
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, December 15, 2011 

1:00 – 3:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Chris Cramer (chair), Linda Bearinger, Avner Ben-Ner, Peter Bitterman, Carol Chomsky, 

Nancy Ehlke, Janet Ericksen, Caroline Hayes, Walt Jacobs, Russell Luepker, Elaine 
Tyler May, Jan McCulloch, James Pacala, George Sheets 

 
Absent: Elizabeth Boyle, Thomas Brothen, Colin Campbell, Kathryn VandenBosch, Richard 

Ziegler 
 
Guests: Provost E. Thomas Sullivan 
 
Other: Associate Vice President Sharon Reich Paulsen (Office of the Provost); Jon Steadland 

(Office of the President) 
 
[In these minutes:   (1) discussion with Provost Sullivan (reviews of deans); (2) continued discussion of 
reviews of deans; (3) committee business] 
 
 
1. Discussion with Provost Sullivan (Reviews of Deans) 
 
 Professor Cramer convened the meeting at 1:00 and welcomed Provost Sullivan. 
 
 Provost Sullivan said that Professors Cramer and Jacobs had asked him to talk about the history 
and status of decanal reviews at the University.  He began with the history. 
 
 When he became provost in 2004, there was a system of decanal reviews in place.  It took one-
two years to complete a review and most people were unhappy with the system.  He worked with Human 
Resources to develop a new system, a system that he discussed several times with this Committee.  A 
number of the deans have now been through both the old and the new system and have said that the new 
system is a substantial improvement. 
 
 Provost Sullivan reviewed the categories of questions on the survey instrument used in the 
reviews.  They include "Strategic Leadership, Results Leadership, People Leadership, and Personal 
Leadership."  In the case of "Strategic Leadership," for example, the respondent is asked to rate the dean 
on a 1-5 scale on the following items: 
 
1. Works effectively with faculty governance groups to create a shared vision of the college. 
2. Exhibits forward thinking in setting short and long term goals. 
3. Is an effective spokesperson for the college. 
4. Is effective in articulating and communicating a vision for the future of the college. 
5. Responds effectively to the needs of the faculty, staff, and community members. 

                                                           
* These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University of Minnesota 

Senate; none of the comments, conclusions, or actions reported in these minutes represents the views of, nor are they 
binding on, the Senate, the Administration, or the Board of Regents. 
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6. Fosters and builds collaborative relationships with international colleges and universities. 
7. Uses the vision and plans of the college to guide the allocation of financial and human resources. 
8. Understands trends in higher education. 
9. Maintains personal and collegiate visibility within the profession, both locally and nationally. 
 
For "Results Leadership," the following items are in the survey: 
 
10. Has shown the ability to execute a strategic plan. 
11. Has demonstrated effective recruitment, retention and promotion of historically underrepresented 
constituencies when hiring internally and externally. 
12. Exhibits leadership on issues of diversity. 
13. Makes decisions and takes appropriate actions. 
14. Applies the mission and plan of the college in making day-to-day decisions. 
15. Manages human, financial and physical resources to increase organizational effectiveness. 
16. Takes action, even when risk is great, and balances tradeoffs appropriately. 
17. Facilitates and supports quality initiatives. 
18. Creates a climate in which faculty and staff are encouraged to develop and continuously learn. 
 
And so on. 
 
 The process starts with the provost meeting with the dean and Mr. Kelly from Human Resources 
to preview the process and timelines, Provost Sullivan explained.  Dr. Tom Dohm, Director of the Office 
of Measurement Services, analyzes the survey results, something he is an expert at doing.  Provost 
Sullivan noted that he has appointed a University-wide standing faculty committee, which includes the 
FCC chair and the PACC [P&A Consultative Committee] chair, to advise the Provost on the survey 
results and to make recommendations.    A standing committee is valuable because it can do a 
comparative analysis over the years, and it has been very helpful to have it in place.  With each review, he 
invites two faculty members from the college of the dean being reviewed to serve on the standing 
committee. 
 
 How are they chosen, Professor Bitterman asked?  He chooses them, Provost Sullivan said, and 
asks for a list; Mr. Kelly helps identify them.  Who does he ask for a list, Professor Luepker asked?  He 
asks the dean to provide a list of the tenured and tenure-track faculty members in the college; he and Mr. 
Kelly make inquiries about who might serve.  What criteria do they use, Professor May asked?  If it is a 
college with basic and clinical sciences, they balance between the two, and they also seek senior faculty 
members who have served with previous deans, when possible, so they can bring comparative 
experiences, Provost Sullivan said.  The selection is not a scientific process.  They seek serious, wise 
faculty who have a keen understanding of the college and its culture and customs. 
 
 The standing committee, plus the additional faculty from the college, meets and discusses the 
survey results; he then joins them to receive their comments and leaves with a consensus about the 
conversation that will be had with the dean.  The dean receives a copy of the full report from the Office of 
Human Resources and Dr. Dohm and reviews it before his/her discussion with the provost. 
 
 Are there narratives, Professor Bearinger asked?  There are, the Provost affirmed, and they often 
spend more time on individual comments, which can be important.  That approach is similar to using 
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course evaluations, Professor Cramer commented; the numbers often do not vary very much but the 
comments can be very useful—and they can also be contradictory. 
 
 The standing committee can also recall similar cases, when issues arise, and can consider how it 
dealt with them in the past, Provost Sullivan said.  So they have gone from a long process to a short and 
transparent one that begins and concludes within two months, he concluded. 
 
 Professor Pacala asked if the survey responses are anonymous.  The only time he was asked to 
participate in the review of a dean, a few years ago, he asked then-Vice President Cerra if the dean could 
identify the individual responses; Dr. Cerra said the dean had the right to seek them out.  That was 
changed two years ago, Provost Sullivan said; Associate Vice President Paulsen confirmed that none of 
the responses are now available to the dean.  The results are not maintained in such a way that the 
individual responses could be produced.  Are people told that, Professor Chomsky asked?  They are, 
Provost Sullivan said, and affirmed that the process was changed in 2009.  Moreover, even under the 
previous system, no dean ever requested access to the responses. 
 
 Professor Luepker asked Provost Sullivan about the number of deans who have been removed 
from office as a result of a review during the period he has been involved in the decanal reviews.  Provost 
Sullivan said he could not speak for the Academic Health Center, the deans of which only recently came 
under the purview of the Office of the Provost, but with respect to the reviews for which he has been 
responsible, two deans were not reappointed. 
 
 Professor Luepker next asked about the flow of information about the review process to faculty 
members.  Most faculty members have no information; the review happens but the faculty know nothing 
about it.  Is it in the purview of the faculty to know what the evaluations look like?  Or are they entirely 
confidential?  Under University rules and state law, the review results are personnel data and thus 
confidential, Provost Sullivan said.  There is, however, an exception:  If the dean receives a written 
reprimand, it is a matter of public record. 
 
 Professor Cramer noted that a recurring theme that this Committee has heard from faculty is that 
they do not recall ever having received an email asking for their participation in a review, and that even if 
they did, they never know what happened as a result of the review.  The Committee is scheduled to have a 
discussion early in the spring with Vice President Brown (Human Resources) and Associate Vice 
President Paulsen to learn about the mechanics of the process in greater detail.  Associate Vice President 
Paulsen said that the request to participate in the review goes by email to all faculty members in the 
college, and a reminder is sent to those who fail to do so.  The process is conducted through Mr. Kelly's 
office, not the college, Provost Sullivan added.  When the process is completed, he sends an email to all 
faculty, staff, and students indicating the review has been finished.   
 
 Professor Luepker commented that the process has not been that transparent in the Academic 
Health Center. 
 
 Given that the survey data are confidential, if a faculty member writes a letter that is accepted for 
the review, is that also confidential, Professor Jacobs asked?  They do accept letters, Provost Sullivan 
said, and he will have to check on whether they are available to the dean; the answer may depend on 
provisions of the Minnesota Data Practices Act.  To his knowledge, no dean has requested those. 
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 Is there a way to make comments in the survey, Professor May asked?  There is, Provost Sullivan 
said.  Can one sign it, to be on the record with the review, but still be assured the dean will not see it, 
Professor May then asked?  The surveys are confidential and anonymous, so can one add one's name and 
be sure they remain confidential?  Each category of the survey has a space for comments, Provost 
Sullivan said.  Professor Cramer said that Human Resources removes the names and substitutes 
anonymous numbers.  Provost Sullivan added that he did not recall seeing any names on survey results. 
 
 Professor Bearinger said that those faculty who are in the Academic Health Center have been 
under a different system so have a different perspective.  Do they look at previous reviews as well as the 
current review?  Provost Sullivan said that he looks at the prior review but does not normally provide it to 
the standing committee.  In the case of Academic Health Center deans, the previous review could be very 
helpful, given the new reporting line, Professor Bearinger suggested. 
 
 Professor Bearinger also offered a comment.  In her college, there are annual evaluations of the 
department heads and deans that are not anonymous.  It is important, in the review of the dean, to look at 
whether internal evaluations have been done recently and to differentiate between something done 
internally and this more-important process.  The internal-review process can dilute or inhibit responses to 
the provostal review because faculty members will think that they've already participated or they will not 
realize that the provostal process is anonymous. 
 
 Provost Sullivan said that he completes a written evaluation of each dean every year.  He has a set 
of questions he poses to the dean asking for information and then goes over the responses with the dean.  
He said, in response to Professor Bearinger, that the response rates to the surveys have been quite good, 
and they can associate the responses with employee category.  Professor Bearinger asked if they could 
also sort by rank; if they can, so could a dean, and at that level of granularity it becomes possible to 
identify individuals.  The data are not provided that way, Professor Cramer said; Provost Sullivan agreed 
and said respondents are only identified by category (faculty—contract, regular—and P&A staff), but the 
data summarize responses to each question individually, they do not show the totality of responses from 
any individual respondent.  Associate Vice President Paulsen agreed that responses are not broken out in 
such a way that individuals can be identified. 
 
 Professor McCulloch said the Committee is having a discussion about the process from the 
viewpoint of the provost.  But even around this table, people have indicated they have been afraid to 
respond to review surveys.  The Committee talked with Vice President Brown about a number of issues 
and Professor McCulloch recalled asking her if people without the power of the tenured faculty perceive 
that they will be protected if they speak out or provide information that has been assured will be 
anonymous, even though there are policies in place to protect them.  They have learned that there is even 
a great deal of concern among the tenured faculty.  In the future, the Provost must make it more broadly 
known that people cannot be identified; she said she believes that many are not convinced that is true.  
Some worry about what could happen to them if they provide information about the dean.  Provost 
Sullivan noted that it will be important to indicate on the survey that the results are anonymous.  The 
email messages should say that as well, Professor McCulloch suggested.  Some individuals may not feel 
personally vulnerable but they may be afraid of retaliation against their department, Professor May added. 
 
 Professor Chomsky said that technically, if Human Resources strips out the names on the 
responses before they are forwarded to the standing committee and the dean, but maintains the original 
unredacted record, they are still accessible in Human Resources, though perhaps no deans have ever 
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sought the complete data.   If one wants to be on the record, but the identifying information is stripped, 
then one is really not on the record.  To really be on the record, one must send a separate letter; but 
perhaps the respondent wants to be on the record to the provost (to add credibility to a comment) but not 
to the dean.  That doesn't seem possible.   There are nuances about availability that perhaps need to be 
included in the communication to the faculty about the surveys. 
 
 Professor Chomsky recalled that when President Bruininks went through a review by the Board 
of Regents, there was a public part of the review and a private part.  She was serving as chair of this 
Committee (FCC) at the time and had a conversation with the chair of the Board of Regents about the 
review; she was assured that anything that was said would be conveyed, even if it wasn’t part of the 
public review.  That provided assurances that the review took seriously all the comments made, most of 
which would not be part of a public pronouncement.  So there might be ways to communicate back to the 
participants about the seriousness with which the comments are taken.  That would provide a better sense 
among the faculty, if they are critical, that their comments will be dealt with, even if there is no public 
chastisement of the dean. 
 
 Provost Sullivan said he would suggest that when Vice President Brown and Associate Vice 
President Paulsen join the Committee, they include Dr. Dohm in the discussion. 
 
 Professor Sheets commented on the written reprimand or admonition and the fact that it is public:  
One must be careful about undermining the dean's authority, but it is beneficial to have an open process.  
He asked how sustained the criticism must be before a dean receives such a written admonition or 
reprimand.  Provost Sullivan said that he meets with every dean every month about the college, conducts 
an annual review with each dean, and participates in the three-year review that uses the standing 
committee; he looks at the annual evaluations and the cumulative evaluation.  If he believes there has not 
been sufficient progress or feels that his verbal communications have not been effective, he will put a note 
in the file.  Will that be a reprimand?  And will it be public, Professor Sheets asked?  The standard is that 
it must be a reprimand to trigger public release, Provost Sullivan said. 
 
 Professor Ehlke recalled that a number of faculty members participated in the review of the dean 
of her college and received the email message afterward indicating that the results were personnel data.  
That was frustrating, she said, so it is less likely there will be faculty participation in the future—because 
they hear nothing about what happened.  Provost Sullivan said that he does have a standard conclusion 
that is as "vanilla" as possible so that people do not try to read anything into his comments.  Professor 
Ehlke said that explaining the process a little more would help, especially about the role of the standing 
faculty committee. 
 
 Professor May asked Provost Sullivan if he would be involved in any more upcoming reviews.  
He will not, he said, after January, 2012.  When Provost-designate Hanson arrives on February 1, she will 
be in charge and he will have no connection to the process.  
 
 Professor Pacala asked how much the three-year reviews from the faculty change the impression 
of a dean.  Has he been surprised at what the surveys indicate?  Have they added to the quality of the 
evaluation process?  In a few cases, they have surprised him, Provost Sullivan said, but most of the 
comments are confirmatory.  With 12 meetings per year with each dean, annual reviews, and the three-
year reviews, there are not a lot of surprises.  But on occasion they happen. 
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 Professor Chomsky suggested, more for Provost Hanson, a practice analogous to one used with 
teaching evaluations:  If she does one in the middle of the semester, she knows that she must come back 
to the class to say what she's learned, what will change, and so on.  Aside from the legal issues, she 
suggested that the Provost encourage each dean to come to appropriate groups after a review and indicate 
what he or she had learned and what will change, so that there is not simply silence.  That would be much 
more effective in illustrating value in the process.  Professor Cramer agreed emphatically.  Professor 
Ehlke also said it is a good idea.  It would be the dean's prerogative to make such a report, Professor 
Pacala observed; a good leader would do it, Professor Cramer rejoined.  So if a dean declined to do so, 
that would itself be a statement, Professor Bitterman commented. 
 
 Provost Sullivan said that he has asked the deans if they have a standing faculty advisory 
committee, and if so, they should have a conversation with this group about the outcome of the review 
and learn if the comments coming from the review process resonate with the senior faculty.  If they do not 
have such a group, he suggests that they establish a formal mechanism or use a kitchen cabinet to help 
advise the dean on an ongoing basis.  He has suggested this to a number of times to deans.   
 
 There is one word to describe this process, Professor Luepker said:  Accountability.   
 

Provost Sullivan agreed that there should be more introductory comments on the survey and fuller 
conclusions at the end of the process; the latter is more difficult, given the privacy issues governed by 
Minnesota law.  He and Provost Hanson have had conversations about the process. 

 
Professor Cramer thanked Provost Sullivan for joining the meeting. 

 
2. Reviews of Deans:  Committee Discussion 
 
 The Committee continued discussion of reviews of deans following Provost Sullivan's departure.  
Committee members offered some additional thoughts and details and agreed to transmit these to Provost-
designate Hanson through the Committee leadership. 
 
3. Committee Business 
 

--  Professor Cramer asked for and received a vote to close the meeting in order to identify 
candidates for faculty legislative liaison, because Professor Boyle intends to step down.  Committee 
members identified several individuals who will be asked about their willingness to serve in the position. 
 
 --  Professor Cramer reported that he and Professor Jacobs spoke with President Kaler and Chief 
of Staff Amy Phenix about the issues raised in the discussion with the members of the Academic Health 
Center Faculty Consultative Committee.  The issues are high on their priority lists, and the more general 
question of morale in the Academic Health Center was also discussed.  His sense was that the President is 
attentive to this Committee’s concerns and welcomed the communication. 
 
 --  The Provost has agreed to put all college constitutions on a website. 
 
 --  One co-chair of the Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee, Professor Elliott, presented 
the white paper on academic freedom to the Board of Regents.   
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 --  The proposal for the increased fee for the Carlson School was presented to the Regents and it 
appears that most approve of it; there was student concern that this could set a precedent, but President 
Kaler and Provost Sullivan said the bar has been set very high for the approval of such college-specific 
increases in fees. 
 
 --  Professor Jacobs reported that there will be a change in the conflict-of-interest regulations 
(federal) requiring that if a conflict of interest is found, it will be public. 
 
 --  The administration has agreed to change the eligibility for the two University-wide teaching 
awards to include P&A staff, as passed by the Senate last year; it is also about to begin consultation with 
the Educational Policy committee to change the awards from a lifetime augmentation to a one-time award 
of $10,000 plus $5,000 for professional development.  Making that change will save about $760,000 per 
year, but will still have Minnesota near the top of schools in the CIC for expenditure on teaching awards. 
 
 Professor Cramer adjourned the meeting at 3:05. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


