided last
November to create the position of chancellor for the Rochester campus. This decision was part of a
long-term goal and was made when funding became available. The President decided it was time to think
about a new administrative structure and operations for Rochester. He and the President meet with all of
the chancellors before each Regents' meeting, he added, and that has been occurring for a long time.
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5. North Side Partnership

Discussion continued with Senior Vice President Jones, now about the North Side Partnership.
This is an extension of the University's public engagement activities, Dr. Jones said; if the University is to
be among the top three, it must take a leadership role in public engagement (in addition to research and
teaching).

There was no separate strategic positioning task force for public engagement; all of the task
forces were asked to consider public engagement as part of their charge. The University is seen as a
national leader in public engagement but they have come to realize that they must think about things in a
different way, and he will talk with the Board of Regents about the North Side Partnership as part of the
University's strategic positioning goals. There is a need to rethink what public engagement means in an
urban age; the University needs to address complex urban issues—Dbut this does not mean it abandons its
commitment to rural issues. "Urban" means (e.g.) St. Cloud and Worthington as well as the Twin Cities.
As a large land-grant university, it also needs to focus on urban areas, but it has not been as intentional
about urban issues as it has about the land-grant mission. About 60% of the people of Minnesota live in
the Twin Cities metro area, and the University has a legacy of taking research to the people; the question
is, who are the people? The University has been addressing urban issues for years, but it will not be in the
top three if it continues to use old strategies in dealing with the problems.

He will talk with the Regents about how best to meet the needs of urban communities and will
suggest the model of the Extension Service, the Research and Outreach Centers, so the University can be
intentional, strategic, and use an interdisciplinary approach. The University must be present in the
community in order to help. But the University cannot solve all the problems, so must identify where it
can partner with others to help address them. It is committed to building a research/outreach/clinical
center in North Minneapolis, and two faculty members have already agreed to lead interdisciplinary teams
to further the effort.

It is in the University's interest to work with the changing urban communities; the President has
charged him with leveraging University funds to better serve them, Dr. Jones related. At the same time,
the University does not want to promise too much and deliver too little. There are three strands to the
approach: strengthening communities (legal clinic, mini-Med School programs), workforce development
(early childhood education and work with the schools), and urban health. North Minneapolis is just the
beginning; the effort is designed to serve communities around the state.

Dr. Jones affirmed that the Academic Health Center will be part of the initiative and there will be
coordination with units like the Phillips Clinic. The University has done much, but despite its work
people do not see it. The University has not been there, in the perception of the community. Associate
Vice President Maruyama and Professor Scott McConnell have created a faculty group interested in
working on the North Side, and Dean Bailey (Education and Human Development) is willing to play the
lead role and help galvanize the other deans to help.

Professor Kane urged that youth sports and child development be a part of the equation; the
University is as well-positioned as any institution in the country to help in these areas.

The University will not do this alone, Dr. Jones said; there will be partnerships with the city and
the county. There is also overwhelming support for the initiative among people who have been sharply
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critical of the University in the past: they see this as an opportunity for the community and they want
research-based solutions that are sustainable.

Professor Chomsky thanked Dr. Jones for joining the meeting and said that the Committee would
like to be kept informed about the North Side Partnership.

6. Discussion with the President

The President joined the meeting later than expected and talked about the Governor's budget
recommendations. He also mentioned a humber of points people should consider if they are called to
testify about the University's budget.

Professor Chomsky thanked the President and adjourned the meeting at 3:20.

-- Gary Engstrand

University of Minnesota



