
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, September 14, 2006 

1:15 – 3:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 

Present: Carol Chomsky, (chair), Jean Bauer, Nancy Carpenter, William Durfee, Barbara Elliott, 
Emily Hoover, Scott Lanyon, Judith Martin, Richard McCormick, Nelson Rhodus, 
Steven Ruggles, Martin Sampson, Geoffrey Sirc, John Sullivan, Jennifer Windsor 

 
Absent: Gary Balas, Megan Gunnar, Mary Jo Kane, Kathleen Krichbaum 
 
Guests:  Richard Howard (Director, Institutional Research and Reporting); Provost E. Thomas  

Sullivan 
  
Other: Kathryn Stuckert (Office of the Chief of Staff); Sharon Reich Paulsen (Office of the 

Senior Vice President and Provost) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) committee business; (2) discussion with Provost Sullivan; (3) strategic positioning 
metrics and measurements;  
 
 
1. Committee Business 
 
 Professor Chomsky called the meeting to order at 1:20 and reviewed a number of items of 
business. 
 
-- As a result of email comments about the plans to meet with faculty senators on the days of Senate 
meetings, she and Professor Lanyon are developing different plans for meetings between FCC members 
and faculty senators.  They will set up a series of brownbag lunches with clusters of Senators.   
 
-- She asked Committee members to review the draft set of guidelines for committee chairs and 
committee members.  She would like to have them approved in time for distribution at the September 28 
Senate meeting.  Comments she has received thus far include suggesting that committee set their own 
agendas rather than simply responding to administrative proposals, chairs help identify their successors 
when they will no longer serve, committee members not be told to represent the whole University— 
who knows what the whole University thinks?—but focus instead on not press "personal" agendas or 
hobby horses, and that the guidelines include a gentle reminder about decorum, respect, and collegiality.  
She invited additional comments on the draft. 
 
-- The Committee reviewed the Faculty Senate docket.  At the Business and Rules Committee 
meeting, it was suggested that FCC pose questions to the Senate and ask senators to speak on them.  It 
would provide an opportunity for them to have a voice, but it should not turn into an open-mike gripe 
session.  There were issues raised at the first meeting FCC members had with department chairs, for 
example; they revolved around budget issues and the budget model, faculty morale and involvement in 
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decision-making, and strategic positioning.  Professor Elliott suggested that Senators could also be asked 
what FCC/the governance system is doing right so there is something to build on.  Another possibility is 
to ask if faculty are being consulted as faculty senators within their colleges. 
 
 Professor Chomsky said she would prepare a set of questions and it would be helpful if 
Committee members contributed.  What do they want to know in their role as FCC members?  She said 
she often thinks that she is to represent the faculty, but what do they think? 
 
2. Discussion with Provost Sullivan 
 
 Professor Chomsky welcomed Provost Sullivan to the meeting.  Provost Sullivan welcomed 
everyone to the new semester. 
 
 The discussion began with the new process for the review of deans, who are now reviewed every 
three years.  The Provost said he had a very positive reaction to the process, begun last year, and hoped 
that the deans who went through it shared his view.  He does an annual evaluation of every dean; the 
deans provide him a memo outlining their activities and accomplishments.  Professor Lanyon asked if the 
questions the Provost asked of deans changed with the onset of strategic positioning.  They did, Provost 
Sullivan said; he asks how the college efforts align with strategic positioning. 
 
 Provost Sullivan next reported on the recent meeting of AAU provosts (54 of the 62 provosts 
were in attendance).  He and one of his colleagues did a three-hour presentation on promotion and tenure.  
There was great interest in the practice at one institution where the tenure process starts with teaching:  if 
a candidate does not meet the teaching threshold, the process stops and the candidate is not considered.  If 
the candidate passes the standard, the review moves to research, and teaching is not considered again.  
One question was whether this process de-emphasizes teaching; most of the provosts thought it did.  And 
the bar can be set low, Professor Chomsky observed.  Professor Martin commented that beginning the 
tenure review process with teaching can send a strong signal, but that should not be the only time it is 
considered. 
  
 Provost Sullivan also raised with the other provosts Minnesota's "open letter" law.  None of the 
other provosts had such a rule and they were surprised by it.  In a couple of cases, provosts related that 
they had declined to respond to a request to serve as a reference for someone seeking a position at 
Minnesota because of the law. 
 
 In terms of coming up for tenure early versus coming up at the usual time, the provosts talked 
about what should happen when an early candidate has a richer file than an on-time candidate?  Does that 
imply that the on-time candidate should also have a richer file?   
 
 About two-thirds of the schools have a cumulative review for probationary faculty at three years 
in order to signal how well the candidate is doing.  At some of the institutions, a borderline candidate may 
be given a two-year renewal contract, which sends a message, while strong candidates are given a four-
year renewal (thus providing the traditional six years plus the seventh terminal year, if necessary).  
Professor Lanyon asked about the two-year extensions for marginal candidates:  do those individuals then 
receive an additional cumulative review at the end of the two years?  They do, Provost Sullivan said.  
Professor Chomsky noted that in the Law School, typically the tenure decision is made in the fifth year, 
with the sixth year the terminal year if the candidate is not granted tenure.  Provost Sullivan agreed that in 
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Law most candidates come up early and only a few take the normal six years.  His question, he said, is 
whether there should be different standards for those who come up early versus those who do not. 
 

It appears that virtually all of the institutions have a university-wide tenure advisory committee 
for the provost. 
 
 Many of the schools are talking about extending the tenure clock (most medical schools have a 
longer tenure clock and so do a number of business schools).  Most thought that the extended tenure clock 
is discipline-specific; no one talked about a general change to a longer tenure clock for an entire 
institution.  Professor Elliott pointed out that the discipline-based faculty in the Medical School have the 
traditional six years to gain tenure; it is those in the clinical fields who have nine years.  The question 
about the extended tenure clock is whether it hurts or helps, Professor Sullivan said.  Does it stigmatize 
people?  Does it work in some disciplines but not others?  There seems not to be recognition, in the 
discussions of extending the tenure clock taking place elsewhere, that surely there is the option for an 
individual to come up for tenure early even if the probationary period is extended to nine years.  If 
individuals need a longer time, that is fine; if they can be ready early, that is also fine; the option can 
accommodate individual interests. 
 
 They also discussed lateral appointments.  Most schools impose two conditions:  the individual 
must be a true "star," with qualifications equal to or better than best faculty member already in the 
department, or the unit needs to bring in senior talent in an area of need. 
 
 Did they discuss post-tenure review, Professor Durfee inquired?  They did, Provost Sullivan said; 
most institutions call it the annual evaluation.  In discussions, however, it became clear that most had the 
same answer for problem cases:  a negotiated retirement is how these matters largely get resolved.  That is 
also the experience here, he noted; most cases are resolved that way rather than through a formal review, 
which is a more humane way to handle the situation, rather than going through a mini-litigation process.  
Professor Lanyon asked if there was any reaction to the formal five-year post-tenure review used in some 
colleges; Provost Sullivan said there was not, although his colleagues were intrigued by the formality of 
the process at Minnesota. 
 
 Professor Martin asked if there were any discussions of strategic positioning; Provost Sullivan 
related that many of the provosts had read about the University's strategic positioning process.  It 
appeared to him that fewer than half the institutions were engaged in a similar process.  When he 
explained the process at Minnesota, with all the task forces and large number of faculty involved, there 
were questions about how the process was coordinated. 
 
 Is the exercise causing any ripple in higher education, Professor Martin asked?  It is, Provost 
Sullivan said, particularly among the Big Ten provosts (who met after the AAU provosts).  He said he felt 
positive about what others appear to think about Minnesota.   
 
 Professor Lanyon asked if there had been any discussion of joint appointments in terms of tenure 
and evaluation.  That was discussed at length by both the AAU and the Big Ten provosts, Provost 
Sullivan reported.  One of the institutions has had such appointments for some time, with a one-half time 
appointment in the department and one-half time appointment in a center or institute; the individuals hold 
a "university faculty" appointment of some kind.  That arrangement helps get away from the discussions 
about indirect cost funds because the research component of the appointment is in the center or institute.  
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At Minnesota tenure is institution-wide but the culture is one of an academic home in a department.  This 
practice, however, is leading to more and more questions about indirect cost funds and can lead 
centers/institutes to want to move out of departments.  He said he was interested in alternatives as this 
University looks to create institutes.  The institutes would not be tenure homes, but one could think about 
half-time appointments in them for perhaps three to five years. 
 

In response to a question, Provost Sullivan said he hears about the issue of allocation of indirect 
cost funds between colleges and brings it up if he senses there are difficulties, but he prefers that the 
deans work out the disagreements.  He noted that he has set up a group of four administrators to deal with 
interdisciplinary issues (the group that joined FCC at its retreat); he said he has asked the group to return 
to this Committee with a blueprint of how they will do their work.  He has requested framing principles 
for how the University should think about indirect cost funds because they seem to be a source of friction. 
 
 This is analogous to the tuition model, Professor Hoover said.  The money goes to the college 
offering the course; for those who would like to teach in another college, they cannot.  Is there any plan to 
address this problem?  Provost Sullivan recalled that Professor Hoover has raised this issue with him for 
as long as he has been provost and agreed it is a continuing problem.  It has been discussed in the budget 
model committee; he said he thought it had been agreed that tuition should go with the faculty member.  
He asked that Professor Hoover follow up on this with the budget model advisory committee he has 
appointed (on which Professor Martin serves).  Professor Hoover said she would be in touch with 
Professor Martin. 
 
 Professor Chomsky told the Provost, as a point of information, that while it is probably not what 
was intended, some are nonetheless seeing the announced goal of being among the top three public 
research universities as meaning that teaching should be devalued in the revised tenure process.  There is 
need for care in the messages that are sent.  In terms of the reviews of deans, she said the Committee may 
return to the topic to talk about also including faculty views in the deans annual review.  Professor 
Chomsky thanked Provost Sullivan for joining the meeting. 
 
3. Strategic Positioning Metrics and Measurement 
 
 Professor Chomsky now welcomed Dr. Rich Howard, Director of Institutional Research and 
Reporting, to discuss metrics and measurement.  She recalled that the Committee had talked about this 
subject at its retreat and that she had mentioned it in her report to the Board of Regents as one of great 
interest to the Committee.  They are interested in talking about how to measure where the University is 
and where it is going; Provost Sullivan suggested that they have a preliminary conversation with Dr. 
Howard.   
 
 Dr. Howard came to the University about a year ago and has worked during that time with the 
Provost on metrics and measurement:  how will the University know when it gets to the top three?  Last 
year the Metrics and Measurement Task Force developed an initial report in which some metrics were 
suggested; this year he will serve as chair of the Metrics Committee, which has been charged to continue 
the work of the task force.  The committee is made up of individuals from across the campus, not 
executives but directors of units from both central and collegiate administrations.  The intent is to think 
through what is wanted and to reach out to people to help in developing metrics.  There are two levels of 
metrics:  University-wide, which will allow the University to measure its progress toward the top three, 
and strategic management metrics, demonstrating how movement is occurring in colleges and 
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administrative units.  They are working with the four action strategies:  exceptional students, exceptional 
faculty and staff, exceptional organization, and exceptional innovation.  Each college/unit will decide how 
it contributes to the four (including, for example, the Office of the Vice President for Research, the 
Graduate School, the Vice Provost for Undergraduate Education, the Vice Provost for Faculty and 
Academic Affairs, etc.). 
 
 The Metrics and Measurement Task Force suggested 20 University-wide performance measures.  
[The proposed measures can be found at 
http://www1.umn.edu/systemwide/strategic_positioning/tf_final_reports_060512/m_&_m_final.pdf on 
page 4 of the report.]  Nine of them are in the University of Florida rankings of US public research 
universities; the other eleven reflect University priorities, values, and goals.  Thus nine are important 
nationally and eleven are important in Minnesota and at the University. 
 
 Another key component of the work of the task force was the development of a peer group.  They 
have identified ten institutions.  About five of the institutions are ahead of Minnesota in the Florida 
rankings.  Three public institutions are generally identified as the aspirational targets:  Michigan, 
Berkeley, and UCLA.  Others in the top 10 include Wisconsin at Madison, the University of Florida, 
Illinois at Champaign-Urbana, Pennsylvania State, Texas at Austin, the University of Washington at 
Seattle, and Ohio State.  Because this is a small group, calls often can be made to gather information.  
They are also all members of the AAU and participate in the AAU Data Exchange.  The group does not 
reflect the Big Ten Conference but there are Big Ten schools.  He will ask the committee what metrics 
they want to watch and whether those are the right schools.  (Little is more politically volatile than 
selecting a group of peers, Dr. Howard commented.) 
 
 A set of metrics have been developed for the compact process.  Last year they used those metrics 
which were available; most were productivity and demographic measures but none were about values 
(e.g., satisfaction).  This year he has asked the deans to reflect on the measures and he will try to collect 
information on new ones. 
 
 The metrics have a lot of implications.  He is listening to all who wish to talk to him on the 
subject and there will be a consultative process, he promised, on what measures should be used to track 
the progress of the institution and what measures should be in place to track the progress of the academic 
units.  He added that he sees the current compact process as more of a budget process than a planning 
activity and that he would like to see planning linked more visibly to budgeting. 
 
 Professor Chomsky asked about the source of the 20 measures.  Dr. Howard said that nine came 
from the Florida study and explained how they are used.  If an institution is in the top 25 on one of the 
nine measures, it receives a 1.  If it is in the 26-50 ranking, it receives a 2.  The top tier of institutions are 
those that receive a top-25 ranking on all the nine measures.  Minnesota this past year was in the top 25 
on 8 of the 9 measures and it is 26th in the 9th measure (SAT scores for entering freshmen).  The 
University is in the top 5-10 on 3-4 of the variables but it floats in the 10-20 range on the others.  The 
important point is where the University sits vis-à-vis other institutions; it may be able to move up on 
some variables, but it has a significant way to go on others.  The committee will need to evaluate what 
movement the University needs to accomplish its goal of being in the top tier. 
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 Dr. Howard said that they will be using three groups in evaluating the University's progress:  the 
top ten plus Minnesota, which he mentioned earlier; the Big Ten; and the top 30 public research 
universities. 
 
 Professor Lanyon said he wished to reinforce Dr. Howard's comment that the compact process 
seems to be more budgetary than strategic.  In a meeting with department chairs, FCC members were told 
that the compacts are irrelevant to faculty.  That is the perception.  The President and Provost may 
disagree, Dr. Howard said, because they may see it as planning, but for the units it is a budget process.  
The approach may vary among the vice presidents.  A lot of faculty agree that the compact is not strategic 
at the level of people delivering the mission, Professor Lanyon said.   
 
 Some metrics may not be mutually exclusive, Professor Rhodus commented; he pointed to federal 
research funding and student ACT scores.  If the University is to achieve the top three, it will definitely 
need more money, but the perception of entering freshmen is that they assume they will get a great 
education when they go to Michigan or Berkeley.  Is that perception because they believe they will get 
good professors who are the top of their field or because the institution receives a lot of research funding?  
It is not clear how students think, Dr. Howard responded, and many go to an institution because they 
believe it is strong—but that will depend on who they talk to.  One distinction they may make is between 
getting a good education and where they will be positioned when they graduate:  one might not get a good 
education at a highly-recognized school but one will likely be able to get a job.  He said he believes the 
dynamic of how students and their parents view what they want from undergraduate education has 
changed.  Admissions people find they must radically change their orientation because there are a lot 
more parents involved in making more decisions for students.  There is significant concern for the safety 
of the student as well as that the student will receive an education that will make him or her employable 
or eligible to go to graduate school.  There is more and more need for an institution to demonstrate the 
capacity to provide a good undergraduate education, a fact reflected in the Spellings report [Commission 
on the Future of Higher Education, draft report at 
http://www.ed.gov/about/bdscomm/list/hiedfuture/reports/0809-draft.pdf] and publications of the 
National Association of State and Land Grant Universities.  There are difficult pressures on higher 
education that will lead to unreasonable proposals, Dr. Howard commented, and it seems that there is a 
great deal happening on accountability in K-12 education that one can see coming to higher education as 
well. 
 
 The University did a considerable amount to address some of these issues in its recent 
accreditation review, Professor Chomsky pointed out.  Assessment at this institution cannot be done 
centrally, Dr. Howard said; it has to take place in the disciplines and the colleges.  The administration can 
provide expertise but the departments have to decide on the meaning of metrics in relationship to their 
curriculum and other academic issues. 
 
 Professor Windsor inquired if, on the 20 metrics, data will be gathered annually, who would be 
gathering the data, how will the reliability of the data be ensured, and is there a mechanism for collecting 
data that will be relatively easy?  Dr. Howard said his office will most likely be responsible for data 
collection and they will use existing processes when they can.  On the question of reliability, over the last 
20 years much work has been done nationally to get to common definitions.  The IPEDS reports (to the 
federal government on students, faculty, space, and so on) contain usable data.  The Association for 
Institutional Research has been heavily involved in solidifying definitions.  When one looks at data from 
the AAU Data Exchange, there are untold hours behind the numbers.  The worst data are financial, but 
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there are typically no questions about the faculty and student data.  The metrics of the Florida study are 
standard.  Where data do not exist, the University may have to move to "softer" measures and it may need 
to develop its own internal measures.  But he said he is comfortable with the existing external measures. 
 
 Professor Ruggles said that the Metrics and Measurements Task Force was composed of 
administrators and managers and it talked to administrators, deans, and department heads.  There are a lot 
of faculty in a lot of departments at the University who have expertise in measurement; if Dr. Howard 
could tap them, they might suggest taking different approaches.  The Florida study has no theoretical or 
methodological justification for counting the number of measures an institution is in the top 25; that 
approach was used because it was the only way to get Florida anywhere near the top.  Minnesota was an 
inadvertent beneficiary of the approach; it is good in a lot of things but it is near the bottom of the top 25 
on a number of the measures.  There is one faculty member (Professor Terry Roe) on the committee he 
will be working with, Dr. Howard observed, and his background is in measurement.  The notion is to 
keep the conversations going; he said he is as concerned about the collection of data as he is about the 
identification of measures and he's not sure the institution has looked at things the way an academic 
might.  His intent is to keep things as sound as he can from a technical perspective, and he said he would 
welcome suggestions for people to consult with.   
 
 In response to a question from Professor Lanyon, Dr. Howard said the University would use the 
same measures as the Florida study but would not use them in the same way.  They will more likely say 
the University is in a range. 
 
 Professor Chomsky said the Committee has talked a lot in other contexts about the University 
defining measures for itself, which is different from using national measures.  There is a need to step back 
and ask "how do WE define excellence" and "how would WE measure this?" and whether something is 
worth keeping track of.  She said she hoped that people involved in the process are thinking broadly, not 
just about the technical elements.  Dr. Howard agreed but said it is tough to measure values.   
 
 Professor Chomsky thanked Dr. Howard for joining the meeting and assured him the Committee 
would wish to discuss the topic again in the future. 
 
4. Personnel Matter 
 
 The Committee had a closed discussion of a personnel matter with Senior Vice President Robert 
Jones. 
 
5. Faculty Senate Docket 
 
 The Committee approved unanimously the docket of the September 28 Faculty Senate meeting. 
 
 Professor Chomsky adjourned the meeting at 3:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


