












































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Introduction

The University of Minnesota’s success in achieving
its mission and solving the grand challenges of a
diverse and changing world can only be accomplished
through its exceptional faculty and staff. With 25,680
employees system-wide, and with faculty and staff
accounting for about 62 percent of the University’s
total spending, people are by far our most important
resource. As a knowledge-based organization, our
research and discoveries, teaching, community
outreach, and public service depend on recruiting,
retaining, and sustaining the highest caliber of talent.

The University is committed to providing its faculty
and staff with market-based compensation, benefits,
development opportunities, and a supportive work
environment to foster employee engagement and
well-being so they can achieve the mission of the
University.

A Highly Engaged Faculty
and Staff

Engagement sets great organizations apart by
connecting employee dedication and commitment

to collective excellence and well-being. University
leadership identified employee engagement as a
priority that can help the University attract, recruit,
and retain top-quality talent and improve productivity.

Figure 7-A. Faculty and Staff Engagement Responses
about Commitment and Dedication, University of
Minnesota, fall 2013

W Favorable O Neutral O Unfavorable
FaCUIty 16% 12%

Numbers are rounded.
Source: 2013 University of Minnesota Employee Engagement Survey

Employee engagement profoundly shapes both

the quality of the faculty and staff experience and
workplace outcomes. It fosters collaboration and
innovation along with resilience, well-being, and the
ability to sustain a high level of performance. The
overall goal of engagement at the University is to
increase productivity, satisfaction, and the quality of
service across all colleges, units, and campuses by
developing effective workplace environments.

The University launched its employee engagement
program in the fall of 2013 by surveying faculty

and staff. The two critical domains of engagement
measured by the survey are commitment and
dedication and effective environment. The initiative
was a significant undertaking: It encompassed all five
campuses and more than 18,000 employees. Crucially,
the University’s survey was designed not just to
measure employees’ opinions or level of satisfaction
but to yield actionable data to guide improvements at
the local level.

In all, 11,037 faculty and staff members took the
survey, resulting in a 57 percent response rate—the
highest-ever participation in an employee survey. The
study showed a high level of employee engagement.
Overall, on the issue of commitment and dedication,
73 percent responded favorably, 16 percent neutrally,
and just 12 percent unfavorably (Figure 7-A and
Figure 7-B). Those results were comparable to or
better than the norms for high-performing global
companies.

Figure 7-B. Faculty and Staff Engagement Responses
about Effective Environment, University of Minnesota,
fall 2013

W Favorable O Neutral O Unfavorable
FaCUIty 17% 19%

Numbers are rounded.
Source: 2013 University of Minnesota Employee Engagement Survey
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Faculty & Staff

The survey was only the beginning of the University’s
employee engagement efforts. College and unit
leaders, in collaboration with human resource
representatives, are responsible for sharing the

survey results with their teams. Over 80 online
action-planning toolkits and resources are available

to leaders and teams as they develop plans to

enhance employee engagement based on the specific
opportunities identified by the survey. In addition,

the University formed “communities of practice” to
facilitate knowledge sharing and dissemination of best
practices among human resource staff, managers, and
supervisors.

The 2014 Employee Engagement survey was
administered in fall 2014. Employee engagement
efforts over the next year will offer more tools and
support to mid-level leaders for improving engagement
and will provide more avenues for sharing engagement
ideas and practices across the University.

The Office of Human Resources is partnering with
other units and sharing engagement data analysis to
support the Twin Cities campus strategic plan efforts,
including working with the Office of Equity and
Diversity on diversity and inclusion efforts. The data
are also being used to identify common leadership
challenges and strengths.

The University’s engagement program received the
2014 Midwest Region Excellence in Human Resource
Best Practice Award from the College and University
Professionals Association for Human Resources.

Faculty Satisfaction

In fall 2013 and winter 2014, the University
participated in Harvard University’s Collaborative on
Academic Careers in Higher Education (COACHE)
survey. The survey—which was administered on

the Twin Cities campus and covered responses to
questions about perceptions of tenure, institutional
climate, culture and collegiality, institutional policies
and practices, and global satisfaction—has produced
benchmark data that will inform faculty development
work aimed at fostering a culture of support and
success.

The results of the survey include comparisons with
other peer universities and thus provide a helpful data
about faculty satisfaction levels at other institutions.
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The University compares favorably in a number of
areas, including those associated with promotion and
tenure and facilities. Moreover, overall satisfaction
is high (69 percent of faculty responded they would
select the University of Minnesota again, peers 67
percent); the University compares well as a place of
work (72 percent, peers 65.2 percent) and in terms
of satisfaction with benefits (83 percent, peers 69.3
percent). The survey also provides valuable and
actionable information about areas in which the
University can improve, such as departmental climate
and engagement.

An Employer of Choice

To attract and retain talented faculty and staff,

the University must offer competitive salaries and
benefits, along with clear paths for advancement. The
University strives to maintain a compensation package
that is competitive with peers and labor markets, as
directed by the Board of Regents.

At the same time, compensation must be balanced
with the University’s overall need for cost containment
and efficiency. The portion of the University’s total
budget spent on compensation has remained relatively
stable (roughly 61 percent to 62 percent) since 2009.

The most recent report to the Board of Regents shows
that salaries of senior leaders and faculty are on par or
slightly below their peers at comparable colleges and
universities. University salary increases have trended
lower than the general market rate since 2007: 5.5
percent below the local Twin Cities market, 4 percent
below other higher education institutions, and 6.2
percent below the national rate of increase.

Salary is one component of a total compensation
package that also includes medical and dental benefits,
disability and life insurance, flexible spending
accounts, long-term care insurance, retirement, and
wellness programs.

UPlan offers comprehensive, affordable, and
competitive health benefits for employees

The University of Minnesota’s self-insured health
program, UPlan, provides a full complement of
medical and dental benefits, along with short-term and
long-term disability coverage.
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Figure 7-C. Cumulative Cost Savings, University of for example, the U launched a new Accountable Care
Minnesota, 2006-2014 Organization plan—a low-cost, narrow-network,
coordinated-care plan that emphasizes outcomes rather
than fees for service. The ACO has already attracted
more than 1,000 enrollees.

$32.1 million

$29.1 million

Wellness Program has a strong return on investment
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% E For ten years, the University has offered an extensive
s ° Wellness Program to increase the health, fitness,
’_‘ and well-being of its faculty and staff. The program
. ‘:\ . . . . . . . . X has been very well received by employees, and the
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 Pr;jgigon University is continually looking for ways to enhance
its offerings. By participating in University-sponsored
Source: Office of Human Resources, University of Minnesota wellness programs, employees can earn points that
translate into savings on their insurance premiums.
Wellness programs include health assessments,
health coaching, fitness, and disease management.
The University offers specific programs for tobacco
cessation and for managing weight, chronic diseases,
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Through careful management, UPlan has saved $32
million in costs since 2006. Approximately 95 cents
of every dollar goes to care, well above the Affordable
Care Act’s standard of 85 cents (Figure 7-C).

Of the University’s total benefits costs, health benefits medication, stress, and much more. For 2015, the
account for the greatest cost increases (rising from Wellness Program will increase the amount employees
21 percent to 24 percent in five years). Even so, the can save on premiums by engaging in healthy
University is aggressive in managing its costs, and activity, and it has improved the online experience for
UPIlan’s projected 5.8 percent increase in 2014 is managing personal health.

expected to be below the national trend of 7 percent
and has been for five years. The University controls
costs in several ways, including negotiating lower
administrative fees and premiums with vendors,
closely monitoring vendor performance, increasing the
use of generic medications, and managing negotiations
between providers and health plans (Figure 7-D).

Emphasizing the health, well-being, and quality of
life of our faculty and staff in turn leads them to be
more fully engaged and positive about their jobs. As
an important byproduct, it also significantly reduces
the University’s health insurance costs. The Wellness
Program has been shown to return $1.63 to the
University for every dollar invested.

The University has also been very assertive in creating
new programs for controlling costs. In the last year,
Figure 7-D. Aggregate Health Care Trend, University of Minnesota, 2007-2014

14%

mmTrend Range —UPLAN

12%
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10%

8 0/0
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6 D/D

5.1%

4%
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Projection

Source: Office of Human Resources, University of Minnesota
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Faculty Development Initiatives

Professional development opportunities and support
for faculty throughout their careers are essential to
fostering a professoriate that is engaged, connected,
thriving, and achieving. To that end, the University
provides and encourages a number of programs and
initiatives designed to ensure faculty and instructional
staff have opportunities to learn, grow, and advance.

The Center for Educational Innovation (CEI) is a
new system-wide center (consolidating the Center for
Teaching and Learning and the Office of eLearning)
that supports effective delivery of instruction across
the spectrum of teaching modalities, from face-to-
face to massively online courses (MOOC:s), at all
levels of University instruction. The Center has three
high-level goals: 1) a coordinated service model to
ensure that instructional support resources support
institutional priorities; 2) alignment of academic
technology investments and academic priorities;

and 3) clarification of the University’s strategy for
curricular innovation. Center staff work with faculty
and academic units to advance curricular innovation
through centrally and locally funded initiatives,
workshops, and consultations with faculty.

Academic chairs and heads also play a critical

role in establishing and nurturing a productive
working environment for their faculty and staff. The
University offers a comprehensive, full-year Provost’s
Leadership Program for Academic Chairs and
Heads, specifically targeting new chairs and heads and
focused on mentoring faculty and staff, learning best
practices for handling student issues, and addressing
diversity and faculty life-course issues.

The University also holds workshops for chairs and
heads on a wide variety of topics, including promotion
and tenure, post-tenure review, and annual reviews of
faculty to ensure that these leaders are knowledgeable
about policies and procedures.

In addition, the University has greatly expanded

its participation in the CIC Academic Leadership
Program, sponsored by the Committee on
Institutional Cooperation (CIC). University faculty
participants in this program meet with a wide range
of leaders at this university, and others in the CIC,
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for focused discussion on paths to leadership, roles of
administrative offices, and decision-making. These
meetings supplement three weekend seminars.

The Women’s Faculty Cabinet provides leadership
to improve and enrich the academic and professional
environments for women faculty on the Twin Cities
campus. The cabinet recommends and responds to
University policies affecting women faculty and
promotes the University’s efforts in recruiting,
mentoring, and retaining women faculty.

Employee Assistance Program

This counseling service provides confidential
consultation and referrals, by phone or in-person, for
any personal or work concern affecting well-being. In
2014, the number of sessions employees can request
was doubled to eight a year—four for free and the
remaining four, if needed, for a $15 copay. Also in
2014, the program became available to all benefits-
eligible employees on all campuses. The consultations,
by University partner the Sand Creek Group, are
offered for issues related to work productivity and
relationships, conflict resolution, mental health,
substance abuse, family and personal relationships,
and coping with stress.

Financial counseling program launched in 2014

Financial well-being is another important factor in
employee satisfaction and performance. Recently,
the University began offering its employees and
their families a new benefit, Financial Choice,

which provides an array of confidential financial
counseling services. The University contracted with
LSS Financial Counseling, which has been providing
financial counseling to University students for more
than ten years. University employees and family
members can receive up to six free sessions a year
with a certified financial counselor, who can help
create a budget, increase retirement savings, manage
student loans, avoid identity theft, or set financial
goals. LSS offers counseling at eleven locations
around the state or by telephone and online.

Job equity and clear career paths

The University is nearing the end of a comprehensive
redesign of its decades-old job classification system.
Project goals are to:
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» Attract and retain talented employees by
o providing more clearly defined job titles and
career paths;
° ensuring compensation is competitive with the
general job market;
o creating equity among similar jobs across the
University; and

 Streamline HR practices, replace outdated
classifications, and create a more efficient system.

The study encompasses all Civil Service and
Academic Professional and Administrative positions
on all five campuses—about 10,500 employees.

To conduct the study, the University identified 18
broad job families, such as campus operations,

information technology, and student services. For each

job family, position descriptions were gathered and
reviewed, and extensive analyses compared jobs to
other universities and similar private-sector positions.
From that information, the study established a clear
job classification structure and salary ranges.

To date, the University has completed 14 of the 18 job
families. The study is expected to be completed in
early 2015.

A World-Class Faculty

The University of Minnesota actively promotes
distinguished faculty as they compete for national
and international research and teaching awards. In
cooperation with distinguished faculty members,
previous award winners and senior leadership, efforts
are being made to:

 Strategically understand and communicate the
nomination procedures for the most prestigious
national awards,

* Form partnerships with deans and chairs to
identify strong candidates, as well as potential
nominators,

+ Actively support nominators and candidates
during the application processes, and

* Advocate appropriately on behalf of University of
Minnesota nominees.

The research, teaching, and service of University of
Minnesota faculty continues to be celebrated through
research professorships, institutional teaching awards,
and recognition of various types of institutional
service. Faculty at the University of Minnesota also
continue to garner important external recognition for
their scholarly pursuits.

In the fall of 2013, Lars Peter Hansen (who received
his PhD in Economics at the University of Minnesota
in 1978), and Robert J. Shiller (Faculty, Economics,
1972-1974) received the Nobel Prize in Economics for
their work on empirical analyses of asset prices.

In the last five years (fall 2009—present), faculty
members at the University have been recognized in
many major academic award categories, including
the prestigious American Academy of Arts and
Sciences (four), Guggenheim Fellowships (four), the
Institute of Medicine (seven), the National Academy
of Engineering (three), and the National Academy of
Sciences (three).
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Stewarding an outstanding organization that is responsible with resources,

dedicated to measuring and improving performance, and aligned to

support the University’s core missions of teaching, research, and outreach.




The University’s mission is delivered through its
people and its space. After people, the construction,
operation, and maintenance of the University’s
campuses represents the next largest share of
University spending. Exceptional faculty and staff are
free to do their best work when the campus is safe, the
facilities are optimized, and operational efficiencies
maximize resources available for direct mission.
Stewarding the investments made by generations

of students and their families—as well as state
lawmakers, citizens, and donors—is a responsibility
University leaders take very seriously.

A Productive, Efficient
Organization

Optimizing the University’s Physical Assets

The University formed a capital strategy team to guide
planning and vision for the future of capital assets
system-wide. The team, consisting of senior leaders
from across the institution, first updated the six-year
capital plan to align mission priorities with physical
asset needs and plans. Throughout the year, the team
will refine the process by which mission priorities are
aligned with short- and long-range facility decisions.

Complementing information about mission priorities
are reliable data about the University’s current space
and how all 29 million-plus square feet are assigned,
utilized, and functioning. What is the state of our
campuses, what do we need to do to maintain the
investments we’ve already made, and what can

we afford going forward? The Facility Condition
Assessment (FCA) expanded systemwide in 2012

and continues to be a valuable tool in helping the
institution understand the condition of its built
campuses and make strategic investment decisions. An
executive committee, composed of senior leadership
representation from across the system, is exploring
an Enterprise Asset Management (EAM) solution to
manage information on real estate, operations and
maintenance, space management, capital projects,
energy management, and strategic direction. This
system-wide initiative would be a multi-year process
yielding reliable data to support the institution’s efforts
related to space utilization, asset preservation, facility
planning, and other strategic goals. The FCA would
remain a key component of EAM.

University Services Realignment

University Services completed a strategic planning
process that recommended actions in three specific
goal areas: optimize the University’s physical assets,
ensure a safe University, and provide a memorable
student experience. In support of these goals and the
President’s charge to operate as an enterprise, the
organization underwent a realignment in May 2014.
The most significant changes will provide a greater
focus on system-wide health and safety and system-
wide physical assets. Within University Services,
administrative costs have been reduced through a
realignment of management services functions and
elimination of positions ranging from clerical to senior
directors.

Smart Labs

Research laboratories are among the most energy
intense and risk prone facilities at the University. They
are also essential to the institution. The Smart Labs
program is changing how the University designs and
operates these facilities to lower energy costs, reduce
risk, enhance safety, and provide facilities that better
support research. In ten of the institution’s largest
facilities, Smart Labs retrofits are estimated to save as
much as $5 million annually.

Energy Conservation

In 2009, University Services launched /r A/l Adds
Up, a comprehensive effort to engage the University
community in campus sustainability. University
Services is investing in energy conservation by
tuning up building systems and replacing outdated
building components with more efficient units. Five
years after its inception the campaign is significantly
reducing campus energy consumption. The program
has avoided $7.6 million per year in energy costs,
diverting an estimated 84,000 metric tons of CO2
from entering the atmosphere.

eProcurement

In 2012, an outside consulting group conducted

a comprehensive review of University Stores’
operations. The President’s Operational Excellence
committee endorsed the consultant’s recommendation
to implement a robust eProcurement tool now known
as U Market. The goal of the project was to implement
clear, simple, and efficient supply chain processes for
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the University including product/supply shopping,
supply invoice processing and purchase reporting,
one-stop assistance for customer support, and
integrated distribution and materials management. U
Market went live in July 2013, on time, under budget,
and with the highest number of active suppliers of

any higher ed implementation of the procurement

tool. During the first year, 38 suppliers were part of

U Market. Total spending through the new tool was
approximately $32.4 million, 53 percent over the prior
year. Purchase order volume increased an average of
40 percent, the number of electronic invoices that were
processed increased 75 percent, and Procurement Card
spending was reduced by over 50 percent compared to
the previous year.

Research Safety Program

The Research Safety Program has audited all
University research laboratories over the last year
using a standard set of criteria, thereby creating a
baseline for measuring ongoing performance and
characterizing labs by relative risk. In the coming
years this risk banding will be used to determine
which labs are higher risk and require more frequent
visits, versus lower risk labs which will be inspected
less frequently. In addition, time spent by research
staff on audits has been reduced by having both
biological and chemical safety specialists inspect labs
together.

The Research Safety Program worked with college
leadership to establish a safety committee network
aimed at facilitating continuous improvement and
sharing best safety practices across the University.
Biosafety staff have partnered with facilities
management and the College of Veterinary
Medicine to develop, pilot, and successfully roll out
a biohazardous animal waste program on the Saint
Paul Campus. The University will realize significant
savings as a result of treating this waste locally instead
of utilizing the services of a waste contractor.

Preparedness

Emergency preparedness continues to be a focus
across the system. Exercises have taken place on the
Twin Cities, Crookston, and Duluth campuses, with
tabletop simulations on the Crookston, Morris, and
Rochester campuses. The Department of Emergency
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Management (DEM) applied for and received a
nationwide competitive grant to write a system-wide
all-hazards mitigation plan. An in-depth hazard
identification and risk/vulnerability assessment is part
of the planning activity and will include important
stakeholders in the process. The goal is to develop a
strong mitigation plan at each campus that will also
lead to well defined projects appropriate for future
federal funding opportunities.

Enterprise Systems Upgrade Program (ESUP)

ESUP is a multi-year, $83.5 million project that will
upgrade the PeopleSoft human resources, student,
financial, and portal systems across the institution.
When the new system is implemented in early 2015,
it will deliver more efficient business operations

with reduced annual maintenance costs. Part of
President Kaler’s Operational Excellence initiative,
ESUP focuses on creating a technical platform that
simplifies, streamlines, and improves services across
the institution. Among the benefits delivered through
this project: real-time consolidated information,
improved system efficiencies, and restructured and
streamlined business processes. Specifically, key
business processes for human resources and student
functions are being restructured for the first time
since 1998, and a new MyU portal featuring targeted
information, resources, and functionality for students,
faculty, and staff will debut in the coming year. The
upgrade will allow for future enhancements and
position the institution to leverage new and emerging
technologies and devices. The upgrade is also
necessary to maintain software vendor support and
regulatory compliance and to perform mission-critical
activities and day-to-day business functions.

Work+ flexible work environment

Employee surveys have shown that a worker’s physical
environment is an important factor in employee
satisfaction and efficiency. In the last year, the
University’s Office of Human Resources piloted a new
approach to the traditional office environment. Called
Work+, the project was developed to create a more
efficient use of outdated office space that could better
serve the needs of employees. The office renovation
project provided employees with a holistically
designed workplace with the flexibility and technology
to support their individual work styles. It also saved
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money by consolidating campus office space, lowering
renovation costs, and improving energy efficiency.
Human Resources staff was consolidated from five
buildings to two, and square footage was reduced

by 22 percent. The University is now extending the
concept to other departments across the Twin Cities
campus.

Ensuring a Safe University

Residential development in the neighborhoods
immediately adjacent to the Minneapolis campus has
had an impact on public safety in the community and
on campus. The increase in near-campus living means
that more of our students are arriving by bicycle or
moped, with a correlating increase in modal conflict.
On-campus crime continues to a decade-long decline;
however, certain types of crimes in the Marcy-Holmes
and Southeast Como neighborhoods of Minneapolis
increased in the past year. The University took a lead
role in assembling law enforcement agencies from
across the metro area to crack down on these types of
crime in the fall semester. The University was also an
advocate for state legislation which was passed and
now mandates a “kill switch” on all cellular phones
sold in Minnesota. University police worked closely
with the U.S. Department of Justice, Secret Service,
and other agencies in an investigation and sting that
broke up an organized crime ring trafficking stolen
cell phones.

Across the Twin Cities campus, over $4 million has
been invested in enhancing public safety. Lighting
across campus has been upgraded, and the City of

Table 8-1. Moody’s Investor Service ratios

Minneapolis has installed additional lighting along
University Avenue. Additional security cameras have
been installed along some of the most highly travelled
corridors. And 143 buildings have had automated
access systems installed with some form of reduced
or restricted public hours while access has been
preserved for members of the campus community.
The Gopher Chauffeur service has been expanded,
as has late-night bus service between the Twin Cities
campuses and into the Marcy-Holmes neighborhood.
A new text messaging option expanded access to the
security escort service for hearing impaired students,
faculty, and staff.

Financial Effectiveness

The desired financial outcome for the University of
Minnesota is support for the vision of the University
through the generation and allocation of resources; the
control of costs; and the conscientious management

of tuition and fees. The University must meet current
and future financial needs, while remaining financially
solvent and viable. One measure of financial
effectiveness is the set of ratios used by Moody’s
Investors Services for the purpose of assigning a

debt rating to the University. These ratios, compared
to Moody’s Aal median, paint a picture of the
University’s financial health (Table 8-1).

Based on these ratios, and a variety of other financial
considerations, such as the University’s strength of
management, the demand for University mission
activities (instruction, research, and public service),
and the predicted state support for the University,

1. Total Financial Resources to Direct Debt
University 6/30/14 = 4.39
Median = 2.26

Measures the ability of the University to cover its direct obligations with all its
financial resources: divide total financial resources (all net assets, except capital
assets) by direct debt. The higher the ratio, the stronger the financial condition of
the institution.

2. Expendable Financial Resources to Direct Debt
University 6/30/14 = 3.10
Median =1.74

Similar to the first ratio, but this one includes only “expendable” resources, those
available for immediate expenditure, divided by direct debt. If expendable funds
= long term debt, the ratio would be 1.0. Again, the higher the ratio, the stronger
the financial condition of the institution.

3. Actual Debt Service to Operations
University 6/30/14 = 2.96
Median = 3.2

Measures the debt service burden on the annual operating budget: debt service
(principal plus interest) divided by total operating expenses. A high ratio indicates
a greater burden on the budget, which could compromise the ability of the institu-
tion to meet its goal of supporting the vision of the University.

4. Expendable Financial Resources to Operations
University 6/30/14 = .92
Median = .68

Measures the relative time the University could operate without new additional

revenue: “expendable resources” divided by the total operating expenses for the
year. A ratio of .5 would mean the institution could operate for six months with-
out additional resources. The higher the ratio, the better the financial outlook.
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students. Two bold efforts demonstrate this continued
commitment:

Moody’s has consistently assigned a debt rating of
Aal, one notch below AAA, the top rating possible.

A second measure of financial effectiveness is the * Administrative Reductions: Following

ability of the University to produce an operating
budget on an annual basis that appropriately balances
planned expenditures within available resources,
addresses the existing or emerging financial challenges
in specific units, invests in priority initiatives, holds
costs down for students, and is ultimately approved by
the Board of Regents. The University has continued
to achieve this goal by developing an annual budget
process that holds all units accountable for the
financial activities that occur within them, and yet
allows leadership to make decisions that advance
University priorities and address significant financial
needs. The financial model requires transparency

in decision making by academic leadership and a
concentrated effort on the part of all support and
administrative units to provide value-added, excellent
service. It promotes incentives for sound fiscal
management and continuous improvement, as all units
benefit from lowering costs and maximizing revenues.
Under this model, the University has consistently
produced a balanced budget while improving quality,
growing revenues, and increasing the demand for its
programs and services.

Financial/Budget Efficiency

In recent years, the global economic downturn
resulted in budget challenges at the state level and

for the University. From 2008 to 2012, the state
appropriation to the University dropped by almost
$140 million. This drop in revenue, coupled with

the need to maintain quality and cover regular and
unavoidable increases in operating costs, led the
University to implement moderate tuition increases
and extensive expense reductions and internal
reallocation of resources. The budget process required
every unit to review its operations and make decisions
that would increase revenues where possible and
reduce expenses throughout. Even with a slight uptick
in state appropriations for the current biennium (an
incremental $31 million in fiscal year 2014 and $14
million in fiscal year 2015), the University continued
to increase efficiency; to produce more and better
outcomes with less waste and financial burden on
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discussions with the state legislature during

the 2013 legislative session, President Kaler
announced that he would meet and exceed their
expectations for administrative reduction at

the University. He committed the University to
implementing $90 million of strategic reductions
in administrative costs over a six-year period
(fiscal years 2014—19). Through the annual budget
process, every unit is asked to propose actions that
will result in identifiable expense cuts to activities
outside of direct mission (instruction, research,
and public service). In fiscal year 2014, $15.6
million of such reductions were implemented, and
the approved budget for fiscal year 2015 includes
an additional planned reduction of $20.2 million.
After two years, the University has achieved and
specifically planned $35.8 million toward the $90
million goal.

Tuition Relief: For the 20142015 biennium,

the University’s request to the state included

a renewed partnership related to tuition. If the
state would commit to supporting the University
with an incremental increase in appropriations

of $14.2 million both years of the biennium, the
University would commit to holding the resident
undergraduate tuition rate at current levels

(equal to the 2012—13 academic year rate) for
both years of the biennium. The proposal was
successful: both the state and the University made
and honored that commitment. In addition, the
University’s approved annual all-funds budget
for both fiscal years 2014 and 2015 included
historically low increases in other required fees
and room & board costs. On all campuses in each
year, the tuition and required fees increases for
resident undergraduates were less than 1 percent;
when factoring in the changes in room & board
costs, the total increases were less than 2 percent.
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APPENDIX A:
KEY DATA SOU

RCES

AND WEB LIN

Key Data Sources
Association of American Universities Data Exchange
Association of American Universities
Association of Research Libraries
Institute of International Education
National Center for Education Statistics
National Institutes of Health
National Research Council

National Science Foundation

University of Minnesota Links

Twin Cities Campus
Strategic Plan
Duluth Campus
Strategic Plan
Morris Campus
Strategic Plan
Crookston Campus
Strategic Plan
Rochester Campus
University of Minnesota Extension
Research and Outreach Centers
North Central Center at Grand Rapids
Northwest Center at Crookston
Southern Center at Waseca
Southwest Center at Lamberton
UMore Park at Rosemount
Urban Research and Outreach-Engagement

West Central Center at Morris

S

aaude.org

www.aau.edu

www.arl.org

www.iie.org

nces.ed.gov/ipeds

www.nih.gov
www.nationalacademies.org/nrc

www.nsf.gov

www.umn.edu

strategic-planning.umn.edu

www.d.umn.edu
www.d.umn.edu/chancellor/planning
www.morris.umn.edu
digitalcommons.morris.umn.edu/camp_doc/11
www.crk.umn.edu
www3.crk.umn.edu/chancellors-office/strategic
www.r.umn.edu

www.extension.umn.edu

ncroc.cfans.umn.edu
www.nwroc.umn.edu
sroc.cfans.umn.edu
swroc.cfans.umn.edu
www.umorepark.umn.edu
uroc.umn.edu

wcroc.cfans.umn.edu
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University of Minnesota Links, Continued

Academic Health Center

Board of Regents

Controller’s Office

Global Programs & Strategy Alliance

Office for Equity and Diversity

Office for Public Engagement

Office for Student Affairs

Office of Budget and Finance

Office of Senior Vice President for Academic
Affairs and Provost

Office of Institutional Research

Office of the President

Office of University Relations

Office of Vice President for Research

University Libraries

University of Minnesota Alumni Association

University of Minnesota Foundation

www.health.umn.edu
www.regents.umn.edu
www.controller.umn.edu
www.global.umn.edu
diversity.umn.edu
www.engagement.umn.edu
www.osa.umn.edu
www.budget.umn.edu

www.academic.umn.edu/provost

www.oir.umn.edu
www.umn.edu/president
university-relations.umn.edu
www.research.umn.edu
www.lib.umn.edu
www.minnesotaalumni.org

www.giving.umn.edu/foundation
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BOARD OF REGENTS
DOCKET ITEM SUMMARY

Board of Regents December 12,2014

Agendaltem:  Annual Report on the Status of University Research & Commercialization of
Intellectual Property

Review Review + Action Action X | Discussion

This is a report required by Board policy.

Presenters: Brian Herman, Vice President for Research
Purpose & Key Points

This report provides an opportunity for the Vice President for Research to brief the Board of
Regents about the health of the University of Minnesota’s research and technology
commercialization programs.

Background Information

Each year the Vice President for Research provides the Annual Research Report for the Board of
Regents, summarizing the University’s research metrics for the past year, documenting the trends
in research productivity and benchmarking the University’s performance and ranking among its
peer group. In addition, the Vice President reports progress on a broad, interconnected set of
strategic priorities that build upon the U of M’s history of great strength in research and the
strategies necessary to address the obstacles institutions like the U of M are facing when it comes to
research.
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PREFACE

Each year the Vice President for Research provides the Annual Status
of University Research report for the Board of Regents, summarizing
the university’s research metrics for the past year, documenting the
trends in research productivity and benchmarking the university’s
performance and ranking among its peer group. In addition, the Vice
President reports progress on a broad, interconnected set of strategic
priorities that build upon the University of Minnesota’s history of
great strength in research and the strategies necessary to address
the obstacles institutions like the U of M are facing when it comes to
research.

Produce excellence

Be transformative, lead not follow
Advance transdisciplinary work
Focus on critical global challenges

Present real, measurable results

These principles are the foundation for advancing the strategic
priorities coming out of the newly adopted University of Minnesota
system-wide research strategic plan which was endorsed by the Board
of Regents in February 2014.
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The 2014 annual status of research report includes:

Research Statistics | 4

- FY2014 externally sponsored research funding totals and comparison
with previous year

« U of M research funding trends by: source of funds, college and campus,
CIC/Big 10 Universities

+ Technology commercialization results

National and Global Analysis | 12
« Higher education research and development (R&D) expenditures and

peer performance

- National and global rankings among public research universities

Opportunities: Investing in Innovation | 16
« Growing funding for academic investments in R&D

« Five Years Forward - the university’s research strategic plan

o Funding strategic investments: “the 3% solution”

o The cornerstones of the plan - work already underway

- Enhance research excellence
- Advance transdisciplinary partnerships
- Accelerate transfer of knowledge for the public good

- Promote culture of serendipity
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RESEARCH STATISTICS

University of Minnesota faculty and staff competed successfully for
$741 million in externally sponsored research awards in FY2014, up
6.8% from 2013. The result is a $47.2M increase in total funding and is
attributed to the receipt of 337 more awards in 2014 (4700 compared
with 4363).

Taking a closer look at these increased award totals reveals the
university receiving 86 awards of $1M or more, six of which were over
$5M: Dr. Jim Neaton of the School of Public Health received $28M from
National Institutes of Health (NIH) and $7.6M from Leidos Biomedical
Research, Inc.; Dr. Rachel Quenemoen of the College of Education
and Human Development received $10.6M from the Department of
Education; Dr. Bruce Blazar of Academic Health Center’s Clinical and
Translational Science Institute received $8.9M from NIH; Dr. Susan
Galatowitsch of the College of Food, Agricultural and Natural Resource

Sciences received $8.7M from the State of Minnesota, Legislative-

Citizen Commission on Minnesota Resources (LCMR); and Dr. Tucker
LeBien and the Academic Health Center’s Mayo Partnership received
$7.5M from the State of Minnesota.

Figures 1 and 2 display annual totals of externally sponsored research
data by external funding source and college-campus, respectively.
Funding increases are seen for all major funding sources - federal,
state and private (Figure 1). Funding levels from individual federal
sources varied among agencies but overall resulted in a net increase of
3.1%. Major federal sponsors with increases in funding levels include
Environmental Protection Agency (33.3%), Department of Defense
(13.8%), Department of Education (9.6%), and NIH (5.8%). NIH, the
university'slargestfederal sponsor,funded 802 awards totaling $287.4M
in FY2014- an increase over the 721 awards for $271.7M received in
FY2013. Federal sponsors showing decreases in award totals include
National Science Foundation (-8.6%), Department of Energy (-8.4%),
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STATISTICS

National Labs (-8.3%), and Department of Agriculture (-2.5%). Despite
the overall decrease in funding evidenced by the latter agencies, the
university still managed an overall increase in new funding in part due

to agencies like EPA, DOD, Education and NIH.

Another view of this same federal funding is to compare university
totals with respect to the agency’s total budgets. Using the American
Association for the Advancement of Science' figures on federal funding
for fiscal years 2013 and 2014 (the 2014 estimates were the latest
estimates), we find that the budgets for federal R&D for the following
agencies, DOD, DOE, HHS, NIH, NSF and USDA, increased by 1.1%
from $143,956M to $145,518M. The University of Minnesota increased
its funding from these agencies by 2.4% during the same period, from
$431.3M to $441.8M.

FIGURE 1: AWARDS BY SOURCE

pop DOE
DOED  DOD o5 $u3
$2'|.'| $]9.2 /
OTHER DHHS
$26.5

OTHER FEDERAL
$27.3

NIH
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$55.2

STATE &
LOCAL
$64.7

OTHER PRIVATE
$130.6

Dollar amounts represented in millions

*http://www.aaas.org/page/historical-trends-federal-rd (Accessed: November 26, 2014)
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There was no data for the Department of Education. For the remaining

federal agencies (DOT, EPA, DOC, DHS, VA, NASA, Interior and
Other), the budgets for R&D funding increased by 5.3% from $18,260M
to $19,235M. The “Other Federal” for the University of Minnesota
increased from $24.67M to $27.28M, or 10.6%.

In other words with regards to federal funds available, the U of M is

doing about twice as well as expected in competing for these funds.

State of Minnesota funding increased 21.8% in FY2014. The increase
in State funding was due to more awards (63 awards compared with
40 last year) and an increase in median award amount of $1.7M this
year compared with $1.4M last year, primarily due to a large $8.7M
State of Minnesota LCMR collaborative award noted earlier in this
report. It is important to point out that this increase is apart from the

FIGURE 2: AWARDS BY COLLEGE & CAMPUS

OTHERTC UMD CLA UMC, UMM,
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SCIENCES
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Dollar amounts represented in millions
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State’s investment in Minnesota’s Discovery, Research and InnoVation
Economy (MnDRIVE) and Stem Cell Institute, which are both being
accounted for separately.

In a comparable way, Figure 2 illustrates how award funding is
distributed within the university both by college and by system campus.
The 6.8% annual increase in externally sponsored research funding
overall translates into increased funding for more than half of U of M
units identified in Figure 2. The College of Science and Engineering
(CSE) tops the list in terms of increased amounts with $22.2M more
than FY2013 or an 18.8% increase. The Medical School showed the
next greatest total increase with $14.6M (7.9%). The Medical School
and CSE together account for 46% of the university’s total new awards
in fiscal 2014 and both experienced increased levels in nearly all
sponsor groups.

Other units with total funding levels higher than the previous year
include the School of Public Health (SPH) with $5.7M (or 6.4% increase),
and College of Veterinary Medicine with $5.5M (60.0%), and CFANS
with $2.9M (5.4%). The SPH increase was due in part to large NIH and
Business & Industry awards to Dr. Jim Neaton for flu studies.

Year to year trends

Figure 3 and Table 1 below summarize a ten year distribution trend
of university externally sponsored research for the years FY2005 to
FY2014. Despite some year-to-year variations in the proportions of
funding and a leveling off over the five most recent years (Figure 3),
funding totals for FY2014 are at a level comparable to the maximal
amount ever received by the institution (FY2012) excluding ARRA
funding.

Looking more deeply into this picture and juxtaposing federal activity
with private sponsors (Table 1: Business & Industry and Other Private),
private sponsors show a combined overall annual increase in FY2014
of $20.6 million - whereas the federal funding increase is $14.8 million.
Business & Industry funding is up $7.5 million (15.7%) in 2014 and with
fluctuating levels over the recent ten year period, this increase serves
as a sign of reasonable stability. The Other Private group shows a more
dramatic increase over the same ten years, due primarily to funding
from University & College collaborations which in FY2014 increased
$10.8 million (21.6%). This trend with regard to collaborations is worth
noting and underscores the importance of the research priority
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“advance transdisciplinary work.”

Figure 5 shows the percent change in funding by college-campus
during the same ten year period. Figure 5 reflects a positive percent
change in total externally sponsored research funding for all colleges

FIGURE 3: AWARDS BY MAJOR SOURCE CATEGORY
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TABLE 1: AWARDS BY CATEGORY
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 200 2012 2013 2014
ARRA = = = = - $131.4  $74.2 $2.5 $0.8 $0.6
OTHER
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TOTAL $561.2  $576.1  $619.2  $674.8 $6019 $822.7 $7691  §$7491 $693.4 $740.6

Dollar amounts represented in millions

t Includes $60.9 million from “Universities and Colleges”, a 21.6% increase from previous year

298 of 366



STATISTICS

FIGURE 5: AWARDS BY COLLEGE: 2014 VS 2005 PERCENT CHANGE
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shown (those with at least $15M in annual research funding). Figure 5
also shows the university’s two largest colleges (Medical School and
CSE) experiencing modest growth in the period covered with more
positive results occurring during FY2014 (Figure 2). Figure 5 also
shows the university’s two largest colleges (Medical School and CSE)
experiencing modest growth in the period covered with more positive
results occurring during the most recent fiscal 2014 (Figure 2).

Figure 6 expands the ten year analysis outside of the university with
the members of the Committee on Institutional Cooperation (CIC
or more commonly referred to as the “Big Ten”). Within this group
of universities, the U of M ranks third in annual externally sponsored
research award totals for fiscal 2014. This has further significance
because Wisconsin and Michigan show declines in their FY2014 annual
award totals. Note: Wisconsin, Michigan, Minnesota and Penn State
are top ten ranked public universities in R&D spending (Table 3).

299 of 366



STATISTICS

FIGURE 6: ANNUAL AWARDS BY CIC (“BIG 10”) INSTITUTION
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Technology commercialization

The Office for Technology Commercialization continued its strong
performance and productivity in FY2014. With a few exceptions, all
metrics show growth over the previous fiscal year (Table 2). A record 15
startup companies were launched in 2014, topping the previous record
set the year prior when 14 startups were spun out. The time period
covered in Table 2 is significant measuring progress since the major

transformation of the university’s technology commercialization model.

Table 2 also reflects the university meeting its State biennial
appropriations performance goal of a 3% increase on invention

disclosures between FY2013 and FY2014 (or 343 invention disclosures).

This metric is one of the five accountability measures the university
was tracking in FY2014 in order to receive one percent of its biennial
appropriation from the State of Minnesota.

One area for future opportunity is Non-Glaxo Revenues. Having
anticipated challenges related to the loss of Glaxo revenues due
to the patent period ending for Ziagen, the OTC has put in place
several new programs designed to significantly increase opportunities
for entrepreneurship and technology commercialization. One such
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programis MN-IP, also known as the Minnesota Innovation Partnerships
program.

By the end of FY2014, 51 new sponsored research agreements had
been signed through the MN-IP program- a program with national
prominence among our peer institutions known as the “Minnesota
Method.”

During 2014, the university expanded its MN-IP program taking it a step
further and introducing “Try and Buy.” This new feature of the MN-
IP program allows companies to determine the commercial potential
behind existing university technologies before committing to a license.
“Try and Buy” offers a fee-free “test run” to gauge the viability of an
innovation under pre-negotiated licensing terms without incurring any
U.S. patent costs until a patent is issued, with an added discount for
Minnesota companies.

TABLE 2: UNIVERSITY TECHNOLOGY COMMERCIALIZATION DATA

2008 2009 2010 201 2012 2013 2014

INVENTION

217 244 255 250 321 331 343
DISCLOSURES
MN-IP AGREEMENTS - - - - 14 4] 51
NEW U.S. PATENT

52 65 66 78 115 148 138
FILINGS
NEW LICENSES? 63 44 67 76 71 91 154
STARTUPS 2 3 8 9 12 14 15
CURRENT REVENUE
GENERATING 281 306 399 457 426 331 429
AGREEMENTS!
GROSS REVENUES $86.9 $95.2 $83.8 $10.1 $45.7 $39.5 $27.4

NON-GLAXO REVENUES $7.9 $8.7 $8.6 $10.] $10.7 $12.5 $23.4

OUTGOING MATERIAL

TRANSFER AGREEMENTS 67 106 171 271 313 281 288

Dollar amounts represented in millions

* New Licenses and Current Revenue Generating Agreements now include Express Licenses

with revenue greater than $1,000. This accounts for an increase of 56 agreements over FY2013.
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NATIONAL & GLOBAL ANALYSIS
PEER COMPARISON

According to the Higher Education Research and Development
(HERD) Survey data for FY2013, the university maintained its ninth
(top ten) position among public research universities, posting over
$858 million in research expenditures (Table 3). The National Science
Foundation’s HERD Survey is the primary source of information on
R&D expenditures at U.S. colleges and universities. It is completed
by over 900 universities and colleges every year, producing the most
accurate statistics possible on U.S. higher education R&D spending.
Based on survey reporting requirements, the university’s $858 million
represents research expenditures for the Twin Cities campus only. If
all U of M campuses were reported together, the total would grow to
$882 million.

As is evidenced in Table 3, the university remains among an elite group
of top public research universities. While there is no single indicator
or composite number that accurately represents what an individual
institution has done, can do, or will do, the HERD survey data does
provide a credible and nationally accepted basis for comparison.

In addition, Table 3 also includes two other widely accepted and cited
ranking systems, the Center for Measuring University Performance
(CMUP) and the Academic Ranking of World Universities (ARWU).
These systems follow a number of indicators that, taken together, give
a reasonable approximation of accomplishment and strength relative
to the best performing research institutions in the country and the
world. Included in the CMUP performance measurement system are:
Total Research, Federal Research, Endowment Assets, Annual Giving,
National Academy Members, Faculty Awards, Doctorates Granted,
Postdoctoral Appointees, and SAT/ACT range.

12
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TABLE 3: TOP 20 INSTITUTIONS

NSF/HERD MESI;BEES ARWU (SHANGHAI)
SURVEY 2013 2013 RANKINGS 2014
PUBLIC  EXPENDITURES  PUBLIC WORLD us. us.
PUBLIC

MICHIGAN 1 $1,375117 9of9 22 17 6
WASHINGTON 2 $1192,513 8of 9 15 13 4
WISCONSIN 3 $1,123,501 9ot 9 24 18 7
UC SAN DIEGO 4 $1,075,554 8ot 9 14 12 3
UC SAN FRANCISCO? 5 $1,042,841 70f8 18 16 5
NORTH CAROLINA 6 $973,007 9of9 36 27 Il
UCLA 7 $966,659 9of 9 12 10 2
PITTSBURGH 8 $872,736 8of9 65 4] 23
ELNTtESOTA 9 $858,378 9of9 30 22 9
PENN STATE 10 $837,880 8of9 58 37 20
TEXAS A&M Il $820,015 6of 9 96 51 29
OHIO STATE 12 $793,373 8of9 64 40 22
ILLINOIS 13 $743,487 9of9 28 20 8
GEORGIA TECH 14 $730,488 70t9 99 52 30
UC BERKELEY 15 $727,002 9ot 9 4 4 1
UC DAVIS 16 $725,734 50f9 55 36 19
li)lfl/ééchErfT,\:;[l)QERSON 17 $718,096 40f8 101-150 53-64 33
FLORIDA 18 $695,063 9ot 9 78 44 24
TEXAS 19 $634,132 9ot 9 39 28 12
ARIZONA 20 $629,466 50f9 86 46 25

Dollar amounts represented in millions

t UC San Francisco and Texas M.D. Anderson Cancer Center are stand-alone medical schools
without undergraduate programs. Therefore, the highest CMUP ranking they can obtain is 8
rather than 9 as they do not have SAT scores for consideration.

* Total expenditures for all U of M campuses: $882M

Source: National Science Foundation’s HERD Survey http://www.nsf.gov/statistics/srvyherd/

13
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A notable accomplishment

The 2013 CMUP rankings indicate that the university has made an
impressive move into the top group of public research universities.
Since this ranking system has been in existence, the university has
never been in group one, always in the second tier or group two.
This achievement means the U of M for the first time in its history, is
part of a distinguished group of universities that rank in the top 25
on all nine indicators (“9 of 9”) that CMUP has determined gives a
reasonable approximation of the institution’s research performance,
accomplishment and strength.

THE COST OF UNIVERSITY RESEARCH

A growing and significant portion of the University of Minnesota’s
total R&D expenditures (Table 3 UMN-all campuses) is the institution’s
$248 million spending of its own funds. Internal funding of research is
a national trend with all research institutions. The illustration below
shows how much of the University of Minnesota’s $882 million total
R&D spend is born by the institution and further identifies this funding
as what is voluntary and what is not.

Institutional funds—university contributions and the subsidy
UMN 2013 HERD Survey lllustration (most current data available)

$634 million = externally sponsored R&D spending (expenditures)
$248 million = institutional R&D spending (28%)

$882 million = total UMN R&D all campuses

Of the $248 million institutional R&D spending:

$175 million = institutionally financed research (71%)
$73 million = institutional subsidy of research (29%)

Of the $73 million (29% of institutional spend) which is subsidized:

$23 million = voluntary subsidy/cost sharing
$50 million = involuntary subsidy unrecovered indirect costs

Compare with 2012 National Institutional Funds HERD R&D Totals'
(most current data available)

* Council on Government Relations (COGR) June 2014 “Finances of Research Universities”
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Of the $13.7 billion national institutional R&D spending (over 20% of
all research expenditures):

$7.7 billion = institutionally financed research (56%)
$5.9 billion = institutional subsidy of research (44%)

Of the $5.9 billion (44%) which is subsidized:

$1.3 billion = voluntary subsidy/cost sharing
$4.6 billion = involuntary subsidy unrecovered indirect costs

From this illustration, you can see the UMN varies significantly from
national totals in both categories of institutionally financed research
and subsidy of research. Two key questions to be examined are: Why is
the U of M rate of institutional funding higher than the national average
and what is the ROl on our institutionally financed research? Answers
to these questions are currently under analysis and will be discussed
over the year as a part of a broader leadership discussion.

15
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OPPORTUNITIES
INVESTING IN INNOVATION

Back in December 2006 and as a part of the Board of Regent’s
annual status of research report, the Vice President for Research
presented a strategic assessment titled, “Long Gone Lake Wobegon?”
The focus of that report was on the state of investments in university
research, placing University of Minnesota trends in a comparative
light. Evidence at that time indicated a significant structural
slowdown in the growth of funding for academic R&D performed by
the University of Minnesota, reaching a point where the university
had lost considerable ground and was no longer above average
compared with its peers.

Figure 7 is an updated view of the same data. While Minnesota'’s
academic research intensity has grown over the long run, it is now
well below the U.S. average and the average of the states hosting
the peer universities. By 2012 the U.S. average state academic
research intensity had grown to 0.40 while the average for the
states hosting the peer universities was a little higher, 0.44. In 2012
Minnesota’s academic research intensity was just 0.30, precisely the
same level of research investment intensity it had over two decades
earlier in 1991. Minnesota resumed growing its academic research
intensity in 2005 but has considerable catching up to do. In fact, over
the past decade Minnesota has gained little ground relative to the
top performing states in this regard. In 2000 the average academic
research intensity for the top five performing states was 2.43 times
greater than the corresponding Minnesota ratio; by 2012 the ratio
for the top performers was 2.51 times larger than Minnesota’s.

The encouraging sign is that this ratio is increasing for Minnesota,

but in light of developments elsewhere in the United States and
elsewhere in the world, the state will need to double down on its
academic R&D investments if it is to regain the considerable ground it
has lost over the past several decades.
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FIGURE 7: TRENDS OF ACADEMIC R&D INTENSITIES, 1972-2012

0.8

H T0Ps ® BOTTOMS5 = US.AVERAGE === DPEER STATE AVERAGE ~——— MINNESOTA
| | |
[ ]
|
m | u" am"”

T bl A:.\

0.4 C

0.2 o0 0 g o0

®

oo  _ooe"

R&D INTENSITY (R&D AS A PERCENT OF GROSS STATE PRODUCT)

1972 1976 1980 1984 1988 1992 1996 2000 2004 2008 2012

Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis (2013). National Science Foundation & National Center for

Educational Statistics (various years).

The response will need to be a combination of short term and long
term actions by the university and its key partners like the state that
focus on incentives for increased investment in innovation. An action
already taken and not yet represented in these data is the State of
Minnesota’s MnDRIVE commitment.

MnDRIVE

Minnesota’s Discovery, Research and InnoVation Economy

Through a landmark partnership between the University of Minnesota,
the corporate community and the state, U researchers and industry
partners are working to solve grand challenges across the globe.

In 2013, the Minnesota Legislature made a $36 million investment in
four university research areas to address issues of societal impact:
robotics, sensors and advanced manufacturing; global food ventures;
advancing industry, conserving the environment; and discoveries and
treatments for brain conditions.
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One year later, more than 75 external partners are supporting
MnDRIVE research, 340 researchers are collaborating on 120
projects, 111 faculty, students and staff have been hired, and 21
patents and licenses based on MnDRIVE discoveries have been
submitted.

Notable early successes in the research areas include:

« Robotics, sensors and advanced manufacturing constructed a 4,300
sq. ft. robotics laboratory in Nils Hasselmo Hall to advance cutting-
edge robotics research.

+ Global food ventures formed partnerships with 58 Minnesota
companies, including General Mills, Land O’ Lakes and Cargill,
to develop new technologies for a safer, more secure and more
sustainable food supply.

- Advancing industry, conserving our environment started two field-
based demonstration projects using microorganisms to clean
up mining-impacted waters and agricultural runoff, developing
novel technologies to improve water quality and environmental
stewardship across Minnesota.

Discoveries and treatments for brain conditions kicked off a 20-
site clinical study funded by Boston Scientific to test a new device
intended to curb the effects of Parkinson’s disease, which affects
nearly 1 million people in the U.S.

In support of MnDRIVE and its work to solve the world’s most
formidable global challenges, additional response in increased
investment in academic R&D must be laid out clearly in the
university’s research strategic plan.

FIVE YEARS FORWARD

The University's Research Strategic Plan
Funding strategic investments—“The 3% solution”

Five Years Forward through Collective Inspiration and Discovery
represents the collective voice of the research community, the
university’'s leadership and external partners. From the start, the
strategic planning process has been collaborative, engaging a broad
and diverse group of participants from throughout the university’s five
campuses and in the surrounding business and nonprofit communities.
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Our plans fully embrace the commitment to excellence, innovation and
community engagement that is critical to advancing the university’s
research mission. As such, the Vice President for Research has
determined that in order to provide funding for research strategic
initiatives, it will be necessary to reallocate and direct some of
the Operations and Maintenance (O&M) funds provided to OVPR
departments. The OVPR will retain 3% of its own O&M allocation in
order to provide a one-time investment back into the research strategic
plan. As a result, the OVPR provides assurance that it stands ready
to fully invest and finance the plan the institution worked so hard to
create.

As the implementation of the plan continues to unfold, the research
strategic plan leadership has brought into the plan both short term
and long term gains for the University including initiatives like the
ones that follow which are already underway.

Enhancing excellence and advancing partnerships

@O

In the past five years, the OVPR has invested $108M in research
funding across the university’s colleges and campuses. With closer
analysis, this means approximately $20M a year goes directly to
research and supporting resources to ensure that our scholars and
innovators have the opportunity to advance knowledge in their fields,
conduct critical, basic research and explore promising new ideas.
These seed funds are also designed to leverage other investments
and promote collaborations with business and industry partners.
Examples of programs being leveraged are:

Grant-in-Aid

Grant-in-Aid program funds are awarded in the belief that the quality
of faculty research or artistic endeavors is a major determinant of the
overall vitality of the institution. The program promotes the research,
scholarly and artistic activities of faculty and supports academic
excellence throughout the university.

Support from the OVPR during the past five years includes
approximately $15M for 560 projects. This enables a significant
amount of research to continue, and these awards run the gamut of
disciplines-humanities, history, art, engineering, biology.
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Research Infrastructure

The Research Infrastructure Reinvestment Program awards are
investments in U of M research infrastructure designed to form strong
partnerships and interdisciplinary alliances, especially between the
health sciences and other disciplines.

While the OVPR helps to fund these awards, they also require matching
funds from the colleges and departments as well demonstrating
our joint commitment to supporting critical research. When added
together, the OVPR and matching investment from the colleges and
departments represents more than a $38 million investment in 22
projects and equipment.

One of these projects will help the university to develop capacity
in mass cytometry, a cutting-edge technology that allows for rapid
analysis of individual cells at various stages of development. Mass
cytometry is used in medical fields to test drugs and other treatments
for life threatening diseases such as cancer and other chronic health
conditions. Investments in mass cytometry bring the university up to
speed with other leading institutions across the nation and help our
researchers to translate their discoveries into real world solutions at
a competitive pace. The U’s initial investment also helped to leverage
an additional $400K award from the Minnesota Partnership for
Biotechnology and Medical Genomics, creating a partnership with the
Mayo Clinic.

Minnesota Futures Program

The Minnesota Futures awards are large grants of approximately
$250K that support collaborative research, encourage faculty to
advance new ideas and reach across academic disciplines. In five
years of administering the program, there were many successes,
including Professor Vipin Kumar's project using satellite imagery to
track changes in forest cover that has helped scientists, policymakers
and others around the world to better understand climate change.
His project alone leveraged approximately $13.2M in external funding;
overall leveraging for Minnesota Futures was 1-to-7, or $7 leveraged
for every $1invested.

University of Minnesota Informatics Institute (UMII)

The UMIIl was formed in January 2014 to foster data-intensive
research in agriculture, engineering, environment, design, art, health,

20
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humanities, and social sciences and is supported in part by MnDRIVE.
UMII awarded six Transdisciplinary Faculty Fellowships from across
two campuses to provide leadership in transdisciplinary collaborative
projects that involve informatics. UMII has also been partnering with
local non-profits as well as global industries around data analytics.

Operational excellence: risk recalibration

For maximum benefit, these institutional investments must be paired
with increased efficiencies and reduction of administration burden on
the researchers. These efforts also align with the President’s long term
goal of operational excellence.

Approximately 42% of faculty time is spent on non-research related
administration. The OVPR has been working hard to make a big dent
on areas of burden. The total financial impact of these initiatives as of
the end of FY2014 is nearly $9M and includes:

- Improved regulatory inspections for animal research, reducing
duplication of efforts across units and resulting in a time savings of
686 hours

- Streamlined new research faculty training requirements by
transitioning Responsible Conduct of Research | and Il to single
online format

- Eliminated RCR continuing education course requirement for faculty,
resulting in 3,900 hours in total annual time savings

- Reduced administrative review and researcher certification for
effort reporting by approximately 10,000 statements per year

Over the next year, the reduction in faculty administration focus will
move into college and departmental activities. A pilot project aimed
at reducing administrative burden from the ground up is underway
at the University of Minnesota Duluth and the Twin Cities campus in
the College of Science and Engineering. The project will result in the
development of a model to facilitate collaborative review of policies
and procedures between faculty and staff and ultimately improve
decision making related to risk recalibration and the reduction of
administrative burden.
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Accelerating transfer of knowledge for the public good

Economic Development

The U of M is among the top research institutions in the nation and is
a powerful economic engine for the state, creating $8.6 billion in total
economic impact annually. In renewed focus on economic development,
the office of University Economic Development was established in 2014
as a result of the research strategic planning process that identified an
increasing need for strengthening public-private partnering to address
the economic development goals of the state and region. The UED
serves as the public face for economic development at the U of M,
helping external partners to connect with the resources, services and
expertise at the university and its system campuses.

The University of Minnesota Foundation and the OVPR are now
partnering on a comprehensive corporate engagement strategy
that supports the university’s strategic plan. Both the UMF and the
OVPR are well-positioned to work as “facilitators,” partnering to
lead a university-wide corporate relations community (Corporate
Engagement Workgroup) and ready to communicate a three-part
vision for corporate engagement: connect, convene and collaborate.

Discovery Capital investment program

A new Discovery Capital Investment Program was launched in 2014
and provides seed funding to startup companies based on university
technology to kick-start the transfer of university inventions to

the market. Through Discovery Capital, startups that are currently
developing their product or service may apply in two stages for up
to $700K to $1.5M in equity financing. The source of this funding
includes equal contributions by the university and outside capital.

The Discovery Capital board of advisers determines which applicants
to approve for funding based on factors including the U of M’s
potential return on investment, its interest in commercializing
technology developed through federally-funded research and its
desire to facilitate faculty involvement with early-stage companies.

If selected, the company must secure a matching investment of an
equal or greater amount from an outside investor.

22
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Seeking a culture of serendipity

O

Recognizing that serendipity is no mere accident, the U of M’s new five
year strategic plan for research seeks to create a culture of serendipity.

Our world’s grand challenges and most pressing problems span many
disciplines. To create solutions, we need to bring together people from
many different backgrounds who possess synergistic knowledge that,
together, lead to impactful, comprehensive solutions.

Our goal is to try to create an environment at the university
where creative conversations can occur in somewhat random and
unpredictable ways. That is what we mean by “creating a culture of
serendipity.” We bring together groups of people from different
backgrounds and competencies to think about large problems.

CONCLUSION

We see tremendous potential to refine and transform our research
enterprise in a way that will create opportunities for faculty, students,
staff and external partners to come together to address the most
crucial issues that can have a profound impact on society.

By building upon the university’s existing strengths, nurturing a
collaborative research environment, and working with public and
private partners, we will advance research outcomes that increase our
competitive advantage, nationally and internationally, and generate
new knowledge and discoveries that make our world a better place.

23
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Produce excellence
Be transformative, lead not follow
Advance transdisciplinary work
Focus on critical global challenges
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BOARD OF REGENTS
DOCKET ITEM SUMMARY

Board of Regents December 12,2014

Agendaltem:  Annual Financial Report

Review Review + Action Action X | Discussion

This is a report required by Board policy.

Presenters: Richard Pfutzenreuter, Vice President & CFO
Michael Volna, Associate Vice President & Controller

Purpose & Key Points

The annual financial report presents the financial position and results of operations for the
University of Minnesota for FY 2014, with comparative data for FY 2013. The presentation will
cover:

Highlights of assets, liabilities, and net position;

A discussion of revenues and expenses for FY 2014 with comparative results for FY 2013;
An overview of the statement of cash flows; and

A summary of component unit information.

An electronic copy of the FY 2014 audited annual financial report is being distributed with the
docket materials.

Background Information

This report is prepared annually and presented to the Board of Regents in conformance with
Board of Regents policy: Board Operations and Agenda Guidelines.
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FY 2014 Highlights

Net position (net assets) increased by $169.3 million,
driven by favorable investment market conditions.

Net operating loss increased over FY 2013, but non-
operating revenues were also up nearly $200 million.

FY 2014 cash flow increased by $103.4 million from
FY 2013, to a positive $28.9 million.

2407 Investment LLC joint venture added in 2014.

Adoption of new GASB standards resulted in minor
changes to the financial statements.
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Net Position — Overview of Assets
2014 versus 2013

Total University assets increased by $ in millions

$176 million or 3.2%. $6.000 e

Cash & equivalents increase of $25 ¥a $ cash&
million due to increase in cash held $5.000 T S estmante
in CEF partially offset by a decrease g4 009 %8 Lo

in unspent bond proceeds. / 28 - Receivables
Investments increased $114 million $3,000 1 -

[ = Capital
because of CEF market value $2,000 + Assets, Net
appreciation. ; m Other Assets
Capital assets (net) increased $24 $1,000 1
million due to increased spending $0 . |
on construction projects, specifically 2014 2013

the Ambulatory Care Clinic.
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Net Position — Overview of Liabilities
2014 versus 2013

$ in millions
« Total University liabilities
increased by $7 million or 0.4%. %27 g3l &3
 Increase in accrued & other 44 $42 Accounts
. . . , 1 bl
liabilities of $26 million because $1,500 _ Ziziez &
of gradual amortization of the 51000 Sther Lia:jbilities
OPERB liability. el e
« Long-term debt decreased $18 $500 =Long Term Debt
million due to debt service
payments and refunding, offset %0
by issuance of 2013C / 2013D 2014 2013

bonds.
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Overview of Revenues, Expenses, and
Changes in Net Position

$ in Millions 2014 2013

Total Operating Revenues $2,093.4 $2,080.4
Total Operating Expenses 3.260.3 3.064.2
Net Operating Loss (1,166.9) (983.8)
Net Non-Operating Revenues 1,218.8 1,034.0
Other Revenues 117.4 139.6
Increase in Net Position $ 169.3 $ 189.8
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$234; 7%

$615; 18%

$0; 0%

FY 2014 Total Revenues —

$3.4 Billion

$46; -19%_ 383, 2% 5. 14

Operating
Revenues =
$2,093 million —<
(61%)

Nonoperating &
Other
Revenues =
$1,335 million —<
(39%)

—

mTuition & Fees

m Grants & Contracts

i Sales of Educational Activities
m Auxiliary Enterprises (net)
4 Other Operating Revenue
(i Federal Appropriations

i State Appropriations

m Nonoperating Grants & Gifts
m [nvestment Income (net)

m Other Nonoperating Income
m Capital Appropriations

$ in millions $147: 4%

| m Capital Grants & Gifts
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FY 2014 Total Operating Expenses —

$3.3 Billion

$193; 5%

$55; 2%

$116; 3% $253; 8%

$ in millions

H [nstruction
® Research
Public Service
= Academic Support
Student Services
= Institutional Support
® Operation &

Maintenance of Plant
m Scholarships &

Fellowships
® Depreciation
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Operating Expense Trends — Functional Classification
Fiscal Years 2010 — 2014

(Audited amounts; $ in millions)

$800 .
— =&—Instruction
$700 = —— —* =l =B-Research
= —— ——
$600 Public Service
$500 —e— Academic Support
$400 — Student Services
- —e *~— —
$300 : == Institutional Support
—— S —— A
$200 ’\Af — A/ —e—Operation &
Maintenance of Plant
=~ Scholarships and
$100
— —m -— = Fellowships
$0 Other Operating
' ' ' ' ' Expenses
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Cash Flows
FY 2014 versus FY 2013

($in thousands) 2014 2013

Operating activities ($924,284) ($781,600)
Noncapital financing activities 1,038,968 925,488

$114,684 $143,888
Capital and related financing ($204,533) ($223,374)
Investing activities 118,775 4,977

($85,758) ($218,397)
Net (decrease) increase $28,926 ($74,509)
Ending cash & equivalents $309,937 $281,011
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Cash Flows, Fiscal Year 2014

6/30/2013 . A 6/30/2014
$281.0 ($ in millions) $309.9
. . 7 -
Employee Capital assets Principal and Investing Capital State and Federal Tuition Gifts $201.5 & Grants
payments ($223.3) & interest on capital activities appropriations  appropriations receipts Auxiliary and $1,039.7
($2.035.1) Supplier debt $118.8 $92.9 $635.8 $692.2 other sales
payments ($117.6) & Proceeds from activity
($958.4) debt $51.0 $538.9

352 of 366




Discretely Presented
Component Unit Overview FY 2014

($ in millions)

UMF UMP
Total Assets $2,655.4 $192.0
Total Liabilities 356.9 __85.8
Net Assets 2,298.5 106.2
Total Revenues 450.6 483.2
Total Expenses 231.4 _460.0
Increase (Decrease) in Net Assets $ 219.2 $ 232
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BOARD OF REGENTS
DOCKET ITEM SUMMARY

Board of Regents Meeting December 12,2014

Agendaltem:  Resolution Related to Alcoholic Beverage Sales at Kirby Student Center

Review X | Review + Action Action Discussion

|:| This is a report required by Board policy.

Presenters: Chief of Staff Amy Phenix
Purpose & Key Points

The proposed resolution reaffirms the University’s long standing commitment to promoting a
healthy and safe living and learning environment for its employees, students and visitors, and
emphasizes the University’s important policy and educational interests in controlling the sale of
alcoholic beverages on campus.

State statute authorizes the Board of Regents to hold liquor licenses for events at Northrop
Auditorium, TCF Bank Stadium, and no more than seven other on-campus locations. The University
currently holds liquor licenses for Northrop, Les Bolstad Golf Course, Morris Student Center, TCF
Bank Stadium, Williams Arena, Mariucci Arena, and the Minnesota Landscape Arboretum.

The University established the Alcohol License Oversight Committee (ALOC) in 2012 to ensure a
thorough process for evaluating venues that could be licensed to best achieve the University’s
commitment and policy goals. The ALOC has representatives from Contract Administration, Office
of Risk Management, Office of Student Affairs, Office of the General Counsel, and Office of the
President.

The ALOC recommended to the president that the University should apply to the State of Minnesota
for an alcohol license for Kirby Student Center. Details on the service of alcohol for the venue are as
follows:

Kirby Student Center, Duluth Campus

Alcohol sales at the Kirby Student Center on the Duluth campus will occur for internal and external
non-student events in spaces such as the ballroom and event spaces, meeting rooms, and outdoor
terrace. Alcohol sales will only be allowed for catered events and will not be available for daily
retail sales. UMD has found it challenging to find external catering vendors for events on campus.
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Granting a liquor license will allow UMD to host additional events and become a greater community
asset with UMD Dining Services being able to sell and serve alcohol on behalf of the institution.

Background Information

For many years, the Board of Regents has exercised its constitutional authority to govern and
manage University property and facilities by adopting policies and principles governing the
consumption, service, and sale of alcoholic beverages on campus. Board of Regents Policy: Alcoholic
Beverages on Campus provides that the sale of alcoholic beverages on University property is

prohibited except when authorized by license or state law, and approved by the Board.

The Board last acted on the use of alcohol licenses on July 13, 2013 by adopting the resolution:
Alcoholic Beverage Sales at Northrop, Les Bolstad Golf Course, and Morris Student Center.

President’s Recommendation

The President recommends approval of the resolution.
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REGENTS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA

RESOLUTION RELATED TO ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE SALES
AT KIRBY STUDENT CENTER

WHEREAS, the University of Minnesota (“University”’) has important policy
and educational interests in controlling the consumption, use, and sale of alcoholic

beverages on its campuses; and

WHEREAS, Board of Regents policy prohibits the sale of alcoholic beverages
on University property except when authorized by license, approved by the Board of

Regents, and sold and served in accordance with applicable law; and

WHEREAS, the consumption of alcoholic beverages for social and
celebratory purposes on University property is permitted only when authorized by

the President or delegate in accordance with administrative policy; and

WHEREAS, state legislation authorizes the Board of Regents to hold liquor
licenses for events at Northrop Auditorium, TCF Bank Stadium, and at no more

than seven other locations within the boundaries of the University; and

WHEREAS, the Board of Regents currently holds liquor licenses for
Northrop, TCF Bank Stadium, Williams Arena, Mariucci Arena, the University of
Minnesota Landscape Arboretum; Les Bolstad Golf Course, and the Morris Student

Center.
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WHEREAS, the University established the Alcohol License Oversight
Committee to ensure a thorough process for evaluating venues that could be
licensed to best achieve the University’s policy goals and commitment to safety and

make recommendations on potential licensees to the president; and

WHEREAS, the University recommends allowing alcoholic beverage sales at
other locations on its campuses where it is culturally and programmatically
appropriate and consistent with the University’s long standing commitment to
promoting a healthy and safe living and learning environment for its students,
employees and visitors, and emphasizes the University’s important policy and

educational interests in controlling the sale of alcoholic beverages on campus; and

WHEREAS, the sale of alcoholic beverages on campus will be done in
accordance with all applicable laws, served only by appropriately trained persons,

and with appropriate enforcement and monitoring mechanisms.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board of Regents,
according to its policy, Alcoholic Beverages on Campus, approves alcoholic beverage

sales at the following location:
* Kirby Student Center.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board of Regents authorizes the
submission of liquor license applications in accordance with law for the above-

referenced location.
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BOARD OF REGENTS
DOCKET ITEM SUMMARY

Board of Regents December 12,2014

Agendaltem: Board of Regents Policy: Appointments to Organizations and Boards

X | Review Review + Action Action Discussion

|:| This is a report required by Board policy.

Presenters: Brian R. Steeves, Executive Director & Corporate Secretary
Purpose & Key Points

To consider proposed amendments to Board of Regents Policy: Appointments to Organizations and
Boards. These amendments seek to update the policy to reflect changes and additions to selected
organizations and boards.

Summary of proposed changes:

Subd. 1. is updated to reflect creation of University of Minnesota Health.

Subd. 2. is updated to reflect changes to the Fairview Health Services Board of Directors.

A new subdivision is added, Subd. 7., for UMore Development LLC.

Section IV. has been changed to reflect that when nominations are required to fill vacant

positions, the Office of the President will be notified and take steps to fill the vacancy. Those

nominations will be presented to the Board in alignment with docket deadlines.

e Other technical corrections that update names, appointment schedules, references,
numbering, and format.

Background Information

Board of Regents Policy: Appointments to Organizations and Boards was adopted on June 14, 1991
and was amended on June 8, 2007. Technical Changes were made on August 21, 2013.

The policy was included as a part of the 2014-15 Policy Review Work Plan received by the Board of
Regents on July 9, 2014.
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Board Operations

APPOINTMENTS TO ORGANIZATIONS
AND BOARDS

— Adopted: June 14, 1991
Amended: June 8, 2007
UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA Technical Change: August 21, 2013

BOARD OF REGENTS POLICY DRAFT for Review
Page 1 of 5

APPOINTMENTS TO ORGANIZATIONS AND BOARDS
SECTION I. SCOPE.

This policy governs Board of Regents (Board) appointments to selected organizations and boards that
advance the teaching, research, and outreach mission of the University of Minnesota (University).

SECTION ! II. BOARD AUTHORITY.

The Board shall appoint some or all of the members of the organizations and boards listed in Section I11
balos

SECTION H III. ORGANIZATIONS AND BOARDS.

Ref : \cademic Affiliation

Subd. 1. Board of Governors, University of Minnesota Health.

Selection of Appointees: The Board selects appointees for appointment by UMPhysicians to
the Board of Governors.

Nominations: The president, in consultation with the dean of the medical school,
recommends appointees to be selected by the Board.

Number of Appointees: Half of the Board of Governors (no fewer than 2 and no more than
6), including the dean of the medical school as an ex officio voting
governor.

Appointment Schedule: As needed.
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BOARD OF REGENTS POLICY A
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Appointment Term:

Reference:

3-year, staggered terms.

Operating Agreement of Integrated Structure, LLC (2013).

Subd. 2. Board of Trustees Directors, Fairview Health Services.

Nominations:

Number of Appointments:

Appointment Schedule:

Appointment Term:

Reference:

The president, in consultation with the vice president for health

sciences, recommends nominees to the Board.

1 plus 2 ex officio {unless-beard-size-inereasesy. If the Fairview

Board of Directors determines that a seventh at large member is to
be appointed to the Board of Directors, then the Board of Regents
shall nominate a community member for that position, subject to
election by the Fairview Board of Directors.

December of each year in which there is a vacancy or
reappointment needed.

3-year term.

AcademicAffiliation Agreement Seventh Restated and Amended
Bylaws of Fairview Health Services (2012).

Subd. 3. Board of Trustees, University of Minnesota Foundation (UMF).

Nominations:

Number of Appointments:

Appointment Schedule:

Appointment Term:

The Board chair, in consultation with the president, recommends
nominees to the Board. UMF Board also may provide
recommendations.

UMF Board - Board appoints the president and additional
individuals (no more than 3 Regents) to constitute no less than
one-fourth of UMF Board membership.

UMF Executive Committee - Board appoints the president and 3
additional individuals who are UMF trustees.

UMF Audit Committee - Board appoints 2 individuals who need not
be UMF Board members.

Annually in Nevember-October.

3 years, unless ex officio member.
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Reference:

Beard-efRegentsPoliey: University of Minnesota

Foundation/University of Minnesota First Amended and Restated
Memorandum of Understanding (May 17, 2005).

Subd. 4. Board of Trustees, Minnesota Landscape Arboretum Foundation Beard-ef Trustees.

Nominations:

Number of Appointments:
Appointment Schedule:
Appointment Term:

Reference:

The president recommends nominees to the Board.
The Board appoints one-fourth of trustees.
June of each year in which a vacancy occurs.

3 years.

Beard-efRegentsPoliey: Memorandum of Agreement (August 29,
1991).

Subd. 5. Board of Trustees, Hormel Foundation Beardef Trustees.

Nominations:

Number of Appointments:
Appointment Schedule:
Appointment Term:

Reference:

The president, in consultation with the vice president for research,
recommends nominees to the Board.

1 member.
As needed.
In the event of a vacancy.

Memorandum-ofAgreement{1942): Collaboration Agreement
(2011).

Subd. 6. Advisory Board, Hormel Institute Beard-ofDirectors.

Nominations:

Number of Appointments:
Appointment Schedule:

Appointment Term:

Reference:

The president, in consultation with the vice president for research,
recommends nominees to the Board.

The Board appoints 3 members.
In the event of a vacancy.

Continuous.

Collaboration Agreement (2011).
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Subd. 7. Board of Governors, UMore Development LLC.

Nominations:

Number of Appointments:

Appointment Schedule:

Appointment Term:

Reference:

The president recommends nominees to the Board.

The Board appoints 5 Community Governors and 4 University
Governors.

As needed.

3-year, staggered terms (Community Governors) not to exceed 3
terms; indefinite terms (University Governors).

Resolution Related to Creation and Organization of UMore
Development LLC (2009).

Subd. 7 8. Eriends-of Eastcliff Advisory Board.

Appointments:
Appointment Schedule:
Appointment Term:

Reference:

The Board chair appoints a Regent to serve as chair.
July of odd years.
3 years.

Eastcliff Advisory Board Bylaws (February 14, 2014).

Subd. 8 9. Eastcliff Technical Advisory Committee.

Appointments:
Appointment Schedule:
Appointment Term:

Reference:

The Board chair appoints the chair from committee membership.
As needed.
Indefinite.

Eastcliff Technical Advisory Committee Bylaws (February 14,

2014).

SECTION HIV. NOMINATIONS.

With the exception of Eastcliff committees, T the boards and organizations in listed-abeve Section III
shall notify the Beard-Office Office of the President when nominations are required to fill vacant

positions so that the Board may take appropriate steps to fill the vacancy and process the appointment.
Recommendations regarding appointments under this policy shall be forwarded to the Board in
alignment with docket deadlines as published by the Board Office. Nominations shall be presented for

review and action in the same month.
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SECTION IV V. BYLAWS.

Upon request, organizational documents, including articles and bylaws, shall be provided to the Board
Office.

MODIFICATIONS: Modifications made in April 1993 pursuant to Board of Regents Policy: Board Policy Development dated March 8, 1991.




BOARD OF REGENTS
DOCKET ITEM SUMMARY

Board of Regents December 12,2014

Agendaltem: Report of the Committees

Review Review + Action D Action Discussion

This is a report required by Board policy.

Presenters: Regent Richard Beeson

Purpose & Key Points

Pursuant to Board of Regents Policy: Board Operations and Agenda Guidelines, “The Board conducts
business through meetings of the Board and its committees.... [and] Committees provide
recommendations for action by the Board. Typically, standing committees have the following
responsibilities:

e Recommend action on matters where the Board has reserved authority to itself as outlined in
Board of Regents Policy: Reservation and Delegation of Authority and other Board policies;
Provide governance oversight on topics within the committee’s purview;

Review and make recommendations on relevant new and existing Board policies;

Receive reports on policy-related issues affecting University departments and units;

Receive information items (e.g., status reports on current issues of concern and administrative

searches); and

e Review other items placed on the agenda by the Board chair in consultation with the president
and Board vice chair.”

The Board chair will call on the chair of each committee to present recommended actions and provide
a brief report.

Background Information

The 2013-15 committee chairs are:

Academic & Student Affairs Committee - P. Simmons
Audit Committee - L. Brod

Facilities & Operations Committee - C. Allen

Faculty & Staff Affairs Committee - J. Frobenius
Finance Committee - D. McMillan

Litigation Review Committee - D. McMillan

Special Committee on Academic Medicine - L. Cohen
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