
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, September 18, 2008 

1:15 – 3:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Emily Hoover (chair), Gary Balas, Nancy Carpenter, Carol Chomsky, Shawn Curley, 

William Durfee, Janet Fitzakerley, Marti Hope Gonzales, Michael Hancher, Kathryn 
Hanna, Caroline Hayes, Jeff Kahn, Judith Martin, Michael Oakes, Nelson Rhodus, 
Martin Sampson, Cathrine Wambach, Becky Yust 

 
Absent: Dan Dahlberg, Brian Isetts 
 
Guests: Professor Jennifer Windsor (Metrics & Measurement Subcommittee); Vice President 

Kathryn Brown (President's Office), Executive Director Ann Cieslak (Board of Regents 
office) 

  
Other: Lynn Holleran, Kathryn Stuckert (Office of the President) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) metrics & measures report; (2) policy-review process; (3) review of Regents 
policies; (4) discussion with Vice President Brown; (5) suggestion box; (6) October 2 Faculty Senate 
docket] 
 
 
1. Metrics & Measures 
 
 Professor Hoover convened the meeting at 1:20 and welcomed Professor Windsor back again to 
review the final report of the metrics and measurement subcommittee.   
 
 Professor Windsor explained that in response to comments at the FCC retreat, the subcommittee 
had expanded discussion of the NRC rankings and had added language to address questions about how 
diversity and faculty satisfaction should be treated.  On the latter point, the subcommittee recommends 
creating a separate category of faculty culture that would include these two measures.  They concluded 
that the two are intrinsically not the same kind of output measure as are those related more directly to 
scholarship and research and that diversity and faculty satisfaction are important across the spectrum so 
they should be addressed globally. 
 
 A copy of the report can be found at http://www1.umn.edu/usenate/fcc/metricsreport.pdf . 
 
 The Committee gave Professor Windsor a round of applause for her work.  Committee members 
offered a number of brief comments. 
 
--  The other campuses need to be informed about this report. 
 

                                                           
* 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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--  This Committee should act on the report on behalf of the Faculty Senate but bring it to the Faculty 
Senate for information and discussion. 
 
--  Professor Windsor:  The original task force on faculty culture included diversity but left it undefined; 
the subcommittee did not try to define it because doing so was beyond its purview.  
 
--  Professor Windsor:  The discussion at the FCC retreat in 2007 that led to the appointment of the 
subcommittee originally included a much broader definition of measures of faculty work, but the 
subcommittee did not believe it could take on teaching and service, so limited its scope to scholarship and 
research. Also, other bodies are focused on measures of teaching and service. 
 
--  The report will be reviewed by the Senate Research Committee and the Senate Committee on Faculty 
Affairs. 
 
--  It will be critical to follow up on the report; it is not just a resolution but a well-researched report; this 
is not in opposition to anything, it is an attempt by the Committee to help in the development of metrics.  
It seems like the administration will support the recommendations because the Provost endorsed the work 
of the subcommittee.   
 
--  The report calls for units to capture a lot of data but provides no support for doing so; the senior 
officers should consider what it will take to gather the data.  The Faculty Senate recommendation to 
create a faculty-expertise database should go some way toward helping collect data the subcommittee 
recommends. 
 
--  The process for adopting these metrics should be as transparent as was that for adopting changes in the 
tenure code. 
 
--  The report should be distributed widely as well as presented to the Faculty Senate.  There should be 
consultation on the report in several venues simultaneously.  The faculty should have a chance to respond 
and take issue with the recommendations.  It should also be provided to the Regents. 
 
 The Committee voted unanimously to adopt and enthusiastically endorse the report. 
 
 Professor Hoover thanked Professor Windsor for all her work.  The Committee gave her another 
round of applause. 
 
2. The Policy-Review Process 
 
 Professor Hoover turned next to Professor Chomsky to review a draft document outlining the 
process to be put in place for governance review of administrative and regental policies.   
 
 Professor Chomsky recalled that during the process of reviewing all the Regents policies, the 
Regents' office prepared a list of all the policies and had conversations with the chair and vice chair of 
this committee about which ones should be considered by the governance system.  Some went to the 
appropriate Senate committee, some to FCC or SCC, some to the Faculty/University Senate, and some 
were for information, some for discussion, and some for action.  Then last year SCEP and FCC appointed 
a subcommittee to begin a review of the educational policies, and there are now subcommittees reviewing 
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other sets of policies, but the review process in general has been a set of seat-of-the-pants decisions about 
which policies should go where and seen by whom.  As a result, she and Dr. Engstrand developed a 
statement of the kinds of questions that should be asked (to determine if an administrative or regental 
policy proposal or amendment should come to the governance system) and a process for getting the 
consultation completed.  The questions (below) are considered to be aids to this Committee and others as 
they contemplate a policy proposal. 
 
1.  How important is the policy to faculty (either because it will affect them directly or because it is 
central to the academic mission or because it is a topic of great public interest)?  
 
2.  Would the faculty at large be content to let the committee members speak for them, or would they 
want a greater opportunity to influence policy directions and language?  
 
3.  Do the faculty governance representatives think it important that they hear from the wider range of 
faculty voices available at the Senate, as compared to at committee meetings?  
 
4.  Is there significant disagreement between the administration and the committees reviewing the policy, 
or between multiple committees reviewing the policy? 
 
 Professor Durfee noted that the distinction between "administrative" and "Senate" policies is 
being eliminated.  There will be Regents policies and administrative policies; some of both will be 
reviewed by or acted on by the governance system.  The guidelines she is proposing, Professor Chomsky 
affirmed, specify what the governance system role should be in each case. 
 
 It is expected that the guidelines will be approved by FCC/SCC and by the senior officers as an 
operating protocol. 
 
3. Review of Regents Policies 
 
 Professor Hoover welcomed Vice President Brown and Executive Director Cieslak to talk with 
the Committee about the review of regental policies.   
 
 Vice President Brown noted that she and Ms. Cieslak began the process of reviewing Board 
policies in 2003; it was a long-term project and also the first and most thorough review ever done.  They 
developed a process that included consultation all along and built in the governance system as part of that 
process.  It was a superbly-run process, most of the credit for which goes to Ms. Cieslak.  In the course of 
the review they determined that some policies needed no change, some minor changes, and some major 
changes—and they also discovered there were gaps that needed to be filled with new policies.   
 
 They have now adopted an iterative process that calls for review of each Regents policy every 
three years; they will use the same process and the same people (except that they have added Associate 
Vice President Gail Klatt from the Office of Internal Audits to the process because she brings a great deal 
of experience and wisdom to the table).   
 
 Ms. Cieslak distributed two handouts that summarized the policy-review process for the Regents 
policy and presented in flow-chart form which policies receive what kind of review and by whom.  She 
said the Board of Regents had worked with the President to determine which policies it would reserve to 
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itself (e.g., the budget, tuition rates) and which would be delegated to the President.  A number of policies 
in place before the review included delegations of authority to various administrative officers (e.g., the 
Director of the Weisman art museum, the chief financial officer) and also included a lot of operational 
and administrative detail.  The language in the policies was updated, they were made consistent (which 
hadn't always been the case in the past), they focus on principles, and they leave to others management 
and administration.   
 
 The review process now stipulates who should see policy revisions.  The University has struggled 
with this question in the past; sometimes the faculty surprised the Board with proposals and sometimes 
the Board or administration surprised the faculty.  Now there is consultation all along so when a policy 
comes to the Board for action, the faculty are aware—and when the faculty are developing a proposal, the 
Board is aware.  They hope now to avoid the "where did that come from?" reaction that has sometimes 
occurred, Ms. Brown agreed.  It has been a collaborative process, she said, and she thanked all those who 
had participated.   
 
 In terms of the language of Board policies, proposals are made by the policy owner (one of the 
senior officers) and reviewed by Vice President Brown, Tracy Smith (Office of the General Counsel), 
Gail Klatt, and Ms. Cieslak.  Proposals may come from the faculty or Senate committees, Ms. Cieslak 
affirmed.  There are many opportunities to talk about the issues along the way, she said. 
 
 Professor Martin said this sounds like a very reasonable process.  She said that those faculty 
leaders who have attended meetings of faculty leaders from the CIC schools know that other faculty are 
astonished by the process in place at Minnesota—they find it extraordinary.  Vice President Brown 
confessed that she actually enjoyed the process because it has been a great benefit to the members of the 
Board of Regents because it informed them about many issues they would otherwise have been unaware 
of.  That is one reason it is important to keep the review process going, especially for new Board 
members.  She said it has been a healthy, effective process for everyone, and also helped members of the 
administration think about what policies should be at the Board level and which should be administrative. 
 
 Many of the members of the Board come from management positions in the private sector, Ms. 
Cieslak related, and they work hard to learn what it means to be a good governing board for the 
University.  Review of the policies helps them to understand the breadth and complexity of the institution.  
Her role is to deal with the process; she defers to the administration and the faculty for the content, and 
they will bring in expertise as needed.   
 
 Professor Curley asked what the difference is between regental and administrative policies.  Ms. 
Cieslak said Regents policies are system-wide, look long-term, and provide direction to the 
administration.  Administrative policies are more detailed, narrower, and operational.  It has been helpful 
for the Board to understand that distinction, Professor Martin commented.   
  
 Professor Hoover thanked Ms. Cieslak for joining the meeting. 
 
4. Discussion with Vice President Brown 
 
A.  Faculty involvement in administrative policy review 
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 Vice President Brown commented on the previous discussion by saying that there was a lot of 
overlap and confusion in administrative policies and they have gotten a good start on reviewing them.  
They have created a standing working team, the Policy Advisory Committee (PAC), to look at format, 
scope, and consistency, and that group then forwards policies to the executive group, the President's 
Policy Committee (PPC, which consists of eight of the University's vice presidents, and which she 
chairs), to look at content.  This has been a healthy exercise for the central officers, she said, because they 
must think about should a policy be and how it should apply.  The PPC will be involved in the review of 
the educational policies that the Senate Committee on Educational Policy has been working on. 
 
 For a long time, Ms. Brown said, she did not understand the relationship between Senate and 
administrative policies and who approved them.  Now all will be in the University's Policy Library 
(http://policy.umn.edu/ ) whether from the Senate or the administration, but that will not in any way 
lessen the faculty role.  They are simply trying to make policies easier to find. 
 
 Professor Chomsky said that while this Committee controls what goes to the Senate because it is 
responsible for the docket, ultimately there must be a conversation with the administration about which 
policies go where, something about which there must be agreement.  She said she assumes part of the 
process is working out that agreement.  Vice President Brown said she is working with the faculty and 
staff to the Committee to sort out which should be presented for action, which would be for information, 
which should go only to a committee and which to the Senate, and so on.  That is the spirit in which the 
Regents policies were reviewed—a collaborative approach with no surprises—and the one that will 
prevail in this case as well.  She pointed out that the process for review of administrative policies has been 
in place less than a year but hopes that they are setting standards that will serve the University well in the 
future.  The goal, as with Regents policies, is ongoing review.  Like painting the Golden Gate Bridge, 
Professor Gonzales observed.  Vice President Brown concurred and said that Ms. Stuckert, Ms. Gross in 
the policy office, and the staff to the committee are a good team to make sure the process works well. 
 
 One question that has arisen in the last few weeks in the case of the educational policies, 
Professor Wambach reported, is how policies should be structured and aligned on the web.  Who decides?  
Ultimately it is the PPC, Vice President Brown said, but she assumed that the PPC would consult with 
faculty and others in an iterative model until something makes sense.   
 
 In response to a question from Professor Hancher, Vice President Brown said there are about 200 
administrative policies (about twice the number of Regents policies), but the review should go faster 
because they now have experience with the process and because some of the policies will likely be 
eliminated.  The PPC meets quarterly and has 15-20 items on each agenda, so it moves things along 
quickly.   
 
 Professor Sampson inquired if it would be possible to indicate in the policy library which were 
originally Senate policies so that a future president and Board of Regents would know.  It is, Ms. Stuckert 
said; there will be a designation on the policy designating it as a policy that has been adopted by the 
Senate.  But there will not be "Senate" policies, Professor Durfee said, a term that has been confusing.  
Professor Chomsky said it would be helpful to maintain the history of the source of each policy.  Some 
policies come FROM the Senate and are approved; others are brought TO the Senate.  She said she hoped 
that the website can reflect the history, comment, and definitions that the Senate has approved. 
 
B.  Tuition benefit for dependents 
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 Vice President Brown said she needed to report that the President will be sending a memo to 
Professors Hoover and Durfee explaining that for financial reasons the University cannot go in the 
direction of providing tuition benefits for dependents right now.  She said she did not have the cost but 
said that she believed Human Resources did some estimating.  Professor Martin recalled that the faculty 
costs for the program were projected to be modest but the costs associated with dependents of P&A and 
Civil Service staff would be much higher. 
 
C.  Executive Officer Review 
 
 Vice President Brown went off the record to discuss the development of a review process for 
central officers.  In the course of the discussion there was emphasis on the need for people to know a 
review is being conducted, the possibility of anonymous comments on performance, the possibility that 
some comments would go only to the person being reviewed to provide feedback rather than evaluation,, 
and performance of an OFFICE (as opposed to an individual).   
 
D.  Selection of the Faculty Athletics Representative 
 
 Vice President Brown noted that nominations and applications for the position of Faculty 
Athletics Representative (to the NCAA, Big Ten, etc.) are being accepted.  The nominations will be 
brought for review to this Committee. 
 
E.  Game Day at the New Stadium 
 
 There is a group working on game-day operations and impact on the campus, Vice President 
Brown said, and she would be glad to return to the Committee with a report later. 
 
 Professor Hoover thanked Vice President Brown for joining the meeting. 
 
5. Suggestion Box 
 
 Professor Hoover drew Committee members' attention to a brief description of a "suggestion box" 
to be included on the University's website for faculty and staff.  The proposal responds to a 
recommendation from the 2003 Clayton-O'Brien task force report on support and service units.  
 
 The Committee accepted the recommendation.  Professor Hancher asked "Who will read the 
suggestions?" 
 
6. October 2 Faculty Senate Docket 
 
 Professor Hoover next asked Committee members to review the Faculty Senate docket.   
 
-- The metrics & measures subcommittee report should be on the docket for information/discussion. 
 
-- Why is only the change to the AP Writing test score on the docket, making only a 4 or a 5 
acceptable to have the freshman composition requirement waived, when in other fields a 3, 4, or a 5 is 
sufficient to obtain credit?  Professor Wambach said that this is only the first one to come, and that there 
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will be a more comprehensive review of AP scores in the near future.  In the meantime, however, both the 
Educational Policy Committee and this Committee have discussed with Vice Provost McMaster the 
findings of the Writing Board and the Department of Writing Instruction that a 3 on the English AP test 
does not adequately predict college-writing ability.   
 
-- The proposed amendment to the Regents policy on Academic Freedom and Responsibility will be 
delayed until there has been time to consult with the Provost, the Board of Regents' office, and the 
General Counsel.   
 
 The Committee then approved the docket unanimously and Professor Hoover adjourned the 
meeting at 3:10. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


