
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, November 15, 2007 

1:15 – 3:00 
510 Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Gary Balas (chair), Nancy Carpenter, Carol Chomsky, William Durfee, Barbara Elliott, 

Marti Hope Gonzales, Lois Heller, Emily Hoover, Jeff Kahn, Mary Jo Kane, Judith 
Martin, Nelson Rhodus, Becky Yust 

 
Absent: Shawn Curley, Dan Dahlberg, Carolyn Hayes, Martin Sampson, Geoffrey Sirc, Jennifer 

Windsor 
 
Guests:  none 
  
Other: Kathryn Stuckert (Office of the Chief of Staff) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) report of the chair (new financial system, copyright policy, student evaluation of 
instruction, metrics & measures); (2) report on the meeting of CIC faculty leaders; (3) Faculty Senate 
docket; (4) committee business] 
 
 
1. Report of the Chair 
 
 Professor Balas convened the meeting at 1:20 and reported on several matters. 
 
 In the course of a wide-ranging discussion on several sensitive matters, several Committee 
members commented that there will be a great deal of unhappiness with the new Enterprise Financial 
System and a lot of anger over the way budgets are working.  A lot of "human resources stuff" has been 
dropped on colleges, especially the Wave I colleges.  It appears, Professor Balas commented, that the 
University bought a product, the PeopleSoft financial system, that is now driving the mission, although 
there are different models of implementation and some units may be adopting more reasonable models 
than other units.  In some cases, it was said, the budget arrangements have been "an absolute disaster" and 
there has been a reduction in services to departments but no accountability. 
 
 It was agreed that the Committee should have a conversation with Provost Sullivan, Vice 
President Carrier, and Mr. Volna about implementation of the new financial system.  It was also agreed 
that this topic should be brought up when members of the Committee meet with the Twin Cities Deans 
Council.  Professor Martin commented that perhaps the faculty can play a role that the deans cannot in 
raising concerns about budget problems. 
 

Professor Balas next reported that the members of the Board of Regents gave him warm 
compliments on the dinner with the Committee.  At the Board meetings he attended, the copyright policy 
discussion was lively.  Some Board members thought the University was being generous to the faculty 
but the Provost did a stellar job of explaining that the work is not the University's to have, it is the 
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faculty's.  He also explained that it was common practice among universities to recognize the "teacher's" 
exception, which helped Board members better understand the context of the new Regents copyright 
policy.  Provost Sullivan was a very strong advocate for the faculty in explaining the policy to a Board, 
some of whose members were not well versed with copyright issues (just as a number of faculty and the 
FCC chair do not understand fully understand it).  But one Board member wants to open academic work 
for all to use, to see it released faster, as part of the University's public mission, and does not necessarily 
believe that faculty ownership is the best way to move the institution forward.  Professor Wambach 
observed that that view is understandable; faculty send articles to journals, which then own them, and 
charge the University and faculty for access to the materials.  This is not a simple matter and a lot of 
faculty would agree with that position.   
 
 Also at the Regents' meeting, Professor Balas reported, the students were very interested in 
including teaching evaluation in the University's accountability report; they want to see the rating data 
aggregated, reported, and tracked.  Professor Gonzales observed that (by the nature of statistics) one-half 
of the University will be below average.  Professor Balas said the Provost agreed that evaluation of 
teaching is important but he did not agree to any particular mechanism to report it and said the 
administration would work with the faculty to highlight teaching in the accountability report.  Does the 
Committee wish to do anything on this matter, he asked?  Or leave it to the metrics-and-measurement 
people?   
 
 Professor Gonzales contended that if the data on evaluation of teaching are part of the 
University's accountability report, then those who do it well should be rewarded.   
 
 Professor Hoover noted that the individual numbers are used in personnel decisions; if the data 
are released in aggregate, she is concerned about what will happen in departments if their average is 
below the mean of the University.  Everyone knows that numbers vary a lot by class; how would the data 
be aggregated?  She said she is concerned about the effect on those who teach large classes, for whom the 
results are almost always lower than for those who teach smaller classes.   
 
 The faculty need to be an active voice in this process and not simply react, Professor Balas 
concluded.  Professor Chomsky wondered if the existing "metrics-and-measurement" subcommittee, 
chaired by Professor Windsor, could make recommendations about what measures the faculty see as 
important, including teaching.  Those measures include more than just articles written; there is a lot that 
could be measured.  Such as the amount of tuition faculty generate, Professor Wambach suggested.  
Professor Yust observed that there is a tradeoff:  faculty who are good teachers in large classes could 
bring in more money as tuition for the institution than a faculty member who obtains external research 
funding.  Professor Durfee, a member of metrics-and-measurement subcommittee, reported that the 
subcommittee at its first meeting decided to exclude teaching from its deliberations because the scholarly 
side alone is a Pandora's Box; if there is to be a group to deal with inclusion of teaching data in the 
University's accountability report, it needs to be different from the metrics-and-measurement 
subcommittee.   
 
 Professor Balas said the measures are coming so the faculty cannot simply react.  Professor 
Durfee said he was not so sure; students have been pressing to include the data for a long time.  Part of 
the effort to establish metrics and measures is to allow the University to compare itself with peer 
institutions; is the inclusion of teaching data part of that project or a way to provide information to 
students?  There is a third possibility, Professor Chomsky said, and that is self-measuring inside the 



Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, November 15, 2007 
 
 

3

University to evaluate progress, which would be different from the information that students seek.  
Professor Kahn said the faculty can sit by and let things happen or take an active role, and commented 
that metrics and measures are too complex to be left alone.   
 
 Professor Balas said he would identify a subcommittee on teaching measures.  Professor Hoover 
suggested that it might be appropriate to include public engagement as well because many faculty have 
such responsibilities are part of their job.  Professor Chomsky pointed out that it might be more 
appropriate to ask the new Associate Vice President for Public Engagement, Andrew Furco, to take on 
that responsibility, with involvement of the faculty.  The Committee concurred. 
 
 Next, Professor Balas reported that Associate Vice President Kvavik reported to the Regents on 
the metrics and measurements that are being developed.  One member of the Board asked if the faculty 
are being engaged in the discussions (the view of this Committee is that they are not); Dr. Kvavik told the 
Board that the Provost is supporting the metrics-and-measurement subcommittee that this Committee has 
appointed and that the faculty should nominate faculty to serve on the University's metrics-and-
measurement committee.  The Committee identified several faculty members who could be asked to 
serve; Professor Balas said he would ask the Provost about appointing the individuals.  Professor Durfee 
commented that this is important; FCC only learned at its retreat in August that there was a metrics-and-
measurement subcommittee rolling along and that it only had one faculty member on it. 
 
 The Provost is regularly asked if the list of public universities with which the University is 
comparing itself is the right one and how it was developed, Professor Balas related.  At the Regents' 
meeting, the Provost told the Board that comparisons with the private universities must be included 
because it is against them that the University also competes for students and faculty.  This Committee 
must take an active role if it does not like the list, Professor Balas said. 
 
2. Report on the Meeting of CIC Faculty Leaders 
 
 Professor Balas asked Professor Hoover to report on the meeting of CIC faculty leaders. 
 
 Minnesota was well-represented at the meeting, Professor Hoover said; most schools send their 
chairs and vice-chairs.  The report had quite a few presentations by people from the University of Iowa, 
some of which were too long.  It was clear, she said, that the University of Minnesota has a lot of good 
processes in place that others would like to emulate. 
 
 The topics that were discussed included health care, presidential searches (open or closed), 
athletics, and IRBs, Professor Balas said.  On the last, IRBs are accredited every three years and—they 
were told—it takes two years to prepare for an accreditation review, so it seems that IRBs are almost 
always preparing for accreditation.  He would like the University to lead a charge to change to 
accreditation every five or six years.  Vice President Mulcahy has expressed support for this view and 
would like to hear from the faculty so he can make a recommendation.  Dr. Keane, who heads the IRB, 
doesn't agree because she believes it is too easy to get lax and it is better to continually gather 
information.  But the idea of accreditation, Professor Balas maintained, is that an organization has 
processes in place and the accrediting agency checks back every few years.   
 
 Professor Kahn pointed out that the accreditation process for IRBs is new and they may not have 
a good answer about how frequent the reviews should be.  It is also voluntary.  The reaction of some of 
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the CIC representatives was "why would I want to get involved in this?" Professor Balas reported.  
Professor Chomsky observed that IRBs constantly monitor so it is not surprising that they would want to 
constantly monitor their own performance.  But having to do this every third year means pulling people 
from doing the work of the IRB, Professor Yust commented.  And they will monitor themselves in any 
event, Professor Rhodus added.  Professor Kahn agreed that if indeed it takes two years of work even to 
prepare for re-accreditation, then the time between reviews is far too short.  Professor Balas suggested the 
Committee forward this item to the Senate Research Committee for it to weigh in on it and that it invite 
Dr. Keane (IRB) and Vice President Mulcahy to discuss the matter.  Once that discussion takes place, 
Professor Balas said he would communicate with his CIC colleagues on the subject. 
 
 Professor Balas said he was also very impressed with the university architect in charge of 
planning at the University of Iowa.  They provide an update on their master plan every year.  And their 
FIRST goal is to support the academic mission, Professor Hoover added.  They were impressed enough 
that they want to share their views with the administration, Professor Balas commented. 
 
 Professor Martin asked if they knew how complicated the annual update process is.  (They did 
not.)   She noted that the University is updating its master plan, last done in 1996, now and the process 
will take about 18 months.  It is difficult to imagine how a master plan might be updated annually, she 
said.  It is a recurring process, Professor Hoover responded; while Iowa is smaller than Minnesota, one 
sometimes has the feeling here that academic programs are disconnected from the master planning 
process.  That is not the feeling they got while touring at Iowa; their process is impressive.  Having strong 
principles puts in context every decision the institution makes, Professor Yust said.   
 
 Professor Kahn asked if Minnesota has a University Architect.  (It does not; it has a planning 
office.)  It sounds like architects may have a different way of approaching these issues and bring a vision, 
he said.  Professor Martin said that in the revision of the campus master plan, they are trying to define 
precincts as places that have a coherent feeling. 
 
3. Faculty Senate Docket 
 
 The Committee reviewed the Faculty Senate docket and noted that it contains a revision to the 
teaching-evaluation (hereafter rating-of-teaching) policy (primarily the new questions that have been 
developed), a housekeeping change to the membership on the Nominating Committee, and the copyright 
policy.  Professor Balas said the copyright policy item will be a report on what has happened since the 
discussion at the last Senate meeting, the website information, a report on the Regents' meeting, and will 
allow people to make comments.  [The proposed and current policies, FAQs, and scenarios can be found 
at http://www.academic.umn.edu/provost/reports/copyright2007.html ]   
 
 Professor Hoover reported that what she has heard from several people is that reports are written 
in draft and supposedly open to comments, but people who make comments feel like they run into a brick 
wall— their suggestions are not pursued because they are told that the reason the drafting group didn't do 
that is because of X.  People worked hard on the policies, it is true, but others may have different ideas.  
There needs to be a sense that one can make comments and suggestions and that they will have some 
effect.   
 
 One proposal not on the docket is to change how the Nominating Committee is selected.  Last 
spring this Committee endorsed changing the selection provision so that instead of identifying two faculty 
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members for every open slot, and conducting an election on the floor of the Senate, this Committee be 
permitted to present a slate of candidates for the positions.  FCC has had difficulty getting people to agree 
to run in an election that is conducted at the Senate meeting and there is a sense that the Faculty Senate 
does not particularly care how the Nominating Committee is selected as long as it (the Faculty Senate) 
has the authority to approve the nominees and to submit other names if it wishes.  It was also pointed out 
that this Committee has never interfered in any way with the decisions of the Nominating Committee on 
who should be selected as candidates for FCC.  The current chair of the Nominating Committee has 
expressed concern about the change, so FCC will meet with her to discuss it. 
 
 The Committee approved the docket unanimously. 
 
4. Committee Business 
 
 Professor Balas asked if the Committee wished to add Vice Provost Swan's position to the 
Protocol on Searches that designates which committees are involved in which searches for University 
officers.  The Committee concluded that it did.   
 
 Professor Yust commented that the Committee should insist that Breeze presentations be made 
available for all candidates for senior administrative positions.   
 
 Professor Wambach said the hiring criteria for Dr. Swan's successor were not clear.  One of the 
things she liked about Dr. Swan was that he used data in decision-making and that he disseminated a lot 
of data.  Professor Chomsky said the position description should be included with the announcement of 
meetings with finalists for a position. 
 
 Ms. Stuckert said that she should—and will—send the Protocol to appropriate staff and 
University officers every year to remind them about when Senate committees should be involved in 
searches. 
 
 Professor Balas noted that the Academic Health Center department heads did not participate in 
the lunches with FCC members, although they were all invited.  Professor Heller said she would talk with 
members of the Academic Health Center FCC and bring information back to this Committee; Professor 
Elliott said she also would help.  Professor Balas said that if it is appropriate, there should be a time when 
FCC representatives and AHC department heads could have lunch. 
 
 Professor Chomsky asked what the follow-up will be on the copyright policy.  Professor Balas 
reported that Provost Sullivan has said that once the Regents approve the policy, he will appoint a 
committee to develop implementing procedures, a committee with which faculty will be heavily involved.  
  
 Professor Balas adjourned the meeting at 3:00 
  
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 


