
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, April 21, 2005 

12:00 – 3:00 
510 Morrill Hall 

 
 

Present: Marvin Marshak (chair), Gary Balas, Jean Bauer, Charles Campbell, Carol Chomsky, 
Tom Clayton, Gary Davis, Dan Feeney, Emily Hoover, Morris Kleiner, Kathleen 
Krichbaum, Scott Lanyon, Judith Martin, Jeff Ratliff-Crain, John Sullivan 

 
Absent: Mary Jo Kane, Fred Morrison, Martin Sampson 
 
Guests: President Robert Bruininks; Senior Vice President and Provost E. Thomas Sullivan, Vice 

President Carol Carrier 
  
Other: Kathryn Stuckert (Office of the Chief of Staff); Joseph Kelly (Office of Human 

Resources), Sharon Reich Paulson (Office of the Senior Vice President and Provost) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) strategic planning with the President; (2) bylaw changes; (3) election of a new 
member; (4) strategic planning letter; (5) health insurance premiums; (6) names for strategic planning task 
forces; (7) honors and leadership issues; (8) discussion with the Provost of leadership and honors issues; 
(9) reviews of deans and vice presidents] 
 
 
1. Strategic Planning 
 
 Professor Marshak convened the meeting at 12:10 and welcomed the President.  He noted that the 
Committee had provided to him a list of issues/questions about strategic planning and wished to focus on 
the "global" issues; Committee members would raise them in the discussion.  The list provided to the 
President was this: 
 

Global Issues 
1.   Constitution and operation of task forces: 

a.  Nature of charges to task forces (especially specificity and scope). 
b.   Allocation of task forces, especially with respect to recommendations for which 

task forces were not mentioned. 
c.  Basis for selecting members, especially the need for representation both from 

inside and outside affected units. 
d.  Role of the president, provost, deans, FCC in selecting members. 
e.  Timing of naming of members. 
f.   Need for compensation for 9-month faculty to ensure opportunity for 

involvement. 

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

Senate or Twin Cities Campus Assembly; none of the comments, conclusions, or actions reported in these minutes 
represents the views of, nor are they binding on, the Senate or Assembly, the Administration, or the Board of 
Regents. 
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Generally, how consultation will continue; in particular, the schedule for review, 
comment, and implementation of the recommendations and the implications of a tight 
time schedule on ensuring true involvement by faculty and others. 

2.   Further definition of the overall goal: what goals are part of the overall aim of becoming 
one of the top 3 public research universities?  How does the planning thus far, and 
proposed, get the University to the goal? 

3. Climate and Freedom of Discussion 
4.  Need to consider reward structures and availability of resources to support strategic 

planning priorities and how the budget model will affect the allocation and availability of 
resources. 

5.   Implementing the University's stated commitment to access and diversity. 
6.   How planning for the University System will proceed, and how coordinate campus plans 

will mesh with (not just be parallel to) plans such as those for Honors College. 
 

Issues Related to Particular Recommendations 
1.   Status of and planning for General College people and programs. 
2.   Implementation and system-wide impact of the proposed Writing Initiative. 
3.   Implementation and system-wide impact of the proposed Honors College. 
4.   Treatment of the Academic Health Center in the Report and in future implementation. 
5.   Differential treatment of units in the Report, especially with respect to specificity of 

recommendations. 
 

Need for Further Development 
1.   Need to address outreach mission and function in the implementation. 
2.   Lack of attention to faculty culture and to research and teaching infrastructure in the 

Report. 
 
 (#1)  Professor Sullivan began with the first issue by emphasizing the importance of faculty on 
the task forces, and said there are two possible scenarios for the task forces.  One, he basically tells the 
task force to figure out how to make something specific happen ("make it so," figure out the best way to 
do this) versus two, a more general charge of figuring out what should happen and how to make it so.  It 
will be the latter, the President said.  He noted the extensive consultation he has already engaged in and 
said that would continue beyond the time he makes recommendations to the Board of Regents.   
 
 Professor Chomsky observed that there are some recommendations that are more specific and 
narrow while some are broader; faculty have expressed a concern that there be room for other possibilities 
in the more narrowly-drawn recommendations.  The President said that must be done; when appointing 
the task force, one defines the issues as best one can and then asks the task force to examine them. 
 
 Professor Lanyon said that apropos the issue of strong faulty representation on the task forces, 
this Committee could play a role in helping to identify faculty and can pick faculty who think outside the 
field and outside the box.   
 
 Professor Campbell noted, with respect to the charges to the task forces, that there have been joint 
FCC-administrative task forces in the past; he said he hoped that same approach could be used with these 
task forces.  The President said that he will consult on the charges, but the University WILL reduce the 
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number of colleges, strengthen academic relationships, and improve results for students.  The University 
cannot continue to talk about these things but not take action. 
 
 Professor Krichbaum expressed concern about the appointment and timing of the task forces and 
the possibility that they will work over the summer.  The President said the work will get framed over the 
summer but the work will mostly start up in the fall.  It may be necessary to adjust the December 10 
deadlines, although changes to be made should be ready for implementation July 1, 2006, and the 
schedule of the Board of Regents must be kept in mind, for regentally-required approvals. 
 

(#2)  Professor Marshak said the bottom line of the second question is that the University needs 
money.  Professor Kleiner recalled that President Yudof said that no research or teaching goes on in 
Morrill Hall and that it necessary to get the money out to the units that do.  There could be hoarding in the 
units; how will the University get the money to the people who do the primary teaching, research, and 
service?  That is tied to reaching the goal of being among the top three public universities in the world.  
President Bruininks said he has been pleasantly surprised at how fast people want to get started on the 
recommendations, even in the units most directly affected.  The first round of academic changes will 
probably take about one-two years to fully implement, perhaps longer in a few cases.  The academic cost 
savings will be about $5 – 7 million plus more marbled through administrative support units that will be 
difficult to identify.  Academic cost savings will be sequestered for allocation to academic needs; they 
will not be mixed into the overall budget.  Administrative savings will also be identified to cover essential 
costs (e.g., compensation) and academic and service investments. 
 
 Professor Martin said a question they heard at the forums was whether the proposals in the task 
force reports, once implemented, would put the University in the top three, or where they were only the 
first step, with more coming.  And how will the University know when it is there?  It is a continuous, 
iterative process, the President said, and these are only the first steps.  He said he wants to consult more 
this summer and noted that there are recommendations for study that could lead to more structural 
programmatic and administrative changes. 
 
 Professor Chomsky said that it seems clear there are connections in some instances between the 
goal and the recommendations, but there is not much about what it means to be in the top three.  The 
University should define what that means in order to be sure the recommendations are connected to the 
goal.  The President agreed; the next phase of strategic planning must make clear what the University 
means.  The University will not be judged by standards set by US News & World Report; it will devise its 
own measures, which are externally validated, and will use and monitor the qualitative and quantitative 
measures it chooses.  This will be a significant part of the discussion going into the fall:  e.g., deciding 
what priorities should be addressed and what the profile of this university should look like, given its areas 
of strength, uniqueness, and comparative advantage. 
  
 Professor Balas reported that some of his colleagues have asked which institutions are in the top 
10, which are the ones the University is comparing itself to.  They believe there is a need for more money 
to hire top faculty; nothing so far seems aligned with getting into the top three.  They see the talk is there 
but not the dollars or the direction.  It will take more than one strategy, the President said; it will include 
the state, internal reallocation, how the University prices itself, the leveraging of its own resources, 
private support, and organizing for competitive sponsored research funds. 
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 (#3)  Professor Marshak said that there is lacking a process for open discussion of various points 
of view, without scapegoating.  The debate has often been more polarized and politicized than helpful.   
 
 Professor Bauer said "what can be done" is the issue.  This is a microcosm of what happened in 
the Extension Service last year; can the University learn from what happened?  This involves power, 
poaching, and raiding of the colleges named in the report.  Nothing will be decided on that basis, the 
President declared.  Decisions will be made based on consulting with the units in a respectful way.  He 
said he is trying to reach out to people.  It is not him, it is other people, Professor Bauer commented.  The 
decisions still have to go through the office of the Provost, the President pointed out; he is committed to 
doing things the right way.  The personalization will pass, if people stay calm.  The University will build 
stronger support for students to be more successful, strengthen leadership and programs in core academic 
fields and will remain civil in the process of doing so. 
 
 Professor Lanyon said that faculty will help move the process forward and can think across 
disciplines and outside the box.  The problem is that some are tying up faculty to defend local turf.  The 
President said he will bring recommendations to the Regents in May and June; the Board will decide.  
Many elements of the strategic planning process will be brought to the Board for information, unless there 
is a new structure or program or change in an area where the Board has reserved its authority.   
 
 Professor Chomsky said, apropos the President's observation that things must still go through the 
Provost, that he must say something publicly between now and then about how the discussion will be 
carried on.  He must publicly create the understanding at the global level, and perhaps occasionally even 
at the individual level.  The President agreed but said that the process might be noisy.  Noisy is OK, 
Professor Chomsky responded, but suppression of views is not. 
 
 Professor Feeney asked if there are carrots for people in the units that are being changed.  Is there 
something that tells them they will be better off when the process is done?  There is, the President said.  
He encouraged the faculty to talk, said there will be incentives, and said he would keep his eyes open for 
new ideas.  He asked for suggestions.  The forums had a powerful effect, he said, and helped create a civil 
atmosphere. 
 
 Professor Marshak said his personal disappointment, as the process has unfolded, is that the 
structure seems to encourage academic leaders to be leaders of units, not leaders of the University.  He 
said he wished there were more people speaking for the University and fewer speaking for different 
colleges and units. 
 
 (#4)  Professor Balas said the budget model will be critical to strategic planning success, but it is 
on a fast track.  How will funds flow to priorities?  The connection between strategic planning and the 
budget model is not clear.  Strategic planning is a continuous process; the budget model will be 
implemented next year.  The President agreed it is scheduled to be adopted next year, but that will happen 
only if they get it right; if not, it will be delayed.  There is also need for money from outside the budget 
model to provide incentives, he added. 
 
 Professor Kleiner said that "what gets measured gets done."  How will the process incorporate 
decline or improvement in a unit's prestige and output with punishments and rewards?  The University 
must have the ability to move money around, the President said; some units will grow and some will be 
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trimmed.  There is no single equation, however; he said he agreed with Professor Chomsky that the 
University must identify what it will monitor as it moves forward.   
 
 Professor Lanyon said that some believe the deans do not speak for the University, instead of 
their colleges, because of the budget model, which encourages them to represent their colleges, not the 
institution.  That is a dilemma, the President agreed, and one must balance accountability for costs and 
revenues.  Every budget model will create some perverse incentives that must be dealt with.  Parts of IMG 
he likes, he told the Committee; it causes units to pay more attention to students, for example.  With 
respect to interdisciplinary research and teaching, those same arguments were being made before IMG 
was adopted.  Professor Hoover said it is relatively easy to do interdisciplinary research under IMG; the 
real problem is in teaching.  How can programs be made more nimble in order to enhance the experience 
for students?  And not create perverse outcomes, the President added; this is an area that needs watching, 
he agreed. 
 
 Professor Sullivan said it is his sense that those who oppose some of the recommendations in the 
task force report are more fervent than are the many who support the recommendations.  The support is 
tepid.  It would increase support substantially if there were a connection between resources and goals.   
 
 (#5)  Professor Chomsky said that there would be agreement across the board that the 
commitment to access and diversity is the responsibility of all units at the University.  The task force talks 
about financial aid and student support, but the commitment means more than that; there is a need to 
transform the culture to reach the goal.  There is a University-wide commitment but the institution is 
nowhere near achieving it.  There is no task force on multicultural teaching, with General College 
involved; this commitment requires talk about the curriculum, teaching, and mentoring.  There needs to 
be more substance to that piece of the recommendations, not just distributing General College and saying 
that will make it so.  Where is the true commitment and planning to make it happen?  Part of the 
discussion on this issue has been the demonizing of the debate, which he finds unsettling, the President 
said.  He will be meeting with leaders from various communities of color in the Twin Cities and will ask 
their advice, but he does not believe that University diversity should be defined by the admissions policies 
of one college; it must systemic.  He said he also finds that the arguments being made, pushed to their 
conclusions, to be deeply disturbing.  The responsibility for diversity is the responsibility of the entire 
University (as well as the pre-K-12 system).  He said he would like help thinking the issue through and 
pushing the envelop beyond the destructive line of reasoning that has been attached to the debate about 
General College thus far.  The debate reflects years of frustration and anger, Professor Chomsky said, that 
the University is not serious about the commitment.   
 
 Professor Bauer said she would like to see issues number 5 and 6 linked so that there is a view of 
the overall goals.   
 
 Professor Lanyon asked, following Professor Chomsky's point, if there would be a task force.  He 
encouraged the President to think about how this issue looks from the outside; diversity may be on a par 
with or even above the other recommendations in the report.  The President agreed this was a good point 
and that diversity could be put more in the center of the discussions.  (There is a separate report 
commissioned by the Provost, to strengthen the University's commitment and culture relative to the 
essential issues of diversity.) 
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 Professor Ratliff-Crain said that all of the issues raised in the task force report have an impact on 
access and diversity.  For example, he said, Twin Cities campus recruiting of students of color (e.g., in 
Chicago) has had an impact on the ability of the Morris campus to recruit such students.  He said there is 
a concern that other units could be negatively affected by some of the recommendations.  The President 
said he had had a good discussion at Morris and that the point was important.  At the same time, he said, 
Morris needs to get its hands around its planning; the coordinate campuses were a little slow to get going 
but are now catching up.  He agreed that the cross-campus items need to be put on the table. 
 
 Professor Martin asked if the President had any sense of whether the energy going into the 
University's strategic planning effort would help jump-start discussion around the Citizens League report 
and the situation in higher education.  The President said that the task force did a great job and produced 
important ideas; new ones will emerge as the process continues.  Also important is that "we send a 
message to ourselves that we can move the University forward through our own actions."  The strategic 
planning process has sent a powerful message around the state and opinion leaders are watching carefully; 
the process will put constructive pressure on the debate about higher education in the state. 
 
 Professor Marshak thanked the President for joining the meeting.  The President thanked the 
Committee for holding the forums and said he would welcome any additional thoughts on the process or 
communication about it. 
 
2. Bylaw Changes 
 
 Professor Marshak noted that the Senate docket would include all the new committee bylaws and 
said there were a few points that the Committee needed to act on.  It agreed: 
 
-- that the terms of the Faculty Athletics Representatives could be extended beyond six years, with 
the consent of this Committee; 
 
-- that the rules governing attendance at committee and Senate meetings should apply to the 
Consultative Committee as well; and 
 
-- that the Provost should consult with the Senate Committee on Educational Policy about 
appointments to the Council on Liberal Education. 
 
3. Election of a New Member 
 
 Professor Marshak next pointed out that there will be a vacant position on the Committee 
beginning July 1 because the seat formerly held by a Crookston faculty member will be moved to the 
Twin Cities.  Committee members developed a ranked list of individuals Professor Marshak was asked to 
call about filling the seat until the next elections for FCC.  {Professor Terry Roe was elected and agreed 
to serve.] 
 
4. Strategic Planning Letter to the President 
 
 The Committee agreed that Professor Marshak should send a letter to the President confirming 
what it has said about strategic planning.   
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5. Health Insurance Premiums Issue 
 
 Professor Morrison sent an email to the Committee providing information about a possible 
proposal to change the way health insurance premiums are charged to employees. 
 

Professor Morrison reported that one of the unions wishes "to tie the basic health insurance 
premium to salary level.  In its purest form this would say that the cost of single coverage in the base plan 
would be something like 1% of salary; the cost of family coverage might be 2.5%.  (We have not done the 
calculations, so these are only rough estimates.)  'Upgrades' would still be available at an extra cost.  The 
purpose of this effort is to provide some cost protection to those at the lowest end of the pay scale."  The 
Benefits Advisory Committee will receive a presentation on the proposal and will be asked to offer its 
recommendation in two weeks.  Professor Morrison wrote to the Committee that "the effect of this might 
be to raise health insurance costs for those above the mean university income level (which is somewhere 
in the $40,000s level, I believe), and to do so drastically for those in the higher ranges.   What should the 
faculty position be on this?  Socially, I think most of us support providing basic benefits to those with 
lower incomes.  Personally, many of us might be willing to make some financial contributions/sacrifices 
to see that happen.  Institutionally, I think this would be a disaster for the University.  With faculty 
salaries in the bottom of the top 30, the only redeeming factor is our generous fringe benefit program; this 
would severely erode that, since faculty would be picking up a large part of the transferred cost.  What 
should the faculty position be?" 

 
Professor Morrison suggested that "one alternative (used in the past few years) would be to keep 

premiums based on flat per capita cost (with one level for individuals and another for families), but to 
'cap' them at the lower salary levels, either by making one time payments to low income employees or by 
some other means.  This would require some money from the compensation pool to cover those costs 
(thus putting more pressure on the relative salary position), but would not be so drastic at the higher 
income levels." 
 
 Professor Chomsky said that Professor Morrison's articulation of the issue made sense; the 
University should not take away from strong benefits since faculty salaries are low, but there should be a 
way to help lower-income employees to cushion the impact of benefits costs.   
 
 What instructions does the Committee wish to offer Professor Morrison, Professor Marshak 
inquired.  They should table the proposal until there has been appropriate discussion and more data 
provided, Professor Feeney said.  This is essentially a zero-sum game and faculty salaries are not in that 
great a shape.  There is also a subcommittee of the budget model committee that is working on benefits, 
he said; since there are people working on this, any proposal should go slowly. 
 
 Professor Morrison had reported on another issue before the Benefits Advisory Committee:  
"whether to have the present two tiers of coverage (individual and family) or to offer four different tiers 
(individual, single with child(ren), couple, family).  Most other employers are moving to this model, 
which encourages working spouses to get their coverage from their own employer."  Professor Marshak 
asked the Committee what its view of this proposal was.   
 
 Professor Kleiner reported that the Committee on Faculty Affairs had discussed this proposal and 
had split on whether or not to support it.  Professor Hoover asked about the financial implications.  
Professor Bauer suggested letting the committees that are working on these issues complete their work 
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before this Committee makes a statement.  The one statement this Committee should make, Professor 
Feeney said, is that there should be no decisions until there is full disclosure and that no decision should 
be made under pressure.  Other Committee members concurred. 
 
6. Names for Strategic Planning Task Forces 
 
 Committee members reviewed the list of proposed task forces and began to identify the names of 
individuals who might be asked to serve on them, once the Regents have acted in June and the task forces 
are identified.  It was agreed that faculty should be invited to identify their interests in serving on a task 
force and why they are interested and should be appointed.   
 
 The Committee agreed that it would also offer advice to the President about the desirable size of 
task forces, that there be a faculty chair or co-chair of all task forces, and that it would be useful for 
consultative and communication purposes if there were an FCC member on each of the task forces. 
 
7. Honors and Leadership Issues 
 
 Professor Marshak next returned to the question of academic leadership for the University rather 
than for individual units.  Do other universities create leaders for the institution?  Is there something the 
University should be doing?  For example, should the Regents Professors be academic leaders for the 
University?  Should the Regents Professorship program be modified to encourage such leadership?  There 
is a plan to increase the number of Regents Professors from 20 to 30 and to increase their stipend and 
research support from $25,000 to $50,000 per year.  There have also been suggestions in this Committee 
that the stipend (but not the title) for the Regents Professors should be limited to a certain number of 
years.  (Ms. Stuckert reported that any change in the number of Regents Professorships would need to be 
approved by the Board of Regents, which would not occur before next fall at the earliest.) 
 
 Professor Kleiner related that the Committee on Faculty Affairs has requested data on endowed 
chairs and gotten nowhere.  There should be criteria for being appointed to and retaining such positions, 
he said. 
 
 Professor Clayton (a Regents Professor) said that the time limit proposal is that same thing that 
happens to CLA all the time.  CLA faculty are paid less than every one else but held to the same limits.  
Life would be unpleasant for people when the stipend disappears.   
 
 Professor Balas said it is his view that some of the Regents Professors might have retired, which 
would allow other faculty to have the opportunity to be given the position.  Professor Marshak said he 
was struck by the letter circulated among the Regents Professors and the Distinguished McKnight 
Professors:  there seems to be a lot more activity on the part of the McKnight professors.  The President is 
meeting with everyone; other leaders seem not to have played a very visible role in recent discussions. 
 
 Professor Martin said that it is her observation that the Senate structure is one place to generate 
broader views, but at the same time the Senate and faculty have mixed views about people leaving 
governance to take an administrative position.  She said that with her three-four years of service on this 
Committee she knows A LOT more about the University than she did ten years ago, but that experience 
does not equip her to speak for the strategic planning process.  The Committee stepped up with the 
forums but there is no obvious next step for the Senate leadership. 
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 Professor Marshak inquired of (Regents) Professors Clayton and Sullivan if, when they begin to 
receive the Regents Professorship stipend, the college or department does not continue to provide regular 
salary increases on their base salaries.  They said that had not been their experience.   
 
 Professor Marshak said the Committee would return to this topic at its next meeting. 
 
8. Discussion with Provost Sullivan (Continuation of the Regents Professorship Matter) 
 
 Professor Marshak welcomed Provost Sullivan to the meeting, who picked up on the topic that 
was being discussed.  
 
 The President will recommend that the number of Regents Professors be increased from 20 to 30 
over the next five years, Provost Sullivan reported, with an average of two new appointees each year 
during that period.  The President will also recommend increasing the Regents Professorship stipend from 
$25,000 to $50,000 per year over three years.  (They will receive, in total, an additional $15,000 for 
research, above the current $15,000, and an additional $10,000 in salary, above the current $10,000.)  
Thirty Regents Professors equals about 1% of the faculty, he said.  Those Regents Professors on phased 
retirement would continue to receive the full award. 
 
 Professor Balas said he would favor a time limit on the salary and research awards in order to 
allow the Regents Professorship positions to roll over in a timely fashion, although he said he would not 
be opposed to some kind of continuing base salary increase.  A time limit would allow new appointments 
every year, an opportunity to celebrate the accomplishments of people who are appointed.  He also said 
he would like to see the number of mid-level and junior faculty award winners (the Distinguished 
McKnight Professors and the McKnight Land-Grant Professors) doubled.  Those are among the best 
programs the University has; the University has many tremendous faculty and those programs are one 
way to help keep them.  Provost Sullivan said he would pass along Professor Balas's comments to the 
President. 
 
 Professor Kleiner noted for the Provost's benefit that there are about 400 faculty with Foundation 
funding of some kind but there is no policy under which faculty hold chaired professorships.  Are they at 
the dean's discretion?  Or is appointment like the promotion and tenure process?  The conditions for 
endowed positions are set in the colleges and with the donors, Provost Sullivan said, and he doubted there 
was uniformity across the University.  Are the appointments for life, or for a term, Professor Kleiner 
asked.  That varies with the college, Provost Sullivan said; in the Law School, appointments are for seven 
years and, with peer review, renewable.    The question is whether there should be general University 
guidelines or if the appointment, review, and removal processes should be left to the units, Professor 
Kleiner said.  Provost Sullivan said he would consult with the Foundation and return to the Committee 
with more information. 
 
 Professor Campbell observed that in some cases the endowed professorship pays an entire salary; 
if the position is taken away, there is no funding for the person's salary.  Provost Sullivan said he thought 
that was the unusual case and that most foundation funding was supplemental. 
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 The broader concern is how to develop leaders for the University as a whole, Professor Marshak 
said, rather than leaders of units.  He said he did not know if things are different at other institutions.  It 
would be good to have more voices advocating for the University as a whole, he said. 
 
9. Reviews of Deans and Vice Presidents 
 
 Provost Sullivan turned to Vice President Carrier to lead a discussion of a proposed change in the 
process for reviewing deans and vice presidents.  Provost Sullivan recalled that when he took office, he 
asked Dr. Carrier to evaluate the process of reviewing deans and vice presidents; she had already starting 
to think about the subject.  She appointed a task force (that included Professor Martin) that produced 
recommendations, about which he has spoken with the Twin Cities deans (and heard no objections).  He 
said has asked Dr. Carrier to share the recommendations with the Committee and said he hopes to adopt 
them quickly. 
 
 Vice President Carrier recalled that in the past there was a large committee that spent time 
thinking about these reviews.  University policy requires an annual review, in which deans and vice 
presidents write up their accomplishments, work plans, and other things.  The process typically involves 
only the Provost or President; there is no formal mechanism to obtain information from others.  They do 
not recommend any change to that part of the process. 
 
 The second element they do propose to change.  Since 1997 there have been comprehensive 
reviews every three to five years that involves collection of information from a number of groups, a 
statement by the person, and a committee to help the review.  They got behind on the process of doing 
reviews; some of them took up to two years.  These reviews usually involved a survey instrument sent out 
to most of the Western world, a survey that had very low response rates.  They originally anticipated that 
the review committees would be composed of 3-5 people; the last one had 18.  And each review 
committee wanted to rework the process as well as the survey instrument.  It became clear that the 
process was getting out of control. 
 
 Dr. Carrier said they brought in a CLA faculty member who is expert in this area (who shook her 
head in dismay upon learning about the process in place), along with Associate Vice President Maruyama 
and Professor Darwin Hendel.  Everyone they spoke to was not encouraging about the process being used.  
The task force has made recommendations for change; the ideas are not yet fully developed, she said, but 
they include several elements.  One, it would be helpful to have a development program for new 
administrators within the first 12 months of their appointment and then every two or three years 
thereafter.  Two, the more summative comprehensive review needs to be slimmed down.  That would 
include using a standard survey instrument for all decanal reviews, not one that is redone for each survey, 
which in turn would allow measurement of change over time and across deans.  Eventually the results 
would provide a useful database and norms.  The instrument would be sent to the relevant constituent 
groups, probably via the web, including faculty, students (those who would know the dean or vice 
president), staff who are direct reports, and so on.  External references would be sought by letter or 
telephone interview.  Professor Martin related that for the review that she served on, they also used a 
focus group, which worked very well. 
 
 A third recommendation, Dr. Carrier said, was that there not be a separate committee for every 
review.  In an active year there may be six or seven reviews and the process gets backed up.  They are 
thinking about a standing committee, with members whose terms are one-two years, composed primarily 
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of faculty and perhaps one administrator and one staff member.  The committee would not have to handle 
the logistics of reviews but would see all the information and talk with the responsible administrator 
about the evaluation.  There is a need to achieve consistency in the data, Dr. Carrier said, and they have 
talked with the Office of Measurement Services about administering the survey and providing the data.  
So this would be like an audit committee--a watchdog or oversight group, with turnover, Professor 
Marshak said.  It would also include one person out of her office, Dr. Carrier said, to be sure the process 
is moving along and consistent; she introduced Joseph Kelly, her chief of staff, the person who would 
most likely fill the role. 
 
 What would be the expected duration of the reviews, Professor Lanyon asked?  They expect two 
to three months, Dr. Carrier said. 
 

Is one of the criteria the improvement in the quality of the faculty and their productivity as well 
as—who leaves and who was hired—embedded in the measures, Professor Kleiner asked?  Provost 
Sullivan said he will begin to ask that question in the annual evaluations of deans.  In the past they have 
been asked about their accomplishments and aspirations; this year he has added 16 questions on specific 
points.  The questions include faculty retention, new hires, and so on. 
 
 How much of the information about the reviews will be shared, Professor Krichbaum asked?  
Will faculty be informed?  Dr. Carrier said that she and Provost Sullivan have talked about creating a 
template of information that can be shared, within the constraints of privacy laws.  They have not figured 
out yet exactly what can be done.  Provost Sullivan said that for the first two reviews he conducted, the 
deans received the full report.  The talk he has with the dean about the report can be a professional 
development opportunity or recognition that it is time for a different decision.   
 
 The idea of a timeline and uniform process is important, Professor Krichbaum said.  The 
expectation has been that there would be five-year reviews, Provost Sullivan said.  He said he prefers 
reviews every three years (if there is a great success, it should be celebrated; if there is a problem, five 
years is too long).  Of the three individuals he has hired (the Dean of the Graduate School, the Vice 
President for Research, and the Vice Provost for Faculty and Academic Affairs), all have three-year 
reviews as part of their employment agreement. 
 
 Professor Lanyon said he hoped that among the 16 questions is one that gets at the ability of the 
person to be a good leader for the University, not just for the unit.  Provost Sullivan agreed that was a 
good idea.  Professor Chomsky said she hoped that they are asked about the commitment to, and evidence 
about, multicultural/access/diversity matters.  She also asked if it would be appropriate for the Committee 
to see what is being asked of the individuals; Dr. Carrier said she would be glad to provide a copy of the 
letter.  
 
 Professor Campbell observed that it would be possible to have a review committee that had no 
one from the college of the dean being reviewed; with 20 or so colleges, the likelihood that there would 
be someone familiar with the college on the group is small.  Professor Martin said that in the review of 
which she was a part, she was the only faculty member from outside the college and it was very helpful to 
have faculty from within the unit.  The process could be tweaked, Dr. Carrier said.  Perhaps two ex officio 
faculty from the college of the dean being reviewed could be added to the review committee, Professor 
Lanyon said. 
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 Professor Marshak thanked Dr. Carrier and Provost Sullivan for joining the meeting, and 
adjourned it at 3:05. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


