
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs 
Tuesday, September 25, 2007 

2:30 – 4:15 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Geoffrey Sirc (chair), Stacey Aronson, Ben Bornsztein, Arlene Carney, Carol Carrier, 

Vladimir Cherkassky, Tom Clayton,  Jayne Fulkerson, Kathryn Hanna, Morris Kleiner, 
Theodor Litman, Anna Masellis, Luis Ramos-Garcia, George Sheets, Roderick Squires, 
Virginia Zuiker 

 
Absent:  Dann Chapman, Holly Littlefield, Larry Wallace 
 
Guests: Provost E. Thomas Sullivan 
 
Other: Jackie Singer (Director of Retirement Benefits) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) discussion with the Provost about interdisciplinarity; (2) budget questions from the 
last meeting; (3) post-tenure review; (4) roles and responsibilities (Vice President Carrier)] 
 
 
1. Discussion with Provost Sullivan about Interdisciplinarity 
 
 Professor Sirc convened the meeting at 2:35 and welcomed Provost Sullivan.  He noted that the 
Committee decided it wished to discuss interdisciplinarity because there have been a number of 
comments at the Faculty Consultative Committee that creative teaching and research across disciplines 
has been thwarted because of the budget model.  The Committee wished to hear about how to facilitate 
interdisciplinary scholarship, especially since one provision of the revised tenure code says that 
departments may value such work. 
 
 Provost Sullivan began by noting that the new Section 7.11 of the tenure code specifically 
mentions interdisciplinary work as part of the criteria for tenure, should a department choose to include it, 
and similar language is in the new Section 9.2, which sets the standards for promotion from associate 
professor to professor.  Many of the departmental 7.12 statements have specific provisions for 
interdisciplinary work; when it does not appear in a draft, he asks how such work will be relevant in a 
department.  He said that the discussion must start at the local level, and they must consider candidates in 
light of the 7.12 statement, along with the language of 7.11. 
 
 Dean Dubrow has been planning an important invited conference on interdisciplinarity with about 
a dozen of the University's peer institutions (e.g., Michigan, Duke, etc.) to talk about templates, best 
practices, and how to instill interdisciplinarity through standards and practices.  Early indications from 
those who have been invited suggest that other universities participating have the same questions and 
concerns.  The conference will be held in the fall of 2008. 
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 The discussion of interdisciplinarity is a conversation that must be embedded in departments and 
colleges and led by the faculty, Provost Sullivan said.  The framework for the discussion is provided by 
Section 7.11 of the tenure code and the departmental 7.12 statements, but the discussion must be faculty-
driven.  He noted that Professor Sirc had alluded to the budget model and whether it provides incentives 
or disincentives for interdisciplinary work; the Provost said it was too early to tell.  If there are questions 
in this regard, he suggested the Committee invite Senior Vice President Cerra and Vice President 
Pfutzenreuter, the co-chairs of the budget model committee, to explain it and to hear about the problems 
so they can bring them back to the committee.  He said he wants to be sure that the committee 
understands any continuing concerns. 
 

Professor Kleiner said he is sympathetic to the problems of interdisciplinary work, inasmuch as 
he is in such a field, but his colleagues report that their academic market value is determined as a result of 
receiving recognition within a discipline.  There appear to be different incentives at work; how can they 
be reconciled.  Provost Sullivan said the observation was probably valid, although it might vary by field.  
That decision must be made by field, but he agreed that it is not possible to achieve a strong 
interdisciplinary reputation without a strong disciplinary base.  Most faculty came up in a discipline and 
their specialization is what achieved their reputation; after promotion and experience, some choose to 
branch out.  Young scholars probably need to be more careful as they come up, sure that they know their 
department and the ground rules, before they branch out.  Departments must be careful with young faculty 
and be sure they know they need strong disciplinary credibility.  But there are tensions, he agreed. 
 
 Professor Sirc asked if any thought had been given to providing support to faculty who may need 
resources to change his or her work.  The Provost said that if someone is in a specialty and wants to 
broaden his or her work, that is in part the basis for granting research leaves and sabbaticals.  So there will 
not be targeted funds, Professor Sirc said.  The decision should be made by individual faculty on the basis 
of intellectual curiosity, the Provost said, and one hopes departments and colleges would encourage such 
explorations.  The administration is setting aside funds for interdisciplinary work but the initiative must 
start with the individual.   
 
 Vice Provost Carney pointed out that several sections in the revised tenure Procedures document 
provide that if a multi-disciplinary candidate for promotion and tenure comes up, the department may 
have faculty from other disciplines involved in the promotion and tenure process.  There are faculty who 
have 50%-time appointments across colleges.  When such a hire is made, the Provost added, the 
administration is usually involved; when they know an interdisciplinary appointment is being made, they 
encourage adoption of a Memorandum of Understanding early so the person knows the ground rules in 
the college and department and so everyone, especially the young faculty member, has a clear 
understanding of the conditions of the hire.  He said they want to avoid misunderstandings. 
 
 Vice Provost Carney related that she has spoken on this topic with new department chairs because 
these same questions are on their mind with the hiring of cross-disciplinary faculty.  How do they 
evaluate people who are not identical to others in the discipline?   
 
 Provost Sullivan said this is an issue they will continue to work on.  With the hard work of the 
Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee on the Procedures now completed, now his office can work 
with faculty on hiring and evaluating. 
 
 Professor Sirc thanked the Provost for joining the meeting. 
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2. Budget Questions from the Last Meeting 
 
 Professor Sirc provided an update on the budget questions raised at the last meeting (whether 
operating expenses can subsidized by donated funds in a department's private endowment accounts and 
whether all departments are pinched or if that condition is limited to only one or a few colleges) will be 
taken up by the Committee on Finance and Planning.   
 
 Professor Kleiner said that since donated funds sometimes are used for faculty compensation, 
they could be used to substitute for state funds.  He asked that the Committee on Finance and Planning 
ask the Foundation what the rules are.  Usually the Foundation has taken the position that funds can only 
be used for the purpose for which they were donated and not general departmental expenses or overhead. 
 
3. Post-Tenure Review 
 
 Professor Sirc turned to Vice Provost Carney to lead a discussion of post-tenure review.   
 
 Dr. Carney said that the Committee each year asks for a report on post-tenure review; she 
distributed copies of the slides used at the Board of Regents' meeting in September to present a report on 
the same subject.  Post-tenure review is required by Section 7a of the Regents Policy "Faculty Tenure" 
(the tenure code) as a result of revisions to the code in 1997.  The decision was made that there would be 
an annual review of faculty conducted by the chair/head and a faculty committee; the idea is that it would 
typically be carried out in the context of the annual merit review.  Each unit is to have a policy on how it 
will conduct post-tenure review; all of the department procedures were reviewed by Vice President 
Carrier and then-Vice Provost Robert Jones. 
 

In practice the annual review is done very differently, even within the same college, which is 
permissible because the tenure code does not specify how it is to be done, Dr. Carney reported. The 
language also allows departments to conduct the reviews less often than annually, although the vast 
majority ARE done annually. 

 
For post-tenure review, the department develops a set of goals and expectations for teaching, 

research, and service or outreach.  Since most of those statements had not been reviewed since 2000-01, 
the Provost asked that they be appended to the new 7.12 statements (so that the 7.12 becomes a "faculty 
life course" document).  It was a propitious time to ask for the goals and expectations, given the context 
of the 7.12 discussions.  The long-term goal is to have all 7.12 statements on the web, including the post-
tenure review standards. 

 
The goals and expectations are faculty and peer-driven and set by the faculty, Dr. Carney said, 

but they have often been extremely broad and vague, so it has been difficult to decide if someone is 
meeting them (or not).  They are now becoming much more specific.  Once the faculty have adopted the 
goals and expectations, they are reviewed by the chair, the dean, the chancellor on coordinate campuses, 
and senior administrators.   

 
There has been confusion about what post-tenure review means, Dr. Carney commented.  It 

includes an annual review of tenured faculty; it is not a negative term, only descriptive, the process is not 
to be punitive, and it only looks at whether the individual is meeting the standards for tenure.  If the 
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performance of an individual is determined in the annual review to be below goals and expectations, and 
the chair and the faculty committee agree, they develop a performance plan with actions and timelines for 
the faculty member.  (The committee is sometimes the entire faculty, sometimes an elected group, 
sometimes an appointed group, and sometimes is drawn from all ranks.  If the discussion is about goals 
and expectations for tenured faculty, non-tenured faculty may not participate but a department may 
substitute other tenured faculty on the committee.)   
 
 The amount of time to improve must be at least a year; it can be more.  The chair may reassign 
the faculty member's duties.  It could be that the person's scholarship is winding down so he or she might 
do more teaching or more administrative work in the department.  Because this is a research university, 
however, it is problematic to say that someone need do no scholarship, so that would be an unlikely 
outcome.   
 
 At the end of the performance plan there is a review; the person can be reassigned or there is a 
performance improvement plan (PIP).  If the faculty member met the goals and expectations, that process 
is done.  If he or she did not, the dean convenes a special review committee of five members, one selected 
by the faculty member, which makes recommendations about the next step.  It may conclude that 
everything is fine, or if not, recommend a decision, such as cutting salary, termination, etc.   
 
 The Provost asks for data by college annually and collects data about each stage of the process.  
For 2005-06, there were 2263 tenured faculty systemwide; 2174 were reviewed (a few not because some 
departments are on a cyclical review pattern).  The outcomes of post-tenure review were: 
 
8 identified by the chair as substantially below goals and expectations 
6 identified by the faculty committee as substantially below 
6 identified by both (the 6 identified by the faculty) 
 
 The outcomes of the 2005-06 post-tenure review process were that three of the six were in PIPs, 
two successfully completed PIPs, and three were receiving reassignments.  One was beginning a special 
review, after an unsuccessful PIP, and chose to go on phased retirement.  For the 2-3 years preceding 
2005-06, there are a number of continuing cases:  14 entered PIPs that continue, 7 had satisfactory PIPs, 
13 received different work assignments, 1 is in a special review, two are on phased retirement, one is 
deceased, and three are in continuing PIPs. 
 
 Professor Kleiner recalled that when he chaired this Committee and similar numbers were 
presented to the Regents, one member of the Board thought they were too low compared to the private 
sector and that the University is not doing a good job of identifying those who are under-performing.  
That view was not specifically expressed this year, Dr. Carney said.  Professor Kleiner asked if there is 
pressure to increase the number undergoing post-tenure review.  Dr. Carney said not.  She has told the 
Board that this is intended to be a developmental process, not one to fire people.  The University has 
invested a lot of money and time in these people and they have invested their career here; if they have lost 
energy, it is worthwhile to give them a chance to revitalize themselves.  At the same time, she said she 
would be troubled if told that "everyone knows" of someone who's not doing what they should but no 
action is taken.  These are tough cases but the process should be developmental. 
 
 Professor Sirc said it did seem like a low number; perhaps it is related to the fact that standards 
have been vague.  Will there be an increase in the number as standards become clearer?   It will be 
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interesting to see, Dr. Carney said, after the new 7.12 statements come into effect.  Departments are 
taking their minimum standards more seriously now (e.g., in two years, one must do one of these things. . 
. .).  If she sees that someone has done no scholarly work in several years, she would ask the department 
about its standards.  In some departments, one must do as a tenured professor what one had to do to 
obtain tenure, but in others it is not clear what is needed—it could be that a draconian faculty could take 
strong measures while a sympathetic faculty could overlook a lot. 
 
 Professor Sirc asked if she has seen any pattern in the size of departments vis-à-vis faculty who 
have problems.  Dr. Carney said she could not answer because the data are collected by college, and the 
numbers are small.  She said the information on these cases is being requested in too indirect a way and 
her office may need to ask for names (not to DO anything about them, simply to develop information 
about the cases).  Dr. Carney said she could not answer a question about whether there have been "repeat 
offenders" because she does not have names. 
 
 Professor Ramos-Garcia agreed that some faculty could be too sympathetic and require, for 
example, only two out of the three major responsibilities (out of teaching, research, and service/outreach).  
It would not be appropriate for a faculty member at a research university to engage only in teaching and 
service.  The number could be too low and overlook faculty who have not published in a number of years, 
or it may be that the chair is too close to one group or another in a department.  He said he believed the 
process should be overseen by a higher group.  Dr. Carney agreed that it would not be acceptable to say 
that engaging in two of the three major faculty activities is acceptable.  The tenure code requires a 
department to indicate how it will evaluate all three.   
 
 Of the 6 faculty found to be substantially below expectations, three are in performance 
improvement plans, two successfully completed them, and three have been reassigned (the categories are 
not mutually exclusive), Dr. Carney explained.  Professor Zuiker asked what reassignment might be.  As 
an example, Dr. Carney said, someone might receive an additional course to teach if not keeping fully up 
on research, or might take over responsibility as Director of Graduate Studies.  Those kinds of 
assignments are more typical than requiring more research, but it would be possible to set up a research 
semester for someone or involve them in mentoring junior faculty, for example. 
 
 If someone is not performing and not able to meet the standards, how are they terminated, 
Professor Kleiner asked.  Who decides and what is the process?  It is only after the PIP, reassignment of 
duties, and perhaps salary reduction that the end of the process comes for someone who has "checked out" 
or unable to perform, Dr. Carney said.  The dean would make a recommendation to the Provost.  Most 
often, however, phased retirement occurs; a faculty member identified as below standards may not want 
to go through a personal improvement plan so instead goes onto phased retirement.  That happens fairly 
regularly, and does not show up in these statistics.  Dr. Carney emphasized that not everyone on phased 
retirement has avoided post-tenure review; most of those who have chosen to go on phased retirement 
were in good standing in their departments.  She reported that she knows of no one who has had a salary 
reduced or been terminated as a result of the post-tenure review process.  In the case of the six from 2005-
06, one person did not complete the performance improvement plan and is now going through a special 
review. 
 
 Professor Sheets pointed out that in cases of egregious misbehavior, the University can 
immediately begin termination proceedings, and said the Regents should be aware of that option as well.  
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These procedures are for those whom the University believes will make a good-faith effort to improve 
performance.   
 
 Professor Masellis asked if there are comparative data from other institutions.  Dr. Carney said 
most institutions do not share these data, but based on informal knowledge she said she believes the 
University is comparable to its peers.  The University was one of the first to implement post-tenure 
review, and her colleagues in the CIC are "in awe" that the faculty revised the tenure standards, rewrote 
the procedures, and asked departments to review their post-tenure review standards all in the same year.   
She said she hopes that departments come up with standards that can be used to evaluate individuals; if 
they are sufficiently vague, the department cannot say if someone is not meeting them. 
 
 The number may be low, Professor Sheets observed, but that can be read in two ways.  If the 
University has a top-flight faculty, the number should be low, unless there is some minimum number of 
substandard performers in any organization.  One can interpret the numbers as reflecting well on the 
faculty.  On the flip side, Dr. Carney added, there is a high number who receive tenure in the sixth year, in 
part because the process is developmental; with the annual reviews, presumably those who do not fit or 
cannot meet the standards have left before the end of the probationary period. 
 
 Is the process grievable at any stage, Professor Sirc asked?  At any stage, Dr. Carney said.  The 
tenure code specifies that the cases go to the Senate Judicial Committee; faculty could go to it at any stage 
and say that a PIP was too extreme, for example.  The tenure code provides that the chair and dean can 
establish a PIP, and a faculty member could grieve one that was extreme, or a mismatch, or one that 
cannot be completed in the time specified, for example, but could not grieve that there is a PIP.  Professor 
Sheets, a former chair of the Judicial Committee, said that one can only grieve procedures, not "I don't 
deserve this."  At the end of the process, Professor Kleiner observed, any faculty member can exercise his 
or her legal rights as well. 
 
 Professor Cherkassky asked about the age distribution of the post-tenure review cases; Dr. Carney 
said she has not asked because doing so might be considered age discrimination.  It is a difficult issue, 
how to approach a faculty member about phased retirement, but it can be mentioned as an option if a 
person does not want to do a PIP.  Professor Hanna asked if terminal leaves are available.  Vice President 
Carrier said that some colleges offer them, although they are not routine.  The unit pays one year's salary, 
13% for the retirement plan, and two years of health care; the agreement is mutual and the person leaves. 
 
 Professor Bornsztein, from the Medical School, said that a number of his colleagues have talked 
to him about the value of tenure, in departments with a lot of adjunct faculty.  The idea is that tenure 
cannot be revoked, but is it possible to go through post-tenure review, have a negative outcome, and be 
re-hired at a pre-tenure level?  Not on a tenure track, Dr. Carrier said, but a different kind of appointment 
could be made.   
 
 The Regents' response to the system is that it seems practical and humane, Dr. Carrier reported.  
That is the message they have tried to convey and it is appreciated, Dr. Carney added.  The reassignment 
of duties in a department could be very valuable to the department and free up others to do scholarship 
and teaching.   
 
 Professor Fulkerson asked when it is acceptable to assign someone to other duties and when is it a 
problem, if a faculty member is only two of the three major areas of responsibility.  Dr. Carney said that 
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is a unit decision; the 7.12 document is the statement of the values of the department.  It lays out the 
standards for promotion and tenure and what a faculty member must continue to do.  The unit needs to 
ask if it is acceptable for someone to engage in no scholarship.  It may be that someone does not publish 
at the end of his or her career, but the person needs to keep up with scholarship, and the Provost's office 
would not approve a 7.12 statement that allowed a faculty member to ignore scholarship.  But there are 
very valuable faculty members who do not perform equally strongly in all three areas.  If, however, she 
saw a number of faculty in a unit fall below standards and be reassigned to non-research positions, she 
would think that strange for a research university.  It also depends on how long the reassignment is going 
to last, Dr. Carrier commented, such as five or 25 years; Dr. Carney agreed, observing that someone who 
"checks out" at age 42 is going to be a problem.  If someone is reassigned to more teaching, it will 
become a self-fulfilling prophecy in the annual review, Professor Bornsztein said; the process will be 
circular and will continue.  That is why the minimum standards the unit sets are important, Dr. Carney 
said.   
 
 Professor Sirc thanked Dr. Carney for making the report and leading the discussion 
 
4. Roles and Responsibilities 
 
 Professor Sirc turned next to Vice President Carrier to describe her role and responsibilities. 
 
 Dr. Carrier explained that she is the chief human resources officer for the University and 
distributed copies of the organizational chart for Human Resources.  All of the Big Ten schools have 
similar positions.  As vice president, she is staff to the president and a line officer for the organization.  
She provides the staff support for the Regents' committee on faculty, staff, and student affairs, which 
looks at all issues that affect the faculty, staff, and student experience (except curriculum):  benefits, 
compensation, hiring and firing, work life, and student experiences.   Her office also includes staff 
recruiting, the payroll function (where as much as possible is being put on line).  Her office manages the 
human resources portion of PeopleSoft, which will need testing against the new Enterprise Financial 
System; the new financial system will allow much more to be done between the various systems but it 
will also require more skill sets, so there will be a lot of training taking place.  (Last year there were 
15,000 registrations by University employees in system or function training courses.) 
 
 This Committee hears a lot about employee benefits, which are also in her office, Dr. Carrier said, 
and organizational effectiveness is also part of her portfolio (consulting services, career development, 
supervisory training, technical/service training, and leadership development).  Within benefits, an area of 
growing cost to the University is health care, so it constantly brings it programs to the market to try to 
drive costs down.  They are also offering wellness programs to increase the efficiency of health care as a 
way to try to keep costs down.  Professor Sirc asked if there are any data about the effectiveness of 
wellness programs; not yet because the University has only offered them for a couple of years, Dr. Carrier 
said, but other organizations have found a substantial effect. 
 
 Her office does a lot of work on compensation and they do extensive market analyses—in higher 
education, local public institutions, and the private sector.  Most civil service and bargaining-unit 
employees are from the local market, so there is a lot of work on local wages and benefits.  They also 
maintain the job classification system and compare it with the market and other institutions.   
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 One thing that has changed a lot, Dr. Carrier said, is that her office needs a lot more cross-
functional teams than in the past.  There have been changes in organizational structures and relationships 
so that silos on the business side of the house do not work.   
 
 Her office also works a lot with local human resources staff in the colleges and departments to 
keep them apprised of HR policies, etc.  They want to sure there is even and consistent treatment and 
knowledge on the ground and they try to provide expertise to units.  Dr. Carrier said they also handle 
communication for the Center for Teaching and Learning and labor relations. 
 
 Professor Sirc thanked Vice President Carrier for the presentation and adjourned the meeting at 
4:20. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
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