
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs 
Tuesday, October 13, 2009 

2:30 – 4:15 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Kathryn Hanna (chair), Ben Bornsztein, Marilyn Bruin, Arlene Carney, Carol Carrier, 

Dann Chapman, Vladimir Cherkassky, Randy Croce, Morris Kleiner, Theodor Litman, 
Rebecca Ropers-Huilman, Jason Shaw, George Sheets, Roderick Squires 

 
Absent:  Barbara Elliott, Jayne Fulkerson, Holly Littlefield, Karen Miksch, Jessica Reinitz, James 

Wojtaszek 
 
Guests: none 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) faculty summer salaries; (2) peer review of teaching] 
 
 
1. Summer Salaries 
 
 Professor Hanna convened the meeting at 2:35 and began by noting that summer salaries for 
faculty members on nine-month appointments was the first agenda item. 
 
 Vice President Carrier reported that her office conducted a survey of the deans' offices; she 
distributed copies of the result of the survey and noted several points. 
 
--  Most of the colleges have been paying summer salaries in the same way for a long time and the 
practices are consistent within the college. 
 
--  There are several primary ways in which faculty are paid for summer teaching:  dollars per course, 
dollars per credit, a formula involving base salary and number of credits, or pay based on annual base 
pay.   
 
--  Some colleges have little or no summer teaching. 
 
 Professor Hanna reported that CLA unilaterally reduced the summer rate in the past without 
notice to the faculty; when did it change?  Dr. Carney responded that she was associate dean in CLA up to 
2005, and reported that CLA used to have a formula, with a cap, but moved to a system of dollars per 
credit.  She said she did not believe the effect amount paid was very different.   
 
 Professor Hanna noted that the UEA at Duluth has a contract clause covering summer salaries.   
 
 Professor Ropers-Huilman asked what the context of the discussion is.  A couple of years ago a 
Committee member (no longer serving) raised a question because it was said that CLA faculty were told 
their summer pay would be half what it had been.  So the Committee is now finally taking up the issue. 
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 The cap on summer salaries at UMD is $2700 for summer 2009, Professor Hanna said.  If one 
assumes that is 4% of the annual base salary (a common formula), the 9-month salary at that rate would 
be about $67,600.  Across the Twin Cities campus, average faculty salaries are about $101,000 for the 
three professorial ranks combined.  
 
 Professor Sheets asked if the Committee had any information that units are satisfied with the 
number of summer courses they are able to staff.  Are they offering fewer or more courses?  It is based on 
tuition, Dr. Carney said, so if there are not enough students registered for a course, the college may not 
offer it.  If there has been a commitment to teach, but not enough students enroll, it is reasonable not to 
offer the course.  Most summer-teaching contracts include a clause that the college can drop the course if 
a minimum enrollment level is not achieved, Professor Hanna observed. 
 
 His department used to have a robust summer curriculum, Professor Sheets told the Committee.  
With a change in policy, and discouragement of summer offerings by inloading summer courses, they 
now offer virtually no summer courses.  One need not assume a lack of interest, he said.  Changes in 
policy do affect the number of summer courses offered.  Inloading, at least in CLA, means that a summer 
course counts as one of the four courses CLA faculty members are required to teach each academic year. 
 
 Another issue is that colleges tap more adjunct faculty to teach in the summer because the tenured 
and tenure-track faculty are not interested in doing so, Professor Ropers-Huilman said.  That affects the 
students.  
 
 Professor Bornsztein suggested that summer course offerings will differ by college, depending on 
supply and demand.  The arrangements became ad hoc college by college, Professor Hanna explained, 
when the Summer Session office was eliminated and responsibility for summer courses decentralized to 
the colleges.  The Summer Session office had guidelines on salary, X% per credit up to a cap.  The 
Committee's request was to see the effect of decentralization on summer pay.   There is also a different 
budget model in place, Dr. Carney observed, one that now sends all tuition dollars to the colleges.   
 
 Professor Sheets asked if there has been any indication of the effect of summer offerings on 
classroom utilization rates.  They tend to be under-used in the summer, and perhaps the University's 
financial situation could be improved if they were used more.  Dr. Carrier said she was sure there is a 
study of the utilization rates in the summer but she does not have it.  Professor Hanna said she knew that 
teaching labs are under-utilized in the summer.   
 
 Professor Hanna noted that she has heard from students that one barrier to their summer 
enrollment is that there is no tuition plateau.  There was a committee in 2004 that considered the issue of 
teaching more in the summer, Dr. Carney reported.  There were discussions about classrooms, but the 
biggest argument was about whether faculty members choose when they would teach, including summer 
as a semester.  The idea was better use of classrooms but free choice in teaching led to curriculum 
problems.  Students did not like the idea that courses usually offered in fall or spring semester might be 
offered in the summer instead—their position was all about earning money, because summer is their time 
to work.  Students may believe they want to take a summer course, but most do not, especially if they can 
take the course in the tuition band either fall or spring.  Professor Hanna recalled that the Waseca campus 
emphasized summer courses and had some 9-month faculty who taught summer, fall, winter, and had 
spring quarter off.  That makes planning a curriculum difficult, especially sequence courses, Dr. Carney 
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said, but Professor Hanna said that units can plan ahead.  Dr. Carney said the University does not know 
what the demand would be; students do not typically opt to attend classes in the summer. 
 
 Professor Hanna asked if the Committee wished do anything, such as consider an institutional 
policy on summer pay.  Professor Ropers-Huilman commented that it was highly unlikely that the Law 
School's policy could be meshed with that of CLA, for example.  All the Committee can do, she 
suggested, is recommend to colleges that they use their faculty governance body to inform the 
administration about policies they propose to adopt.  There could be a floor, Professor Hanna said, as 
there is with other kinds of University appointments.   
 
 Professor Sheets said that in the absence of an objective the Committee is trying to accomplish, it 
is difficult to answer the question of what the Committee might wish to do.  If the point is to try to 
increase the number of regular faculty teaching in the summer, a policy might be appropriate.  If the 
objective is simply equity for summer instructors who may be more P&A staff and adjuncts, that is a 
different question.   
 
 Is there any public pressure to act, Professor Kulacki asked?  There doesn't seem to be a problem.  
Units seem to be able to offer courses they need.  Professor Kleiner agreed and said this appears to be a 
solution looking for a problem.  The colleges operate in different markets, Professor Kulacki said, and the 
Committee ought not mess with market equilibrium.  Professor Sheet summarized by saying that the 
rather desultory conversation suggested the Committee did not perceive a problem.   
 
 Professor Hanna said the Committee could revisit the issue if there turns out to be issues to deal 
with; she thanked Vice President Carrier for gathering the information that made the discussion possible. 
 
2. Peer Review of Teaching 
 
 Professor Hanna turned next to Vice Provost Carney to report on the work of the advisory group 
on the peer review of teaching.   
 
 Vice Provost Carney distributed copies of the draft report and noted its membership:  Rick Asher, 
Department of Art History;  Vern Cardwell, Department of Agronomy and Plant Genetics; James Carey, 
Physical Medicine and Rehabilitation; Ken Heller, School of Physics and Astronomy; Murray Jensen, 
Department of Postsecondary Teaching and Learning; David Langley, Director, Center for Teaching and 
Learning; Donald Liu, Department of Applied Economics; Jane Miller, Director, Teaching and Learning 
Initiatives, Center for Interprofessional Education, Academic Health Center; Thomas Molitor, 
Department of Veterinary Population Medicine;  Nelson Rhodus, Department of Diagnostic and 
Biological Sciences, School of Dentistry; Julia Robinson, School of Architecture; Geoffrey Sirc, 
Department of English; David Smith, Department of Food Science and Nutrition; Joel Weinsheimer, 
Department of English, College of Liberal Arts.  She is preparing to send out the report to all faculty 
members.  [Recommendations of the advisory committee are appended to these minutes.] 
 
 As she mentioned to the Committee earlier, what she finds least consistent in promotion-and-
tenure files is the analysis of teaching effectiveness, Dr. Carney related.  Most colleges rely primarily or 
only on the SRT scores.  The Policy on the Evaluation of Instruction, passed by the Faculty Senate and 
adopted by the administration, provides that peer review is to occur.  Most departmental 7.12 statements 
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say there will be peer review.  There is usually information in the files but it tends to be spotty and very 
different across units, and there is usually little that is helpful to the faculty member. 
 
 In response to the situation, she convened the advisory committee, most of whom are members of 
the Academy of Distinguished Teachers (who have, thereby, won either the Morse-Alumni or Graduate-
Professional award).  She invited faculty from across the campus and asked the group to focus on the peer 
review of faculty (not P&A staff who teach), although the findings are applicable to anyone who delivers 
instruction.  The committee worked for about 18 months, in three phases:  defining peer review of 
teaching, developing rubrics for peer review, and developed recommendations.  The recommendations are 
useful because they are both formative and summative.  Most evaluations of instruction now are used 
summatively:  to make judgments at time of promotion and tenure and in merit reviews.  But while some 
new faculty have considerable teaching experience, some do not and need formative feedback to help 
them improve their teaching—feedback that will not appear in the personnel file.  Providing such 
feedback is in keeping with the notion that the University will provide developmental support to faculty 
members. 
 
 She also appointed an ad hoc committee to look at best practices in the use and presentation of 
student-rating-of-teaching scores, Dr. Carney reminded the Committee.  That report is part of a package 
with this one:  more regular reporting of the SRT data and a set of best practices for peer review of 
teaching.  Nothing is mandated; these are recommendations prepared by good teachers on the best way to 
do things.   
 
 Dr. Carney reviewed the rubrics recommended by the committee, which include peer review of 
class assignments and assessments, instructor goals, significance of class activities/topics/lecture, student 
engagement with the subject matter, student achievement of goals, professional growth and development, 
and so on.  She plans to send out the rubrics in pdf format and also provide them in Word format on the 
Provost's website so that departments can modify them as they wish.   
 
 She would like to see more regularity in how departments approach peer review, Dr. Carney said.  
If the faculty members in a department are going to vote on promotion and tenure, and are concerned 
about teaching, the process would be more equitable if the faculty member received feedback on what is 
wrong with his or her teaching—not just told that "teaching is a problem."  The department should also 
provide guidance.   
 
 Dr. Carney thanked the advisory committee members.  They worked very hard and she is deeply 
grateful for their wisdom.  She noted that this was not a top-down process; the policy calling for peer 
review was initiated by the faculty and adopted by the Faculty Senate. 
 
 Mr. Croce said he brought comments from Dr. Littlefield, who was unable to attend the meeting.  
The advisory committee had no P&A members or graduate students, but those two groups deliver a big 
portion of undergraduate instruction; it would have been good to include them.  A lot of the evaluation of 
instruction for P&A instructors is also entirely based on the SRT scores; peer review is a good idea.  Who 
would do it for those staff?  Dr. Carney said these recommendations are tied to faculty because peer 
evaluation of instruction is a part of the promotion and tenure process.  The idea is that there will be 
another committee that would look at the same issues for P&A staff and graduate students.  It would have 
been difficult to produce one document for all three groups, so they decided to start with the faculty and 
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then decide what makes sense for P&A staff and graduate students.  This is important for P&A staff, Mr. 
Croce said. 
 
 Did the panel think about graduate advising, Professor Squires asked?  In some departments, that 
responsibility is folded into the teaching mission, while in others it is included in research.  How is 
advising evaluated?  They focused more narrowly, on peer review of teaching, Dr. Carney responded; the 
policy addressed direct instruction, not advising, and the group responded to the policy.  There could be a 
group that developed rubrics for graduate advising, although that is viewed very differently across units.  
Each unit could have a statement, however, so treatment is consistent from case to case. 
 
 These recommendations refer mostly to undergraduate teaching in practice, Professor Cherkassky 
observed, and in practice, undergraduate and graduate teaching are very different.  Dr. Carney agreed but 
about half the committee members were Graduate-Professional award winners, and the idea is that the 
recommendations apply to graduate instruction as well.  Would it make sense to differentiate between the 
two, Professor Cherkassky asked?  Does lumping them together work?  Some individuals may be good at 
graduate instruction but not undergraduate teaching.  That is where departments can modify the rubrics, 
Dr. Carney said.  Some departments say a faculty member must be a good teacher; others say one must be 
good at both undergraduate and graduate levels.  It depends on the department's values.  It is possible to 
do peer evaluation of graduate seminars.   
 
 This report does not solve all the problems, Dr. Carney cautioned, but she expressed the hope that 
it will start discussions in departments and lead them to engage in more serious peer review as well as 
help probationary faculty.  She said she feels compelled to bring this report to the faculty's attention 
because there is such tremendous variance in promotion-and-tenure files.   
 
 What are the next steps, if this is not a mandate, Professor Hanna asked?  Dr. Carney said she will 
send the report to every faculty member, will discuss it with chairs, and will bring it to the Council of 
Faculty Associate Deans.  It will be distributed at different levels, including this Committee and the 
deans.  She said she would like to do a follow-up later to learn how many units are following the 
recommendations and expects that she will see the results in annual reviews and promotion-and-tenure 
files in the future.  Few institutions have addressed this subject, she said, so the University will be a 
leader.  She said she hopes that departments discuss the recommendations and noted that the committee 
tried to minimize the burdens on faculty members. 
 
 Professor Hanna suggested that every page of the appropriate rubrics indicate the results are to be 
used formatively, not summatively.   
 
 Professor Kulacki asked Dr. Carney what the most troubling cases are when individuals are up for 
promotion to full professor.  In many cases previously, in a number of departments, teaching did not 
receive a lot of attention, Dr. Carney said.  A department would highlight teaching if it were excellent and 
downplay it if not, but there was very little evaluation.  What can be troubling is when a faculty member 
has a modest teaching record:  It can be spun one of two ways, as modest but OK or modest but not OK.  
Without peer evaluation, there is no way to confirm which way to look at the record, because it is all just 
SRT numbers.  (It is for that reason she has urged departments to establish benchmarks, such as requiring 
everyone to receive at least high 4s on the SRT items, so there are not different standards for different 
people.)  If the department 7.12 statement says that peer review of instruction will be included, and 
University policy requires it, she finds it troubling when such review is not in the file.  And these files get 
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through the deans' offices, which are supposed to check for such things, Professor Kulacki asked?  They 
do, Dr. Carney said—but if peer review information is missing in the sixth year, what are they to do?   
 
 She required that some departments change their 7.12 language about peer review of instruction, 
because some put the burden of review on the faculty member.  That is not fair, she said; the burden 
should be on the chair and the promotion-and-tenure committee to ensure that peer review takes place. 
 
 Professor Kulacki reminded the Committee that teaching is only one of the three elements of the 
dossier.  There are cases where an individual's teaching is only OK but his or her research is outstanding; 
what is a department to do then?  It needs to define what effective teaching is and also look at whether the 
trajectory is upward and the individual is trying to improve, Dr. Carney said.  These recommendations 
provide something more than just the SRT numbers to look at.  Not all will look the same, but the faculty 
member must be an effective teacher as well as have a record of scholarship; the department defines what 
those are.  If someone starts as a poor teacher and remains a poor teacher, remains below the benchmark 
of the department, then one must say the person does not meet the standard for effective teaching.  With 
benchmarks, people know the rules, and the chair will make clear what will be done each year.  She said 
she would also be troubled if the first time a probationary faculty member hears there is trouble with his 
or her syllabus is in the sixth year of the probationary period. 
 
 Professor Cherkassky said it would be interesting to compare the peer review data, if they are 
collected consistently, with the SRT data.  Dr. Carney agreed.  One of her concerns, as she has said, is 
that the evaluation of instruction is frequently based solely on the SRT numbers.  Some believe faculty 
members receive lower SRT numbers if they teach large classes that are difficult.  It would help if peers 
reviewed the class and determined that the syllabus and assignments are appropriate and that the material 
is simply difficult.   
 
 Professor Bornsztein inquired about the difference in the use of the terms teaching and instruction 
in the policy and report; he also suggested that definition of teaching is too broad.  On the first point, Dr. 
Carney said she would clarify the relationship between the two terms.  On the second, she noted that the 
committee had faculty from many different venues, so they could not define teaching as something that 
occurs in a classroom.  "Instruction" sounds more like classroom delivery, she said, and they were talking 
about more than that. 
 
 Professor Hanna thanked Dr. Carney for the report and adjourned the meeting at 3:50. 
 
     -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 
* * * 
 
 
II. Recommendations  
 
a.  Definition of Peer Review of Teaching  
  
The following draft definition of the peer review of teaching has been developed:  



Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs 
Tuesday, October 13, 2009 
 
 

7

 
Peer review of instruction is a systematic process of examining and evaluating colleagues’ teaching for 
purposes including professional development, performance appraisal, and/or promotion and tenure.  
This review should include:  
 Review of statement of teaching philosophy  
 Review of educational materials, e.g. syllabi and other materials in various media (including 
course web sites) prepared for instructional use.  
 Review of class websites  
 Review of student work  
 Review of instructional delivery. This review should be conducted by more than one colleague 
and should involve more than one observation of classes in a course.  
 
b.  Rubrics for Peer Review of Teaching  
 
The working group that developed best-practice rubrics for aspects of peer review began by crafting a 
"preamble" to bound their recommendations:  
 
Peer review of instruction is a systematic process of examining and evaluating colleagues’ teaching for 
purposes including professional development, performance appraisal, and/or promotion and tenure. Peer 
review of teaching is required by Senate policy Policy and Protocol on the Student Rating and Peer 
Evaluation of Instruction (see 
http://www.fpd.finop.umn.edu/groups/senate/documents/policy/instructionevalpolicy.html) A committee 
was charged by the Vice Provost for Faculty and Academic affairs at the University of Minnesota to 
recommend a set of best practices on peer review for use across campus. The committee recommends that 
peer review include review of syllabi, assignments and assessments, student performance, professional 
growth and development, and observation of teaching. A format has been designed for reviewing these 
five aspects of teaching and is included below. 
 
Believing that multiple sources of information provide the most valid and reliable set of peer review data, 
the working group developed rubrics for five major areas of the peer review of teaching: course 
assignments and assessments; observation of teaching; professional growth and development; examples 
of student performance; and syllabi. For each area a rubric was developed that can be adapted as 
departments or college deem necessary to meet their specific needs, though the working group developed 
each rubric with transferability across disciplines in mind. These rubrics can be found in Appendix A.  
The working group’s goal was to provide rubrics that were simple enough to be used without unnecessary 
difficulty or complication while still providing robust information regarding peer assessments of the 
various aspects of one’s teaching.  
 
c.  Peer Review of Teaching Data for Promotion and Tenure  
 
The working group that developed recommendations for the presentation of peer review of teaching data 
in the promotion and tenure dossier believes that the promotion and tenure dossier should present a 
progression of a faculty member’s teaching over the time period being evaluated. Summary peer review 
rubrics should be included in the supplementary materials of the dossier (see Appendix B), and the focus 
should be on a robust peer review of key aspects of courses for which the faculty member has primary 
responsibility (see list in II.b.).  
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The members of this working group believe that both formative and summative peer reviews of teaching 
ought to take place in the period leading up to a faculty member’s tenure and/or promotion. At a 
minimum, two summative reviews are recommended prior to review for tenure and/or promotion. 
Statements about the peer review of teaching should be included as well in a probationary faculty 
member’s annual review form, the PF12.  
 
Suggested progressions for peer review are:  
 
Probationary Faculty*  
 Year One (of teaching courses): Peer Review of Syllabi for all courses taught  
 Year Two (of teaching courses): Peer Review of Assignments and Assessments  
 Years Two & Three (of teaching courses): Peer Review of Teaching (classroom observations) – 
minimum of one course per year by different peers  
 Year Four: Peer Review of Student Performance and of Professional Development  
 Year Five: Peer Review of Teaching – minimum of two courses by at least two different peers  
  
*Modeled after a six-year tenure clock; can be modified for units with longer tenure clocks.  
At any stage, the timing of formative and summative reviews can be determined by the faculty member 
and his/her department chair/head. There should be at least two summative reviews before going up for 
tenure and promotion.  
 
Tenured Associate Professor  
Evidence of peer review in each year after receiving tenure should be demonstrated. Each aspect of peer 
review (review of syllabi, review of assignments and assessments, review of teaching [observations], 
review of professional development, review of student performance) should be evidenced in the 
promotion and tenure dossier.  
At any stage, the timing of formative and summative reviews can be determined by the faculty member 
and his/her department chair/head. There should be at least two summative reviews before going up for 
promotion to full professor.  
 
Full Professor  
Peer review of teaching should take place every year. Within a three to five-year window, all aspects of 
peer review should be conducted on a rotating basis, as determined mutually by the faculty member and 
his/her department head/chair. Evidence from peer reviews should be included in the annual review 
process for merit and salary adjustment.  
 
d. Definitions  
 
The working group believes a set of definitions for the dimensions of peer review would be helpful. The 
following definitions are offered:  
 
Syllabus – As directed by Senate policy (see 
http://www.fpd.finop.umn.edu/groups/senate/documents/policy/syllabipol.html), all courses are required 
to “…inform students in writing of the course requirements and the scope of the course at the beginning 
of the semester.”  
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Assignments/Assessments – includes any kind of artifact assigned by an instructor that requires a student 
to demonstrate his/her learning and/or by which an instructor will evaluate a student’s learning and/or 
performance.  
Teaching – can take many forms in many different environments.  
Student Performance – how students are performing on assignments and/or assessments and whether this 
performance is as would be expected.  
Professional Development – activities undertaken by an instructor to improve his/her teaching. These 
activities can include, but are not limited to, participation in conferences or workshops, consultation with 
staff from the Center for Teaching and Learning, or trying new approaches to teaching.  
These definitions would be included with other resources, as described below.  
 
e.  Resources  
 
This working group recommends that web resources for the peer review of teaching be established on the 
Provost’s web page. These resources can include linking to peer review resources on the Center for 
Teaching and Learning’s web site, as well as the rubrics, definitions of the various aspects of the peer 
review of teaching, links to Senate policy regarding the evaluation of teaching, and scholarly articles on 
the peer review of teaching. In-person workshops, and dissemination of information about the evaluation 
of teaching should also be included in New Faculty Orientation and in programs for new department 
heads and chairs.  
 
f.  Display in Promotion and Tenure Dossiers  
 
It is recommended that the same data display be used for both probationary faculty and associate 
professor dossiers. The material included in dossiers for the peer review of teaching should represent all 
five areas of peer review, as outlined in this report. The working group recommends that faculty use the 
rubrics as the format for what is included in dossiers, accompanied by a narrative from the department 
chair or head that synthesizes the peer review evidence.  
 


