Minutes”

Faculty Consultative Committee
Thursday, October 2, 2008
12:00 - 2:15
7 Mondale Hall

Present: Emily Hoover (chair), Gary Balas, Nancy Carpenter, Carol Chomsky, Shawn Curley,
Dan Dahlberg, William Durfee, Janet Fitzakerley, Marti Hope Gonzales, Michael
Hancher, Kathryn Hanna, Carolyn Hayes, Brian Isetts, Jeff Kahn, Judith Martin, Martin
Sampson, Cathrine Wambach, Becky Yust

Absent: Nelson Rhodus, Michael Oakes
Guests: Senior Vice President Robert Jones
Other: Kathryn Stuckert (Office of the President); Deb Cran (Office of the Senior Vice President

for System Academic Administration)

[In these minutes: (1) discussion with Senior Vice President Jones (the Northside Initiative); (2)
discussion with Senior Vice President Jones (Office for Conflict Resolution and copyright disputes); (3)
committee business (new policies, copyright dispute resolution, policy review process, financial turmoil,
EFS, cost pools, non-smoking policy, health-care savings plan)]

1. Discussion with Senior Vice President Jones: The Northside Initiative

Professor Hoover convened the meeting at 12:05 and welcomed Senior Vice President Jones to
discuss three matters that fall within his purview: the Northside Initiative, the Office for Conflict
Resolution, and budget allocations. [Time ran out before the third item could be taken up.]

Dr. Jones thanked the Committee for the opportunity to join it and said he would be happy to
come to meetings as frequently as the Committee wished in order to keep informed about matters for
which he is responsible.

Dr. Jones began by providing the background for the Northside Initiative. It evolved out of
strategic positioning: some of the faculty and the senior officers believed it important, if the University
were to move to world-class status, that it think differently about several things that go beyond the
academic disciplines and the elements of a land-grant university. The University must also fulfill its role
as an urban university. It is one of the few institutions with programs that range from law and medicine
to agriculture all in one place in a metropolitan area. For 158 years the University has done a good job of
leveraging its resources across the state and building partnerships across the state. It has also worked with
the business community on economic development. What it has not done is be as strategic and
intentional as it could be in its role as an urban university. The question was how to take advantage of its
location.

“ 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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He and the President commissioned a group of faculty members to frame an urban initiative that
would build appropriately on the University's role as a land-grant institution in the 21% Century. The
group prepared a report. At the same time, they thought about how to deploy resources in the urban area.
The College of Education and Human Development was recruiting Dante Cicchetti, a world-renowned
developmental psychologist, who said he would like to work with north Minneapolis. As a consequence,
they repositioned resources so he could do so, and for the first time developed a systematic approach to
the Northside. Because of past efforts that were not sustained, some Northside residents were skeptical
about the University's commitment. But the University has communicated broadly and listened to the
community to establish positive relationships and partnerships and to ensure that our plans and goals are
responsive to community needs.

Those working on the effort developed an urban vision—this is an urban nation, Dr. Jones
observed, and it is expected that 80% of the state's population will live in metropolitan areas in the future.
To develop this vision does not mean the University will back away from its commitment to outstate
Minnesota; it means it will not let its urban agenda be represented only by individual faculty interests.
The faculty doing research on urban issues are doing an outstanding job but the University needs a more
systematic approach to deal with the problems that confront urban areas. Crime, poverty, and education
are not the University's problems today—but they will be in the future in its classrooms. The University
has to find a way to address these complex problems.

In the past, University faculty have done research, but members of the urban community feel like
they have been guinea pigs; they never "own" the results and feel the research never has any effect. There
have been a lot of meetings, and the community has twice voted to endorse the University's engagement.
The University needs to do more in partnership with the Northside community, the business community,
and the philanthropic community—the University cannot solve all the problems so the question is how to
work in concert with other entities to help address them.

So if the University is to be more engaged, beyond the work of individual faculty members, to
help improve the lives of children and families in the urban core, the decision was made that it needed an
urban presence, modeled on outreach to the rural community of the state. The Urban Research and
Outreach/Engagement Center (UROC) is like the Research and Outreach Centers around the state,
intended to be more strategic in solving problems, and applies an existing model to a new situation. This
effort is seen as a national model and has been given a grant by the Fund for the Improvement of Post
Secondary Education (FIPSE) to fund an urban university for the 21 Century. It implants the land-grant
outreach model in the city.

The University has purchased and is renovating a shopping center and is meeting with community
development programming people to identify the activities that should be housed in it. Dr. Jones related
that he hired Dr. Irma McClaurin from the Ford Foundation as the first Executive Director to coordinate
activities related to the Northside Initiative and assemble a team to be headquartered in the UROC
building. Everyone who is housed there must be engaged in research, teaching, or service in partnership
with the community address issues identified by the community.

At the same time, Dr. Jones related, they are developing tools to assess the impact of the work.
This is not a usual University activity so they want to establish benchmarks and evaluate performance
over the next 5-10 years. The University wants a presence on the Northside but it also needs to know that
its programs are working. This will be a research center to look at, for example, health disparities (people
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from the Academic Health Center will be involved), nutrition, technical assistance for small businesses,
youth entrepreneurship, the digital divide, and so on. They want to direct resources to the community for
programs where there is a compelling argument that the work can better be done there than on the
campus. The FIPSE grant is part of a national effort to build a framework to seek federal help for urban
universities (but the University decided not to wait for federal aid, so sought the FIPSE grant and is also
raising outside money).

The President and the Board of Regents are very supportive. The President provided the initial
funding, after which the programs are expected to raise additional funds. The philanthropic community is
very interested in the effort as well, Dr. Jones concluded.

Professor Kahn inquired how the community "voted"” to endorse the University's presence. Who
represented the community? When they first thought about more of a University presence, Dr. Jones said,
he and Craig Taylor, who heads up business and community economic development, went to the Urban
League. The Urban League convened an initial group to talk about the University's interest. They
worked with a number of groups that voted 80% in favor of the University's presence; some said that not
all the right players knew about the proposal so a second vote was taken, also very positive. A number of
community organizations signed on as partners. Professor Kahn said it is difficult to represent a
community and reach out to everyone in it; they face the same questions in biomedical research.

That is an important point, Dr. Jones agreed. There are others interested in working in the
Northside community and the question is how to engage the community and get it involved. The
University did everything it could think of—radio, flyers, etc.—so that everyone knew about the proposal.
They were as comprehensive and as inclusive as they could be. They will not please everyone, and there
will be pushback, but they are pleased by the facility and widespread support. The community has taken
ownership of the effort and is pushing the University to do more. Unfortunately the resources are not
available at this time to everything, so the University will have to manage expectations and work with the
community to identify other funding sources for this important work.

Professor Gonzales inquired about the pushback and how it might change implementation of the
Northside Initiative. The reaction has primarily been directed at Professor Cicchetti's research (on out-of-
home placement, or foster care), Dr. Jones said. Hennepin County spends between $50 and $90 million
per year; Professor Cicchetti's work on counseling and intervention is 80-90% effective. If the University
comes into the community with a history of research that has not created a positive impression, opposition
bubbles up. There was an important communication expressing concerns about the research, especially
with children—Dbut the criticisms went beyond the factual and practical to making statements that were
not true. The community has been reassured about how the research will be reviewed and how
community research will be conducted.

Professor Kahn asked if any valuable findings from the research will be shared. That is required
by the FIPSE grant, Dr. Jones said. Do they have plans to bring their experiences back to help other
faculty learn from them, Professor Chomsky asked? That is part of their commitment, Dr. Jones said: to
take what they learn and to think about how to assist faculty interested in doing community-based
research. They are devising a curriculum for faculty—and for the community.

Professor Curley asked if, beyond the scope of the research in this particular community, the
current processes used by people doing research in a community are alienating the community and not
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closing the loop. Is that perception or is it actually true? It is a common perception, Dr. Jones said,
whether real or not, and it is probably some of both. For example, the Center for Urban and Regional
Affairs (CURA) is highly respected, and people are engaged with it, but one hears consistently that the
community does not "own" the results ("own" not in an intellectual property sense). "You study us and
our Kids but never tell us what you found or tell us how it can be used to create new policies or
programs.” If it is an actual problem, Professor Curley suggested, perhaps there should be conversations
with the researchers. And perhaps that could be accomplished through the IRB process. It is a problem,
Dr. Jones agreed, and there is a committee that has raised questions about the Northside Initiative and
what policy and practices need to be changed to help faculty engage more effectively in community-based
research. There is a group at the University looking at the questions and he expects a report will be
provided to the Provost's Research Council.

Professor Isetts commented that the Initiative is similar to the Phillips neighborhood clinic, an
enduring University commitment to a community. Who is in charge of coordinating the health care needs
of those in the community? Dr. Jones said that Senior Vice President Cerra has been involved in the
executive committee of the Northside Initiative and creation of the UROC. Others from the Academic
Health Center are also involved. He affirmed that health care is an important part of the Initiative. They
must deal with health disparities and health-care issues. They are also seeking to address K-12 issues and
are working with the Minneapolis Public Schools in that area. Even though the Initiative is on the North
Side, if one looks at the demographics and the variables, that community faces more problems than any
other in the region. They could have started where the problems would have been easier to deal with, but
if they start where the needs are most acute, they can demonstrate that the effort works.

Professor Hoover asked about Dr. Jones's role in the Initiative. He oversees it, Dr. Jones said.
With his other responsibilities, someone else needs to implement it, which is the reason the University
hired Dr. McClaurin, a cultural anthropologist. One of her roles is to coordinate activities so that the
effort is cohesive and collaborative. She has also developed a strategy to obtain outside resources.
Professor Hoover suggested that Dr. McClaurin could perhaps learn about organizational challenges
within the University by participating in meetings with the Research and Outreach Center directors.

2. Discussion with Senior Vice President Jones: The Office for Conflict Resolution &
Copyright Disputes

Professor Hoover next asked about the Office for Conflict Resolution, headed by Carolyn
Chalmers. She noted for Dr. Jones that the Committee has discussed copyright conflict resolution, and
that the issue will come up at the Senate later in the day. The issue of resolving copyright disputes will be
tabled so that a group can identify the best way to resolve them. One suggestion has been that the Office
for Conflict Resolution be a starting point for addressing disputes.

Dr. Jones said he was aware of the discussions occurring about resolving copyright disputes,
although he has not been a part of them. When President Bruininks restructured administrative
responsibilities, he was charged with oversight of Ms. Chalmers's office, but dispute resolutions go to the
Provost. She is responsible for conflict resolution for all employees except those in bargaining units and
has worked hard to create an office that serves faculty and staff through both informal and formal
processes. He is responsible for day-to-day oversight, he said, but suggested that the Committee speak
with Ms. Chalmers about copyright and how it might fit in her office.
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Professor Curley said the scope of the Office for Conflict Resolution is employment conflicts.
Professor Hanna said it is more than that, and includes rules, regulations, policies, and practice. Professor
Chomsky pointed out that existing policy provides that Ms. Chalmers’s office deals with “employment-
related conflicts of all kinds,” which could be understood to mean anything that arises between University
employees. That could include the kind of disputes that would arise under the copyright policy — issues
about the expectations of departments or programs regarding, e.g., the participation of faculty in
department-created curriculum packages, rather than real copyright law issues. So the question is whether
copyright fits within that scope.

Dr. Jones said he could not answer that question now. They need to look at the policy and
determine if copyright fits. He also pointed out that the Office for Conflict Resolution is a small one so
that one must be careful about scope. He said he has not talked with Ms. Chalmers specifically about
copyright.

Professor Hoover thanked Dr. Jones for joining the Committee.

2. Committee Business

-- Professor Hoover noted that Committee members had received copies of three draft policies
(environmental management, religious holidays, and trademarks/logos) and must decide if it wishes to see
governance consultation on any of them. At present the policies are being revised, so these versions need
not be discussed, but the revised drafts will come up for discussion about referral.

-- Professor Hoover next reported that the Provost has agreed to continuing work on the copyright
dispute-resolution process; the goal is that it will come to the University Senate for a vote in December.
Provost Sullivan said that his three criteria for any process is that it include the appropriate copyright
expertise, that there be continuity to it, and that it be able to make decisions expeditiously. She and
Professor Durfee thought those were desirable guiding principles.

Professor Chomsky said that it is premature to talk about the details of any process, but on the
issue of continuity, when using the Office for Conflict Resolution, participants help select the panel
members. A copyright dispute-resolution panel, however, if it to have true continuity, could be a group
that sits on all cases, which would not allow those with disputes to help select the panel. Professor Hanna
said she believed there must be a provision for faculty to help choose the panel, or else it is not dispute
resolution. Professor Balas pointed out that there is precedent for a separate committee, because the
conflict-of-interest committees are standing groups and the faculty involved do not select who is on them.
That is a different model.

Professor Chomsky said they need to get a sense of the definitions of the disputes that are likely
to arise because that may help decide on the model to be adopted.

-- Professor Hoover distributed copies of draft guidelines on policy review, guidelines that will help
determine if new or revised policies go to a committee or committees, this Committee or SCC, or the
University or Faculty Senate. These guidelines, even though not yet approved at any level, were
nonetheless helpful even in draft form because they assisted in identifying the path of review for the draft
copyright policy.
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On the same general topic, Professor Hoover noted that while there are now three different ad hoc
subcommittees at work reviewing various policies by category (research, educational, human resources),
there is another general category of administrative and regental policies that this Committee itself should
review. She asked that three members of the Committee serve as an ad hoc subcommittee to review
them; Professors Durfee, Gonzales, and Hancher agreed to serve.

Professor Chomsky noted that in the case of the educational policies, there are a lot of steps to go
through, including forums, review by faculty and advisers, the Senate Committee on Educational Policy,
the staff policy group, the executive team, and the Faculty Senate. The review is also bringing out
concerns about some of the policies, which SCEP will have to take up. She asked whether the policy
review guidelines needed to refer to any of that consultation. The consensus was they do not, as they deal
only with the governance review, not the associated administrative review.

-- Professor Hoover asked if there is anything more this Committee needs to know about the
copyright policy that comes up for a vote at the University Senate later in the afternoon. Professor Balas
thought not and said he learned only at the meeting of the Provost's response to Committee concerns. The
concerns are about online works and software. Professor Balas said software will be covered in the
intellectual property/commercialization policy.

Professor Chomsky noted that there is a subcommittee that will work on developing the copyright
dispute process, and that both the Research and Faculty Affairs committees had discussed the copyright
ownership policy. The questions being raised are more about the Regents policy than about the
administrative procedures. It would help to have a governance group monitor how the problems play out
and indicate whether they demonstrate the need to revisit the policy—or not. Some things cannot be
explained in advance and need to be sorted out. That is part of the reporting, Professor Balas said; the
Provost is to report to FCC annually on implementation of the procedures so it can find out how things
are going.

A question that has arisen in the Academic Health Center is about ownership of copyright of
videos made of lectures made for students, Professor Hanna reported. The policy suggests the University
owns them. What if a faculty member wants them destroyed? Professor Chomsky said the University
would own the copyright to the video because the University made it.

Professor Balas said the University is behind the times. Some leading universities have put their
courses online; people here need to step back and ask if the point is to provide education as widely as
possible. Where are the priorities? No one is going to buy videos from the University of Minnesota
when other institutions (e.g., MIT and Berkeley) are giving them away free.

Professor Wambach pointed out that there is an educational policy that bars students from
publishing notes or audio/visual materials without the permission of the instructor. Is there a place in a
college or department where someone decides whether to videotape a class? Do the faculty have a right
to say "no"? Professor Dahlberg said he has taught classes on UNITE which are recorded; he teaches
them and has no idea where the video recordings go but isn't worried about it. Students do the work,
Professor Fitzakerley said, and they can decide what to do with it; this is not a top-down policy. It would
violate educational policy, Professor Balas said, which Professor Chomsky affirmed, noting that it would
not be a copyright violation, it violates accepted standards of behavior in the academy. And faculty can
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tell students not to use electronic devices, Professor Curley added. Part of which is because doing so
protects other students from being in a video that is posted on a website, Professor Wambach said.

Many of the disputes are employment-related, not copyright, Professor Chomsky said. That is
why she is not sure there is a need for a separate dispute-resolution process for copyright. This policy
does not address that question, Professor Balas said; and it won't, Professor Chomsky said, which is why
there needs to be an informal mechanism, not a trial, to work out relationships and find out what faculty
and administrators want.

-- Professor Martin commented on the recent article that had appeared in the St. Paul newspaper
about the struggles smaller colleges in Minnesota were facing in meeting their payroll because of the
financial turmoil in the country. She said she emailed Vice President Pfutzenreuter about this and he said
that the University does not face any such problem, so people need not worry about it.

-- Professor Hoover reported that she and Professor Durfee had spoken with the President about
EFS, and it is a subject he will address at the Senate meeting. He is aware there is a lot of work to be
done and he understands the pain.

-- She and Professor Durfee also spoke with the Provost about consultation on the cost pools, and
which should come first, the cost-pool budgets or the academic budgets. Professor Wambach wondered
about the efficiency of a system that sends all the O&M money to the colleges and then requires them to
pay it back for cost pools. One can ask if this is the best way to do things; it is a costly way to do
business because of all the budget people in the colleges and departments. The transaction costs are high.
Would it not be cheaper for the administration simply to pay the necessary costs? Professor Balas said
the current system is a good one because no one discussed costs before—energy, space, etc. Has it
changed how O&M money is used? Probably not, but it has opened questions about why something is
being done.

The big issue is about the rate increase in cost pools versus academic expenditures, Professor
Hanna said. Professor Yust agreed with Professor Balas that the system has shed light on budget
decisions and helps colleges understand where money goes, but the system has not changed anything. If
there is continued discussion about being more efficient, Professor Martin commented, it is worth asking
if this is the most efficient way to do business. Are there not a lot more people at the University to keep
track of all these budgets? Is the new budget model really a paragon of efficiency?

Professor Dahlberg said one question to be asked is whether departments have more resources
now than they did 5 or 10 years ago.

-- Professor Hoover reported that consideration is being given to a policy requiring the campus to be
entirely smoke-free (inside and outside buildings). Ms. Stuckert reported that UMD is already smoke-free
and UMC will be in the near future.

Professor Isetts commented that the people who will enforce the policy will be non-smokers, who
are now able to take pictures with cell phones. Professor Balas said he disagreed with a policy to ban
smoking outdoors on such a large campus and did not want to be at a place where people are taking
pictures to identify people violating policy.
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-- Professor Hoover provided Committee members with copies of recent letters the Provost sent to
members of the strategic-positioning task forces updating them on the recommendations each task force
made. The Committee agreed it wished to have a conversation with the Provost about the letters.

-- Professor Hoover then reported that one of the members of the conflict-of-interest committees
raised a question about whether those committees should be part of the governance system rather than
free-standing committees. Professor Chomsky maintained that they should not because they deal with
individual cases, not policy. The Committee concurred.

-- Professor Hanna reported that the Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs has learned that the P&A
staff have made a recommendation about a Health Care Savings Plan (HCSP) that differs from the one
approved by the Faculty Senate last year. Rather than reducing the contribution to the Faculty Retirement
Plan (from 2.5% to 2.0%, with the .5% put into an HCSP, as the Faculty Senate voted), the P&A staff
voted to keep the retirement plan contribution at 2.5% and take an additional .5% out of salaries for the
HCSP. The Committee on Faculty Affairs voted to recommend to the Faculty Senate that it adopt the
CAPA proposal (although it is legally permissible for the faculty and P&A staff to have different HCSP
contribution rates). Professor Hanna said the administration did not want two different plans, which
would present particular problems for those who have dual appointments (e.g., the President, deans, some
vice presidents, etc.).

It was agreed the item should come to this Committee and, if it concurs, should be on the Senate
docket in December.

Professor Isetts inquired if there has been discussion about those with higher incomes paying
more for health care. The President has raised the issue, Professor Hoover said, but there is no proposal at
hand.

Professor Hoover adjourned the meeting at 2:15.

-- Gary Engstrand

University of Minnesota



