
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, November 17, 2005 

1:15 – 3:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 

Present: John Sullivan (vice-chair, presiding), Nancy Carpenter, Barbara Elliott, Megan Gunnar, 
Mary Jo Kane, Morris Kleiner, (Lois Heller for) Kathleen Krichbaum, Scott Lanyon, 
Marvin Marshak, Judith Martin, Richard McCormick, Fred Morrison, Terry Roe, Steve 
Ruggles, Martin Sampson, John Sullivan, Jennifer Windsor 

 
Absent: Jean Bauer, Gary Balas, Daniel Feeney 
 
Guests:  Professor Tom Clayton, Provost Tom Sullivan 
  
Other: Kathryn Stuckert (Office of the Chief of Staff) 
 
[In these minutes: Teaching Evaluations; Capital Budget Issues; Update from Provost Sullivan] 
 
 
Professor Sullivan convened the meeting at 1:15.  
 
The committee reviewed the docket for the December 1st meeting of the Senate.  The Council of 
Academic Professionals and Administrators (CAPA) has action items and resolutions for the committee 
to discuss.  One was the issue of financial incentives for professional employees, including vacation 
policy and the retirement waiting period, which is an issue for faculty as well.  Another issue that CAPA 
wanted the committee to consider was returning to the consecutive meeting format of the Senate vs. 
concurrent meetings.  The committee discussed the issue.  Professor Morrison suggested that they 
continue to have one  meeting, but that Faculty Senate business be moved to the end of the meeting and  
new and old business in the middle.  It would then be designated that all items afterwards are Faculty 
Senate only.  Professor McCormick pointed out that Senate Committee on Educational Policy (SCEP) 
items must be in the beginning of that portion of the meeting so that students can stay for those items.  
The committee agreed to try this format.   
 
1. Teaching Evaluation Policy 
 
Professor Sullivan introduced Professor Clayton, Regents Professor of English, to lead a discussion of the 
teaching evaluation issue.  Professor Clayton presented his opinions regarding the proposed new teaching 
evaluation policy.   Speaking from his experience of administering, designing and approving such 
evaluations, Professor Clayton distributed a copy of the current form and suggested that it be reconsidered 
and he elucidated the subjectivity and limitations of the proposed form.  The committee discussed these 
issues and the format of the evaluation, and how evaluations affect promotion and tenure decisions.  
Professor Kleiner emphasized that the objective is to improve quality of teaching services.  The 
discussion continued and encompassed the rating scale, quantitative and qualitative measurements in the 
evaluation, and who sees the evaluation and who should determine who should see the evaluations.   The 
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committee went on to discuss how it should be presented on the docket at the December Senate meeting, 
and it was clarified that the issue would be discussed but not voted on until the following Senate meeting. 
 
Professor Sullivan thanked Professor Clayton for his thoughts.   
 
Professor Sullivan recapped a meeting that he and Professor Jean Bauer had with Vice President Brown 
and Kathryn Stuckert of the President’s office to discuss how several recent Presidential appointments 
had been made.   
 
2. Capital Budget Issues 
 
Professor Windsor presented an update regarding capital budget issues.  There had been concern 
expressed about the possible disconnect between the University of Minnesota's goal of achieving high 
academic rankings and whether the tangible infrastructure via capital budgeting is appropriate to achieve 
those goals.  For instance, many units and programs do not have adequate building square footage and/or 
research space, but there is no solution for these inadequate resources in the budget model being 
discussed.  A discussion ensued regarding these issues as well as decisions made for space allocation, and 
concern was expressed about the disparity of space and resources among units.  The committee also 
discussed how the budget model may drive the University's ranking in the future as well as its effect on 
recruiting efforts. 
   
 
3. Timelines for the Strategic Planning Process 
 
Provost Sullivan presented an update on the timelines for the public review of task force initiatives and he 
noted that task force chairs were being notified accordingly.  The preliminary drafts are due December 12, 
2005, and he expressed the intention to post the reports to the Web by the 16th as well as distribute them 
across campus to begin the official public comment period.  There was concern expressed that it might be 
unclear as to where any feedback might be directed.  There was additional concern expressed as to 
whether a week was sufficient time for the committees to take into account the feedback and incorporate 
it into a final document.  Provost Sullivan said that he felt this would not be a problem as everyone had 
been aware of the deadline.  He acknowledged that there would be an ongoing process with the committee 
in a consultative process in moving forward.  The Committee requested that the task forces prioritize their 
recommendations, and that this message be clarified and conveyed to the task forces.  It was also 
requested that communication be clear and that there be transparency in the process after the final 
recommendation reports are submitted to Team Leaders on February 3.  A discussion ensued of ways 
universities were expanding holdings and economic development of land.   
 
Professor Sullivan thanked Provost Sullivan for his update to the committee.  He concluded the meeting 
at 3:30 p.m.  
 
    
   -- Mary Jo Pehl  
 
University of Minnesota 
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