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SENATE COMMITTEE ON FACULTY AFFAIRS (SCFA) 
October 14, 2014 
Minutes of the meeting 
 
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 represent the views of, nor are they binding on, the Senate, the Administration or 
the Board of Regents. 
 
[In these minutes:  Retirement Program Changes, UPlan, Enterprise System Upgrade 
Project, Parental Leave, Programmatic Change in Tenure Code] 
 
PRESENT:  Joseph Konstan (chair), Ken Horstman, Teresa Kimberley, Allen Levine, 
Sophia Gladding, Tabitha Grier-Reed, Robert Kudrle, Frank Kulacki, Scott Lanyon, 
Monica Luciana, Peh Ng, Lori Rhudy, Daniel Skaar, Brett Colson  
 
REGRETS:  Christina Bourland, Joe Price, Kathy Brown, Theodor Litman, Teri Caraway 
 
ABSENT:  George Sell, Nicholas Poggioli 
 
OTHERS ATTENDING:  Andrea Backes 
 
GUESTS:  Jackie Singer, director, Retirement Programs; Dennis Wenzel, executive 
Program director, ESUP; Mike Volna, associate vice president and controller; Ingrid 
Nuttall, director of academic records; Kelly Krattiger, Human Resources director; Patton 
Fast, chief technology officer and enterprise architect 
 
Professor Konstan convened the meeting, welcomed those present and called for a round 
of introductions. 
 
1.  Retirement Program changes:  Professor Konstan welcomed Jackie Singer, director, 
Retirement Programs, who was invited to answer questions about the Retirement 
Program changes that Vice President Brown had brought to the committee last spring.  
Ms. Singer said one of the most prevalent questions she has heard about the changes to 
the retirement options has to do with faculty voting rights.  Under the phased retirement 
option, because faculty retain tenure, they retain their right to vote.  If a faculty member, 
however, elects one of the other two options, terminal agreement or tenure trade, they 
would resign their tenure, and thus their right to vote.  Ms. Singer went on to answer 
other questions she received prior to the meeting about the Retirement Program changes, 
which included: 

• Do faculty have to sign a new phased retirement agreement if they already signed 
an agreement previously?  Faculty who have already signed a phased retirement 
agreement, will follow the provisions of the agreement they signed. 

• What happens to faculty with clinical or administrative components to their 
salary?  Ms. Singer explained that base salary is defined as the tenured portion of 
a faculty member’s salary. 
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• What happens to a faculty member’s emeritus status under the tenure trade 
option?  Faculty who elect the tenure trade option are entitled to their emeritus 
status once the faculty member has left the University.   

• Do faculty who accept a retirement option lose indemnification if sued for their 
University work?  Ms. Singer said that she has forwarded this question on to the 
Office of the General Counsel and has not heard back yet.  (After the meeting, 
Ms. Singer confirmed that if the retired faculty member had a suit brought for 
work they had done while they were employed, then yes, they would be 
covered.  Similarly, if they were volunteering and the work is under the direction 
and control of the University, then yes, they would be covered.) 

 
Professor Konstan said he has heard anecdotally that faculty are interested in knowing 
what options they will have to choose from before they broach the subject of retirement 
with their department head or dean.  Given that many deans have indicated they do not 
plan to make all options available, at least in normal cases, it will be important for deans 
to communicate clearly what retirement options will be available for their faculty.  
Secondly, it would be helpful if faculty could consult confidentially with a benefits 
specialist to talk about their options.  Ms. Singer said faculty can set up a meeting with a 
benefits counselor to talk about the various retirement options, the process, etc.  Benefits 
counselors, however, cannot talk about the release or the implications for that particular 
faculty member.  In situations when faculty members want release advice, Employee 
Benefits recommends they talk with an attorney. 
 
Professor Konstan reminded the committee that the public comment period is still open 
on these retirement options.  He asked Ms. Singer if there is a timeline for making 
changes to the policy drafts and when they would go into effect.  The soonest it could go 
into effect would be November 1, 2014, said Ms. Singer, because the draft options need 
to be finalized and sent to the State of Minnesota for approval. 
 
Professor Ng suggested making the language around emeritus status of faculty in the 
tenure trade option clear because as it is written it is not clear.  Ms. Singer thanked 
Professor Ng for her suggestion and said she would pass it on to Michele Gross in the 
University Policy Office. 
 
While it is understandable the University cannot provide financial advice to faculty who 
are considering retirement, said Professor Kulacki, would it be possible for Employee 
Benefits to draft a couple sample scenarios.  No, replied Ms. Singer, Employee Benefits 
cannot draft tax consequence scenarios because they cannot provide tax-planning 
services.   
 
2.  Medical plan changes:  Professor Konstan said he has been asked whether the 
University is trying to get away from offering HealthPartners in the UPlan.  He went on 
to provide context for this question.  While it is true the University has negotiated for 
HealthPartners to be offered in the base plan beginning in 2015, some employees are 
hesitant to elect a HealthPartners because they are concerned about whether 
HealthPartners will be offered in the UPlan for the long haul.  Professor Konstan asked 
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Ken Horstman, director, Compensation and Benefits, to comment on this concern.  Mr. 
Horstman said the decision to get rid of Insights by Medica was a Medica decision and 
not a University decision.  When this change was made, there was a strong effort on the 
part of the University to make sure HealthPartners would continue to be offered in the 
UPlan.  HealthPartners will be available in the UPlan through Medica Elect/Essential 
(base plan), Medica Choice National and Medica HSA.   
 
To the extent it is possible to look into the future, asked Professor Konstan, does it seem 
likely that HealthPartners will continue to be offered for the foreseeable future, or will it 
be dependent on Medica’s ability to effectively negotiate with Health Partners?  Mr. 
Horstman reported the University has 6,000 members using HealthPartners, which is 
significant.  Looking at the metro area market, it is clear there is a lot of collaboration 
taking place between providers and health plans.  In Mr. Horstman’s opinion, going 
forward, there will be more effort put into having all the different groups work together 
than has taken place in previous years. 
 
Are any discussions taking place around encouraging or discouraging UPlan participants 
to use University of Minnesota Physicians (UMP), asked Professor Konstan?  Mr. 
Horstman said this is a legitimate question to ask.  When one looks at how networks are 
set up, however, this would likely not happen.  Mr. Horstman reminded members that the 
UPlan has a prior authorization process in place so plan participants can get the most 
value from the plan they choose.  The prior authorization process requires advance 
approval.  He added that UMP is in-network for all the plans, including the ACO option 
under Fairview/North Vantage. 
 
Professor Konstan said a source of significant frustration for a number of UPlan 
participants is the fact no one seems to be able to tell them what their out-of-pocket costs 
for an appointment will be prior to the appointment.  Is the University and/or Medica 
doing anything to improve the ability to understand what the out-of-pocket costs for an 
appointment will be for employees?  Mr. Horstman said he does not believe this will be 
possible in the 2015 plan year, however, there are efforts underway among employers 
and providers to get at this information.  To do this will require bundling contracts to 
remove un-needed expenses and having providers work together.  The reason getting at 
this information is so difficult has to do with the complexity of contracts.  In the future, it 
is likely tools will be available to patients to help them estimate what their out-of-pocket 
costs will be. 
 
In response to a question about whether the University has considered offering a 
cafeteria-type plan, and what happens to the money if someone elects not to purchase 
their health insurance through the University, Mr. Horstman explained that total 
premiums are based on the projected costs of the plan for year.  If someone elects to 
purchase their insurance elsewhere it would mean less costs to the plan, but there would 
also be less funding to the plan in terms of premiums.  Some private employers are 
choosing not to cover spouses who have health insurance through their own employers 
(defensive coordination of benefits).   
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Hearing no further questions, Professor Konstan thanked Mr. Horstman and Ms. Singer 
for their time. 
 
3.  Enterprise System Upgrade Project (ESUP):  Professor Konstan said the next 
agenda item will be a discussion about how to effectively communicate to faculty about 
the ESUP changes that will impact them.  PowerPoint slides on this agenda item had been 
distributed to members prior to the meeting for their review.  Before beginning, however, 
Professor Konstan called for another round of introductions.   
 
Dennis Wenzel, executive program director, ESUP, began by reporting that the project is 
on track for a go-live date in February 2015.  Testing and deployment activities are being 
monitored, and there are a series of go and no-go decisions that will take place in 
November, December and January.  Approximately 300 staff (consultants and University 
staff) are working on the project.  The development phase has been completed and the 
testing phase is underway.  The project will be moving into the training, transition and 
communication phase soon.   
 
Next, Ingrid Nuttall, director of academic records, Academic Support Resources, said one 
of the keys to the success of the program will be the integration of all of the business 
operations into the new portal.  The nature of a person’s role at the institution will 
determine how they will interface with the new system.  She then went on to talk about 
what will be changing and highlighted the following: 

• A number of separate self-service applications that were built over the past 10-
years to support the business of student records will be retired once ESUP goes 
live.  Doing this is expected to save the institution time and money.   

• For instructors, there will be self-service changes, e.g., grading.  Under ESUP, 
there will be a move to a single roster, which will be delivered to instructors 
through the portal.  PeopleSoft offers some self-service suites and one of those is 
“Faculty Center.”  The business process per se will not really change except for 
the fact that the number of rosters is being minimized.   

• Another change has to do to advisee information.  The portal will have a tab, “My 
Advisees,” that will provide easy access to advisee information for the adviser of 
record for graduate or undergraduate students, e.g., photo, preferred name. 

• For the graduate education career, a PeopleSoft student degree audit (Academic 
Advisement) is being implemented.  Currently, graduate education career uses a 
paper process for clearance.  The College of Education and Human Development 
(CEHD) is piloting this program and it will be rolled out to the other colleges over 
the course of the next 18 months. 

• The Course Guide system is being retired and replaced with a class note for a 
URL.  The current system is being retired because of the cost to maintain it and 
also because technology has advanced since it was implemented and there are 
other technologies that are better. 

• Waitlists will be moved from an auto-invite process to an auto-enroll process.  
Waitlists will be managed by either instructors or the department and students will 
be auto-enrolled from the waitlist based on available seats in the class. 
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• There will be an integration between Moodle and the grading system that will 
allow instructors to upload grades from Moodle into the grading roster. 

• Changes to the class scheduling cycle and entry include: 
o Simplification of the security process and the process for scheduling 

courses in general. 
o Class schedules will be posted two weeks earlier than now. 
o When changes are made in the system, they will automatically be reflected 

in the class schedule. 
 
Member questions/comments included: 

• With regard to the current Course Guide listings, what will happen to this 
information?  Ms. Nuttall explained everything in the Course Guide will be 
archived in the Digital Conservancy.  Faculty can add an additional link to a 
YouTube video for the class. 

• Shorter, concise messaging to faculty about the changes will be more effective 
than lengthy messaging. 

• Faculty rely heavily on the Course Guide material in order to recommend courses 
to students.  Ms. Nuttall agreed and said in addition to students using the Course 
Guide in making course choices, it is also used by advisers in helping students 
figure out what courses they need to take in order to graduate.  Pulling the 
catalogue description, which is not currently being done, will provide this 
information. 

• Regarding the “Manager Info” tab, who is considered a manager?  Mr. Krattiger 
said a manager is anyone who has a position or people that report to them in the 
HRMS system.   

• Will department heads still have access to the waitlists?  People who will have 
access to managing the waitlists will be people who are listed as the instructor 
(including proxies) as well as the schedulers, said Ms. Nuttall. 

• With the centralization of the grading system, if a faculty member changes a 
grade, will the department head still have to approve the change?  Grade changes, 
explained Ms. Nuttall, have a higher level of review than simply having access to 
enter a grade. 

• Are certain people notified if a grade is changed?  No, said Ms. Nuttall.  Grade 
changes will be monitored through a PeopleSoft report, which occurs in real time. 

 
Next, Mr. Krattiger, Human Resources director, highlighted the ESUP Human Resources 
changes: 

• The number of appointments an employee can have in the system is being 
reduced. 

• The current recruiting solution is a third party solution, but is changing to 
PeopleSoft’s integrated recruiting solution so position data will flow through 
recruiting, into the appointment record, into benefits, into time and labor, and onto 
payroll.  It will be a linear data flow process. 

• Electronic time and absence reporting is being introduced, however, a few units 
will remain on KRONOS and COMPASS.  Faculty and staff who are salaried and 
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who do not currently submit a timesheet, will not do so in the future either.  
Salaried employees who currently report vacations and absences on paper will do 
so electronically in the future.  Once the new system is up and running, 
supervisors will approve time and absences electronically.  Currently, about 5,000 
employees are considered managers, and, of these 5,000, approximately 1,800 are 
faculty managers.  Supervisors will be able to delegate this authority to someone 
else to approve timesheets, absence requests, etc.  However, once this authority 
has been delegated to someone else it will be delegated in full unless it is 
delegated back.   

 
Members’ comments/questions included: 

• If a supervisor delegates his/her authority to someone else to approve timesheets, 
absence requests, etc., to what granularity is the delegation?  Mr. Krattiger 
explained because authority is tied to the position structure, if someone delegates 
his/her authority to someone else, it is given away for everyone reporting to that 
person.   

• Will it be possible to have multiple time administrators cover the same employee?  
Mr. Krattiger said yes, but it will be a limited number. 

• It would seem logical for big research projects that the PI who is financially 
responsible for expending federal funds be the final stop for approval.  This is 
difficult to answer, said Mr. Krattiger, in the program there is a variety in scale 
and size in the business process at the local level.  There is no way to prescribe to 
the colleges what they should do other than tell them the pros and cons around 
what they decide. 

• Will faculty supervisors have to take special training?  Yes, explained Mr. 
Krattiger, there will be training for supervisors, but the training in not lengthy and 
is all web-based. 

• If any aspect of the new system seems complex, it is likely that colleges/units will 
develop shadow systems, which would be disastrous.   

• At what point will the new system be reassessed for glitches, bugs, etc.?  
According to Mr. Krattiger, the assess phase will begin day one the system 
launches.  

• Under the new time reporting system, it seems like people who do not know what 
time has been taken will be approving time and absence requests.  The new 
system is not changing the current process, said Mr. Krattiger, but this is a new 
tool for reporting time and absences, and will require re-examination of how a 
unit is organized.  While people have asked for electronic time and reporting for 
years, there are pros and cons to doing this.   

• Based on today’s questions, it seems that a focus of ESUP communication should 
be on time and absence reporting and approval.  In addition, it would be helpful to 
have effective practices scenarios that talk about what some units have done to 
deal with large numbers of employees.  Mr. Krattiger agreed. 

 
In the remaining time allotted to this agenda item, Mike Volna, associate vice president 
and controller, shared information about the financial component of the new system by 
highlighting the following information: 
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• The financial upgrade is primarily a technical upgrade.  There are a handful of 
pain-points that are being addressed and almost all are back office functions.   

• On the portal there will be a “Purchasing” tab, which will contain purchasing 
rules, bid requirements, reimbursement information, etc. 

• Under the drop-down menus there will also be access to a reporting work center, 
which will contain not only financial reports, but all reports, e.g., research, 
student.   

• No financial reports in UMReports are being retired at this time.  Currently, there 
are 50 financial reports and after the upgrade there will be 50 reports. 

 
Member questions/comments included: 

• Will faculty and staff still have to download reimbursement forms and submit 
them the same way they do now?  Yes, said Mr. Volna, this process will be the 
same as it is now.  However, at some point in the future, there will be capabilities 
to handle electronic submission of forms. 

• Will the reports be by unit or can they be customized, e.g., a report for a graduate 
program that has faculty from three different colleges?  Mr. Volna replied that the 
user will need to define the parameters to get at the data they are looking for, such 
as by unit or by account field.  With that said, for the example that was 
mentioned, the individual would likely need to download three separate reports 
and merge them into a new report using an Excel spreadsheet.  At some point in 
the future there is expected to be a new tool, UM Analytics, that will allow more 
customizable reports.  There is a commitment that UM Reports will not be retired 
until it is clear that adopting any new tool will deliver the same or better reports 
and capabilities. 

• Will there be any reports currently in UM Reports that will no longer be 
available?  For the most part, no, said Ms. Nuttall, however, a handful of student 
UM Reports are being retired. 

• Is there anything faculty and staff should do to prepare for the implementation of 
the new enterprise system?  Mr. Wenzel said every effort is being made to reduce 
any downtime when the new system goes live.  The plan is to bring down the old 
system and then bring it up in view only mode.  For two months after the new 
system goes live, there will be enhanced support when the project team will be 
managing problems at a more rapid pace and not the standard ticket pace. 

• Will there be training for people who will use the new system?  Yes, said Ms. 
Nuttall and this is already underway. 

• What is the go live date?  Mr. Wenzel said the start of the cutover period will be 
Friday, February 13, 2015. 

 
Professor Konstan thanked the ESUP guests for their update. 
 
4.  Faculty Caregiver Support Resolution and better parental leave benefits/policies:  
Professor Konstan introduced the next agenda item, and welcomed Professor Yuhong 
Jiang, from the Women’s Faculty Cabinet (WFC).  Before starting the discussion, 
Professor Konstan called for one more round of introductions. 
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Professor Jiang reported that the WFC has actively been looking at the University’s 
parental leave benefits for the past year or so.  The WFC has looked at comparative data 
across peer R1 institutions, and uncovered that the University of Minnesota has the 
shortest paid leave (six weeks) for women faculty, tied with Purdue University, Michigan 
State University and the University of Virginia.  In addition, many universities offer a 
semester long teaching relief for those on parental leave, but not the University of 
Minnesota.  Another troublesome aspect of the University’s parental leave policy is that it 
is old (1980s) and, in Professor Jiang’s option, too brief.   
 
In March 2014, explained Professor Jiang, the WFC conducted a survey to a sample of 
University faculty who had recently had children.  Forty-six individuals (70% women) 
completed the survey (91% biological parents and 9% adoptive parents).  Professor Jiang 
enumerated the themes coming out of the survey: 

• Lack of transparency – 86% of respondents did not know, or did not think, their 
department had a standard policy for handling faculty parental leaves.  

• Conflicts exist between parental leaves and teaching – 70% of leaves were taken 
when classes were in session, which confirms in a majority of cases there was an 
impact on the continuity of teaching. 

• Significant impact on all genders – male faculty, on average, took only one of the 
two weeks the University allots for paid time off, and of those that took the leave, 
many continued to teach during their leave time.  Female faculty addressed their 
teaching interruptions through a variety of means, e.g., negotiated to not teach, 
relied on graduate TAs and other faculty, made teaching adjustments themselves 
(front-loaded the course or taught with a new baby in the room).  Female faculty 
oftentimes had to leverage resources that would otherwise been used to advance 
their careers such as research, grant or fellowship release in order to negotiate a 
semester off of teaching.  The survey data indicated departments shouldered about 
40% - 50% of the cost of teaching interuptions, and female faculty shouldered the 
remaining 50% - 60% of the cost, e.g., teach the class or used fellowship or 
grants. 

• Gender inequality – although both genders were impacted, because parental 
leaves for biological mothers are longer than other types of parental leave, this 
presented more problems.  

• Rank inequality – in reported cases when female faculty successfully negotiated a 
semester off from teaching, only one was on the tenure-track and all the others 
were tenured.  This raises concerns about greater adverse effects on tenure-track 
faculty than tenured faculty. 

• Lack of positive culture and climate in some departments. 
• Lack of adherence to leave policy – faculty frequently reported they had to make 

up work or perform work during their leave. 
• Disruption in teaching – when faculty were forced to rely on multiple individuals 

to cover their courses during their leave, students suffered. 
• Poor effect on morale – the lack of institutional support and, in some cases, the 

overt hostility from department administrators, led to bitter feelings. 
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Professor Jiang then summarized the WFC findings: 

• The University of Minnesota has one of the least favorable parental leave policies 
among public research universities across the United States for female, tenure-
track faculty with a teaching expectation. 

• The University’s leave policy did not provide academic units with specific 
examples of how to successfully support faculty taking parental leave. 

• Lack of training and clear guidelines has led to idiosyncratic and inconsistent 
solutions for individual faculty members and departments. 

• Faculty shoulder a substantial percentage of the cost of parental leave in personal 
resources and career interruption. 

• Teaching interruptions appears to have resulted in gender inequality, rank 
inequality, reduction in the quality of teaching, unfavorable work environment for 
new parents and employee’s expressing negative feelings about the University. 

 
The WFC has made the following recommendations: 

• The University draft a new parental leave policy that specifically addresses 
unique challenges faced by teaching faculty. 

• The University provide a semester-long, paid teaching relief for faculty of both 
genders as well as for both biological and adoptive parents. 

• Central administration needs to address the parental leave issue and provide clear 
University-wide guidelines. 

• The University needs to improve its culture and foster a positive experience for 
faculty who want to take parental leave. 

• The University needs to have open, transparent and realistic parental leave and 
teaching relief policies that can be easily operationalized at all levels. 

 
Members’ comments/questions included: 

• Does the current policy outline whose responsibility it is to make the leave 
arrangements?  Professor Jiang said the policy says an individual can take up to 
six weeks with pay, but it does not stipulate who is responsible for making the 
arrangements. 

• Did the WFC identify best practices at other institutions?  Yes, the WFC likes the 
parental leave policy at the University of Wisconsin. 

• Is the current policy a Board of Regents policy or an administrative policy?  The 
Parental Leave for Academic Employees policy 
(http://www.policy.umn.edu/Policies/hr/Leaves/PARENTALLEAVE.html) is an 
administrative policy. 

• The policy needs to explicitly make it clear that it is the unit’s responsibility to 
figure out how the person’s responsibilities on leave will be handled.  In addition, 
the policy needs to make it clear that departments cannot increase workload for 
faculty on leave.  Professor Jiang agreed and noted that while some units do a 
good job of this, many others do not. 
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• Provost Hanson has gotten a copy of the WFC parental leave white paper.  She is 
sensitive to the parental leave concerns identified by the WFC and plans to meet 
with them on this issue.   

• Does the data collected by the WFC suggest this is a pervasive problem?  
Professor Jiang said most survey respondents did not name their unit so she 
cannot answer this.  The WFC would be interested in getting at this information. 

• Do colleges each have their own parental leave policies or do individual 
departments within a college handle its own parental leaves?  Based on the survey 
results, said Professor Jiang, it seems like parental leaves are handled at the 
departmental level. 

• The owner of this policy is the director of Employee Relations and Compensation 
and this is the person the committee should be talking to about its concerns.   

 
Professor Konstan said he senses members feel the current policy is inadequate and not 
working.  He suggested the committee support the work being done by the WFC because 
it is clear the University needs to update its current parental leave policy and make the 
policy more supportive of new parents.  Professor Lanyon agreed and said he does not 
recall hearing anything so appalling.  The University’s policy is an embarrassment.   
 
Professor Konstan said the committee can do three things: 

1. Write a resolution in support of the WFC efforts. 
2. Consult on the revised policy once it has been drafted. 
3. Invite a panel of four or five faculty department heads to attend a meeting and talk 

about how their department handles parental leaves. 
 
While the WFC seems to be focusing on teaching faculty, said Professor Konstan, in the 
end, to deal with this issue, a revised policy should cover all faculty, and not just teaching 
faculty.  Professor Konstan reported the committee would be delighted to continue 
working on this effort in conjunction with the WFC.  Professor Jiang thanked the 
committee for their support and said she would stay in touch. 
 
5.  Programmatic change in the tenure code:  Professor Konstan called on Professor 
Kimberley to speak to this agenda item.  Professor Kimberley, co-chair, Academic 
Freedom & Tenure (AF&T) Committee said that section 12 of the tenure code deals with 
programmatic change and the two issues around section 12 are: 

• No clear definition for programmatic change.  
• The lack of procedures/processes in sections 12.2 or 12.3 if programmatic change 

occurs. 
 
AF&T has been discussing writing up procedures that would replace a 2007 memo from 
former Provost Sullivan regarding waive one changes.  The committee would like to 
modernize, clarify and generalize the procedures.  Last week, AF&T had a long 
discussion to try to get at how one defines programmatic change.  Professor Kimberley 
welcomed involvement by any Faculty Affairs members who are interested in working on 
this issue. 
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Professor Lanyon asked for clarification about how the term programmatic change is 
being used and whether it means when a unit changes or when someone’s research 
program has changed or both.  Herein lies part of the problem, said Professor Kimberley, 
the lack of a clear definition for programmatic change.  Professor Konstan added that 
programmatic change by definition would seem to be imposed on a faculty member 
versus self-selected.  According to Professor Kimberley, programmatic change is 
supposed to happen in consultation with the faculty, and no just imposed upon them.  
However, consultation also does not mean that the faculty advice is necessarily followed.  
This also raises the question of what is the definition of consultation.   
 
Vice Provost Levine asked if it would be possible to circulate the draft procedure 
document that AF&T drafted last year to this committee.  Professor Kimberley noted the 
draft procedure document is in the process of being revised.  Once the revised draft is 
done, it will be circulated to the committee.  Professor Konstan suggested a joint 
discussion between Faculty Affairs and AF&T on this matter.  Additionally, he proposed 
having a few people from Faculty Affairs participate in AF&T section 12 discussions.   
 
The issue of changing a curriculum, said Professor Kulacki, often meets with fierce 
resistance.  While programmatic change is to be expected as the University evolves, if it 
is so difficult to achieve, how will the University reshape itself in the long run?  The 
broader question, said Professor Konstan, is to what extent are the faculty consulted and 
involved in these decisions.  Often programmatic change is structural change and 
occasionally mission change.  Professor Grier-Reed added that she is currently living 
programmatic change.  She said she has heard talk of a leaner University so that 
structural and programmatic change may not be unique.  When thinking about what 
happens to faculty and how they are dispersed when a unit no longer exists, many faculty 
are concerned about retraining and what this actually means.  In response to Professor 
Grier-Reed’s comment, Professor Kimberley reported that the Judicial Committee is also 
interested in clarifying programmatic change because in the tenure code it talks about a 
“reasonable” reassignment and who decides what is reasonable. 
 
Professor Kimberley reiterated once the revised draft procedure document is complete, it 
will be shared with the committee.  She added she will let the committee know when this 
item will be on the AF&T agenda again so hopefully a few members from the committee 
can attend and participate in the discussion. 
 
Hearing no further questions/comments, Professor Konstan adjourned the meeting. 
 
        Renee Dempsey 
        University Senate 
 
 
 
 
 


