
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, March 22, 2007 

1:15 – 3:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 

Present: Carol Chomsky, (chair), Gary Balas, Jean Bauer, Nancy Carpenter, William Durfee, 
Megan Gunnar, Mary Jo Kane, Kathleen Krichbaum, Scott Lanyon, Judith Martin, 
Richard McCormick, Steven Ruggles, John Sullivan, Jennifer Windsor 

 
Absent: Barbara Elliott, Emily Hoover, Nelson Rhodus, Martin Sampson, Geoffrey Sirc 
 
Guests:  Provost E. Thomas Sullivan 
  
Other: Kathryn Stuckert (Office of the Chief of Staff) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) Benefits Advisory Committee members; (2) TIAA; (3) discussion with Provost 
Sullivan (7.12 process, college constitutions, faculty who change departments); (4), (5) identification of 
committee members; (6) memo on Morris issues; (7) Faculty Senate docket (tenure code issues); (8) CIC 
faculty leaders meeting (tuition benefits, reviews of administrators); (9) intellectual future discussion; 
(10) budget model] 
 
 
 Professor Chomsky convened the meeting at 1:20 and began by congratulating Professor Balas on 
being selected as a McKnight Distinguished Professor.  Committee members gave him a round of 
applause. 
 
1. Appointment of Benefits Advisory Committee Members 
 
 Professor Chomsky noted that one of the responsibilities of this Committee is the designation of 
faculty members who will be considered for membership on the Benefits Advisory Committee, the group 
that develops the recommendations for the University's health insurance plans.  The Committee 
developed a list of five people whom Professor Chomsky will contact. 
 
2. TIAA 
 
 Professor Chomsky reported that she had distributed electronically to Committee members a 
memo prepared for the Committee on Faculty Affairs about the decision to end further contributions to 
TIAA.  She told the Committee that when this decision was seen as likely (but before it was final and 
public), the leadership of all employee groups were notified.  The recommendation to make the change 
came from the Retirement Subcommittee (of the Committee on Faculty Affairs) to the Retirement Plan 
Fiduciary Committee.  The decision was a RESPONSE to faculty concerns.   
 

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

Senate; none of the comments, conclusions, or actions reported in these minutes represents the views of, nor are they 
binding on, the Senate, the Administration, or the Board of Regents. 
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 The Committee on Faculty Affairs will hear next week from Ms. Singer, Director of Retirement 
Benefits, and Dean Morrison, about the reasons for the decision.  This Committee can decide, after that 
discussion, whether it also wishes to speak with Ms. Singer and others about the decision. 
 
3. Discussion with Provost Sullivan 
 
 Professor Chomsky welcomed the Provost to the meeting, who noted the three topics he had been 
asked to speak about:  the 7.12 process, the review of college constitutions, and the situation of faculty 
who wish to change departments as a result of the college mergers. 
 
 Provost Sullivan reported that the 7.12 documents are coming in to his office and they are looking 
at the documents carefully.  They look very strong and most will require very little change or 
conversation.  They vary from the general (but with clear, high standards) to the very detailed.  He said he 
was very pleased with the ones he has seen thus far. 
 
 Professor Gunnar asked if he has seen enough of the statement to see how units are handling 
interdisciplinary scholars in the promotion and tenure process.  Provost Sullivan said it is too early to 
generalize but that he will return to the Committee later with a report.  There could be collective wisdom 
across the campus, Professor Gunnar observed, that would help departments.  The Provost agreed and 
said they will prepare summaries about certain issues in order to provide some "best practices" that might 
be helpful.   
 
 Professor Durfee inquired whether the 7.12 statements would be available on the web so faculty 
could look at documents prepared by other departments; he also suggested it would be helpful if the 
Provost's office maintained a database of 7.12 statements.  They will be public documents once approved, 
the Provost said, and agreed it would be useful to have a central website with the statements.  They will 
also be helpful for faculty who are considering a position at the University, Professor Durfee said; the 
Provost responded that he assumed the departmental document would be sent to all faculty candidates in 
that department. 
 

Professor Chomsky said that one issue she would like to hear about is whether units, in setting the 
standards for promotion to professor, are creating situations where faculty who do good research but not 
as much as they could because they doing other good things for the department or college cannot get 
promoted (and might then choose to leave the University).  This is a faculty decision, unit by unit, but the 
faculty are interested in the question.  Professor Gunnar commented that it is difficult to acquire a national 
or international reputation for scholarship based on activities inside the University.  
 
 Professor Kane asked the Provost how he, as chief academic officer, will weigh service and 
teaching in the promotion process from associate professor to professor.  Provost Sullivan said that 
departments and faculty must have annual evaluations of their colleagues and be clear what the 
expectations are for each faculty member—and how different activities will be weighed.  If a faculty 
member is assigned to do tasks, those must be taken into account.  These considerations must be worked 
out at the local level.  In the past, when someone was promoted to associate professor in her unit, 
Professor Kane related, he or she was expected to take on greater service obligations; now, with the more 
explicit expectation that one will be promoted to professor, units will try to protect associate professors 
from too much service (and thus potentially shift a greater burden to professors).  This will always be a 
problem for small units, Professor Martin added.  Moreover, expectations and duties can change over 
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time, Professor Chomsky said, and it would be a problem if the bar for promotion were to be raised each 
year after tenure while an individual was spending time on other useful tasks. 
 
 The new tenure code provisions will create in deans, department heads, and senior faculty a 
greater obligation to advise and mentor and to not let things slip through the cracks, Provost Sullivan said.  
There is an obligation on the part of senior faculty to help associate professors achieve promotion by 
balancing teaching and scholarship.  It is unfortunate when there has not been sufficient clarity through 
advice and mentoring on these points.   
 
 Another way to look at this, Professor Windsor said, is that departments need more support to get 
the administrative duties carried out.  It is difficult, for example, to get an associate professor to serve as 
Director of Graduate Studies because of the drain on that faculty member's time.  The problem is one of 
resources for the departments.  One could be a DGS, Professor Gunnar commented, if one did not have to 
be a secretary at the same time, doing much of the support work in addition to the advising work. 
 
 Provost Sullivan said he has heard this point made repeatedly:  tasks now performed by faculty 
could be carried out by highly-competent professional staff.  But departments, given new resources, 
always vote to hire a new faculty colleague.  Perhaps there is a need for some right-sizing.  Professor 
Martin said she did not disagree but pointed out that some major departments at the University are smaller 
by 20-30% than peer departments in other Big Ten schools, so it is not an either-or situation.   
 

* * * 
 
 Provost Sullivan next reported that a number of colleges are considering rewriting their 
constitutions, which are, under revised Board of Regents policy, now reviewed and approved in his office.  
Apart from the colleges that have been involved in mergers, there are only two colleges presently that are 
actually rewriting the documents, to his knowledge. 
 

* * * 
 
 Professor Chomsky next reported to the Provost that in discussions with faculty members in 
departments and colleges that have merged or moved, a concern has emerged related to individual faculty 
transfers from one department to another.  Provost Sullivan told this Committee that decisions about such 
faculty members are to be made on academic grounds, not because of financial considerations.  What the 
faculty are saying is that it is the money that controls, not the academic fit.   
 
 Provost Sullivan said there are specific rules and procedures to deal with these situations.  A 
faculty member must receive full consideration on the merits; that is owed to him or her.  He has told the 
deans that if there is a positive vote in the receiving department, they can work out the financial 
arrangements.  Sometimes he hears that the person is qualified but that the department does not need 
someone with that faculty member's expertise, because the department is hiring in other areas.  That is a 
legitimate point of discussion in the department.  He emphasized, however, that the decisions should be 
on the academic merits, not on the finances. 
 
 The procedures are on-line, Provost Sullivan said, and Vice Provost Carney works with 
individual faculty members to walk them through the process.  There are very clear policies which they 
are trying to follow. 
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 Is the policy clear about the money, Professor Lanyon asked?  It is not, Provost Sullivan said; this 
is his interpretation of how it is to be applied.  But that interpretation is required or it would not be 
possible to comply with the policies.  Professor Chomsky said that deans and department heads must 
understand this so that the message is the same to both sides.  It would help if something could be written; 
Provost Sullivan said he would be glad to send a joint memo with Professor Chomsky to deans and 
department heads. 
 
 All units are encouraged to have strategic plans for the next ten years, Professor Martin observed, 
which affects hires (including spousal hires).  A person could be perfectly qualified but not fit in the 
department's strategic plan.  Those are hard to reconcile, and it's not a strategic plan if it is ignored to hire 
someone who doesn't fit in it.  Provost Sullivan agreed but added that the University needs to be nimble 
enough to do "target of opportunity" hiring.  Professor Chomsky summarized by saying that the message 
has been focused on the financial piece and it must be clear to deans and departments that it is not about 
the money. 
 
 Provost Sullivan turned briefly to the question of spousal hires.  Most such hiring is done in a 
reactive way, he said, rather than planned.  He said he would like the University to be proactive:  many 
know of talented colleagues in their own fields at one institution whose spouse or partner is in another 
field at a different institution—and who would like to be together.  If the University had a group that 
identified couples in different places, it could hire people who would not otherwise be on the screen.  He 
said he is trying to substantially increase the spousal hiring pool; it is too modest right now. 
 
 Professor Sullivan asked about the new postdoc funds in the Graduate School, much of which is 
used to hire minority postdocs.  Will there be tenure-track positions to follow?  This is the first year of the 
program, Provost Sullivan said, but there has been an understanding with the deans that there will be 
good-faith efforts to look at these postdocs as future faculty.  There have also been conversations with the 
postdocs about this possibility.  They have not set aside funds for faculty lines but it is a reasonable idea 
to think about doing so.  Perhaps a partnership between the department and central administration could 
be worked out. 
 
 What about the college, Professor Sullivan asked?  The process would follow normal college 
hiring rules, the Provost said, but the deans support the idea.  It could also be part of a compact, for a 
college to ask for funds to make the hire.  This is an adjunct to the existing program to recruit under-
represented faculty, which is housed in Vice President Barceló's office.  The funded diversity program 
does not include women, Provost Sullivan said, to which Professor Balas responded that in some unit 
(such as IT), hiring women might be supported as well. 
 
 Professor Chomsky thanked the Provost for joining the meeting. 
 
4. Nominating Committee Members 
 
 Professor Chomsky noted that this Committee has the responsibility for identifying candidates for 
the Nominating Committee, the group that identifies candidates for this Committee and for the Committee 
on Committees. 
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 The Committee identified a number of individuals to ask; Professor Lanyon agreed to make the 
calls. 
 
5. Faculty Academic Oversight Committee for Intercollegiate Athletics (FAOCIA) 
 
 Professor Chomsky next noted that this Committee also has the responsibility for appointing the 
members and chair of FAOCIA, in consultation with the President.  The Committee identified a number 
of individuals to ask; Professor Chomsky agreed to make the calls. 
 
6. Morris Memo 
 
 Committee members reviewed and modified slightly the draft report on the visit by three 
Committee members to the Morris campus last December.  Professor Chomsky noted that this is a report 
on a visit, not a Committee statement.   The final version will be sent to Senior Vice President Jones, 
Provost Sullivan, and Chancellor Johnson, in advance of a discussion the Committee hopes to have with 
the three of them later this semester. 
 
7. Faculty Senate Docket 
 
 Professor Chomsky next asked Committee members to review the April 5 Faculty Senate docket.  
She noted that Professor Kane, as Senate Vice Chair, will preside because the President will be giving his 
"State of the University" address.  She pointed out that it is a very packed agenda and the body must 
adjourn at a time certain to go the President's address. 
 
 There are new amendments proposed for the tenure code, recommended by the Senate Judicial 
Committee and approved by the Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee.  These are completely 
faculty-driven, Professor Chomsky observed, and intended to ensure that faculty members have access to 
the Senate Judicial Committee on matters of academic freedom. 
 
 The Committee discussed the position of assistant (probationary) faculty members vis-à-vis a 
department's existing rules/standards for promotion from associate to (full) professor.  [At present there 
are virtually no tenure-code standards governing promotion from associate professor; there will be with 
the new section 9.2.]  Professor Chomsky said it should be an option for a probationary faculty member to 
retain the rules that were in place for promotion to professor when he or she was hired.  The tenure code 
should be clear that the probationary faculty member may choose either the old or the new rules.   
 
 The University could say that a probationary faculty member may choose which 7.12 standards 
he or she will be evaluated by, but when promoted the person will be under the new section 9.2 standards 
of the unit.  This question could arise in a number of ways; could a current faculty member insist on being 
evaluated by the McKnight Professorship standards that were in place when he or she was hired?  It does 
not make sense to say that the University cannot change the rules made many years ago.  Professor 
Chomsky suggested that Academic Freedom and Tenure be asked to clarify what will be required.   
 
 Professor Chomsky said that she expects the time allocated at the Senate meeting for the tenure 
code discussion and action will be adequate, in view of the extensive discussion at previous Senate 
meetings, but if that is not true and the time is not sufficient, she will move to table the amendments until 
the next meeting.  While it is important to have the amendments adopted at the May meeting if possible 
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(so that they can be presented for adoption to the Board of Regents and take effect for hires made next 
year), it is more important that faculty know they had sufficient time to consider them thoroughly.  It is 
also important that there be strong support for the amendments when adopted.  If the vote is close, it will 
be appropriate to refer the matter back to the Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee rather than send 
them on to the Regents 
 
8. Report on the CIC Faculty Leaders' Meeting 
 
 Time did not allow her a full report, Professor Chomsky said, but there are two CIC items worth 
talking about, one of which came from the meeting of the CIC faculty leaders last fall.  First, the 
University of Michigan has a faculty-run on-line evaluation of administrators (deans, vice presidents, the 
president).  Some of the information from the evaluation is public; other is provided only to the 
administrator.  The administrator may add questions to the survey; the responses to those questions go to 
the administrator, not in the file.  This Committee has talked in the past about faculty concerns related to 
administrator evaluations; the intent would not be to have this be a surprise but to talk with the 
administration about it. 
 
 Professor Krichbaum said that making the results of the evaluation public would be a big culture 
change here. 
 
 Professor Gunnar said the Committee should discuss this idea—and it should get feedback from 
Michigan on whether or not they like the process.  Professor Chomsky said the report was that they do 
like it (it has been in place a number of years) and that it does have an effect on administrators.  (The 
survey responses are anonymous.)  The University shifted to three-year reviews of deans, Professor 
Gunnar recalled; this kind of system could provide an annual preview of what might come up in the three-
year review. 
 
 The second issue, which has arisen in discussions here, is tuition benefits for dependents.  In 
response to the discussions at the Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs, Professor Chomsky said she 
emailed the CIC faculty leaders to ask about a tuition benefit that would be CIC-wide.  A number of 
colleagues have indicated they believe this to be a very good idea (one person at one school thought it 
might cost too much money).  The President was concerned about only making the benefit available at 
and to University employees but expressed interest in a CIC program. 
 
9. Intellectual Future Discussion 
 

The Committee next considered what the focus of the "intellectual future of the University" 
discussion next week should be.  Professor Chomsky suggested that the discussion focus on the issues 
raised by department chairs and other faculty in earlier discussions with FCC members and identified but 
not discussed at the December 19 meeting (the minutes of which have not yet been circulated, pending 
further discussion). 
 
 Professor Lanyon commented that one over-arching theme, from the discussion with department 
chairs, was that they have no ability to effect change—while central administrators see them as the center 
of the action.  In terms of strategic positioning, what is the role of the department head in the future of the 
University?  Professor Bauer said that resources are being centralized in the colleges, which is causing 
problems for a number of departments.  Professor McCormick said that responsibilities have been 
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decentralized, funds have been centralized, and department heads have become clerical assistants to the 
deans. 
 
 Another issue, Professor Windsor said, is too much administrative work for faculty.  That is a 
problem of resource constraints, Professor Martin said:  there are fewer faculty but more students, at a 
time faculty are supposed to pay more attention to students.  And there is more governance work, 
Professor Sullivan added.  This is not a trivial issue, Professor Martin emphasized; faculty members have 
all become secretaries; as staff are cut more and more, faculty are doing a lot of clerical work.  They are 
hearing that from faculty in the merged colleges, Professor Chomsky reported, compounded by the 
problem of not knowing the infrastructure in the new unit.  Productivity is affected by all these demands.  
Faculty also report that they have no say in the compact process and are very removed from the strategic 
positioning process.   
 
 Professor Chomsky agreed to draft a memo to the President and Senior Vice Presidents outlining 
the issues that were raised at the December 19 meeting and putting them on the agenda for the March 29 
meeting. 
 
10. Budget Model 
 
 Professor Martin reported that the Committee on Finance and Planning had a discussion with four 
deans of the impact of the new budget model within the colleges.  There is significant frustration within 
the large colleges, she said, and several of them face structural deficits and see no way out.  How is the 
University going to get to the top three with the three largest undergraduate colleges in a structural deficit, 
Professor McCormick asked?   
 
 Professor Chomsky adjourned the meeting at 3:40. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


