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SENATE COMMITTEE ON FACULTY AFFAIRS (SCFA) 
March 10, 2015 
Minutes of the meeting 
 
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 represent the views of, nor are they binding on, the Senate, the Administration or 
the Board of Regents. 
 
[In these minutes:  Caregiver Support Update, SCFA Activities and Strategic Plan, 
University of Minnesota Foundation, Post Tenure Review Discussion with Department 
Heads/Chairs] 
 
PRESENT:  Joseph Konstan (chair), Christina Bourland, Joe Price, Allen Levine, 
Theodor Litman, Sophia Gladding, Tabitha Grier-Reed, Robert Kudrle, Scott Lanyon, 
Monica Luciana, Peh Ng, Lori Rhudy, Daniel Skaar, Brett Colson, Leah Reinert 
 
REGRETS:  Teri Caraway, Frank Kulacki, Amira Masri 
 
ABSENT:  Kathy Brown, Phil Buhlmann, Teresa Kimberley, George Sell 
 
GUESTS:  University of Minnesota Foundation represents Kathleen Pickard, vice 
president and CFO, and Gracie Davenport, controller, and a collection of department 
heads and chairs from several colleges across the University who were invited to have a 
discussion on post tenure review 

OTHERS ATTENDING:  Ole Gram, assistant vice provost, Office of the Vice Provost 
for Faculty and Academic Affairs; Derk Renwick, CLA Faculty Affairs 
 
1.  Call to order:  Professor Konstan convened the meeting, welcomed those present and 
took a couple minutes to review the agenda. 
 
2.  Caregiver support update:  Professor Konstan reported that in response to the Senate 
Committee on Faculty Affairs (SCFA) Resolution on Faculty Care Giver Support 
(http://www1.umn.edu/usenate/resolutions/caregiversupportres.html) that was brought to 
the Faculty Senate in May of 2014, and the support from the Women’s Faculty Cabinet 
(WFC), the WFC has drafted a proposal on teaching relief for faculty, regardless of 
gender, for parents of newly born or adopted children.  While the draft proposal is not 
ready to come to SCFA for consultation or endorsement yet, hopefully it will be ready 
before the end of the semester.  He added that the Faculty Consultative Committee (FCC) 
is hopeful the WFC proposal and the resolution being crafted by the Senate Research 
Committee (SRC) that addresses building costs for parental leave into the fringe benefit 
rate, be brought to the Senate at roughly the same time.  Professor Konstan said he 
recently asked Professor Maria Gini, chair, SRC, what SCFA can do to help in their 
efforts.  Professor Gini explained that the SRC continues to wait on data from the Office 
of Human Resources and the Office of Budget and Finance in order to draft a reasonable 
resolution.  Professor Gini said it may facilitate quicker adoption of the policy if SCFA 



 2 

went on record supporting the concept of building costs for parental leave into the fringe 
rate.  Having said that, Professor Konstan proposed the committee go on record 
endorsing the concept of rolling parental leave into the University’s fringe benefit pool as 
a mechanism for reducing discrimination in hiring and/or reducing pressure on 
employees who are entitled to a leave.  Members unanimously voted to approve this 
proposal. 
 
3.  SCFA activities related to the Strategic Plan:  In response to questions Professor 
Konstan has received about what SCFA is doing related to the Strategic Plan, he asked 
members for additional ideas.  The committee has had discussions about the effect of 
graduate student financing on the academic mission and the ability of faculty to pursue 
excellence in teaching and research.  In addition, later in this meeting, there will be a 
discussion with various department heads/chairs about the effectiveness of post tenure 
review and special post tenure review, which the Strategic Plan Reject Complacency 
Issue Team raised.  Professor Lanyon said he believes there continue to be a lot of 
challenges around graduate education and how it is funded.  Right-sizing graduate 
programs, in his opinion, has not been adequately addressed.  Professor Konstan added 
that it is difficult to separate out the different parts of the University’s resources that 
relate to graduate education.  Professor Lanyon suggested asking for updates from the 
various office’s for which action steps were identified in the December 2013 Report of 
the Special Committee on Graduate Education 
(http://conservancy.umn.edu/bitstream/handle/11299/162563/Special_Comm_Graduate_
Education_13_12_17.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y).  Vice Provost Levine said 
regarding the question of how to fund graduate education, it would be useful to know if 
any institutions have creative answers to this question and suggested looking at how 
graduate education is funded across the country.  Before doing either of these things, 
Professor Konstan proposed making the nature of the problem more visceral by inviting 
programs that face this challenge to an upcoming meeting.  Professor Lanyon noted that 
this is an issue for the Conservation Biology Graduate Program and suggested inviting 
someone from that program to an upcoming meeting.  Hearing no other ideas, Professor 
Konstan asked members to give it further thought and send their ideas to him or Renee 
Dempsey, Senate staff, at their earliest convenience. 
 
4.  University of Minnesota Foundation:  Professor Konstan welcomed Kathleen 
Pickard, vice president and CFO, University of Minnesota Foundation, and Gracie 
Davenport, controller, University of Minnesota Foundation, who were invited to provide 
information on the Foundation’s general policies and procedures concerning as they 
relate to the following questions: 

• When a gift is made to the Foundation to support a particular research project, 
etc., how does the Foundation determine who is authorized to direct the money 
from that gift? 

• To what extent does the Foundation treat the University’s management structure 
as the authority structure over the funds? 

• Are there adequate University policies and/or procedures to address issues of 
whether management authority over funds are free of conflict or interest or are 
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these conflicts of interest able to be managed?  Does a department head or dean 
have the authority to reallocate funds at their discretion? 

• Once a fund is established and signing authority is identified, who has the 
authority to change the original signing authority? 

 
Professor Konstan said that given Ms. Pickard and Ms. Davenport provided members 
with detailed answers to these questions prior to the meeting that rather than hearing a 
presentation from them that members could just start by asking questions. Following a 
round of introductions, Ms. Pickard took a couple minutes to thank the committee for 
inviting her and Ms. Davenport to the meeting and giving them an opportunity to make 
sure the Foundation’s policies are widely disseminated and understood.  The Foundation 
is a separate entity from the University and was incorporated in 1962 as a nonprofit 
organization that is tax-exempt under Section 501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code.  
Despite the fact the Foundation is a separate entity, everything it does is for the benefit of 
the University.  The Foundation’s purpose is to support the University of Minnesota as a 
partner in building and sustaining excellence among students and faculty through raising 
and managing gifts from individuals and organization.  Mr. Pickard also noted that a few 
years back, the University of Minnesota Foundation merged with the Minnesota Medical 
Foundation in an effort to provide one voice for fundraising.  After her brief introductory 
remarks, members’ questions/comments were solicited and they included: 

• Professor Lanyon said while it is clear how the fund designees are set up initially, 
he would like to hear more about the process behind changing signatories on 
funds.  Does the Foundation provide deans with any guidance about changing 
signatories on funds?  Ms. Pickard said the Foundation does not give guidance to 
the deans, but rather leaves the decision up to them because they are in a position 
to know what is best for their college.  Ms. Davenport added that these decisions 
are very much individualized by unit and do not happen that often. 

• Does the Foundation have a policy that addresses a dean’s decision to change the 
signatory to ensure it matches the donors intent and would making a change 
discourage future donors from making directed gifts if a previously directed gift 
were spent in a different way, asked Professor Konstan?  Ms. Pickard said the 
Foundation reviews every disbursement to be sure it meets the donor’s restrictions 
for each fund.  Ms. Davenport reminded members about the Foundation’s 
purpose, which is to support the University and not a specific faculty member.  If 
a person gives a charitable gift, the charitable purpose is the University and not a 
faculty member.  As a result, the University determines how best to use the funds 
in accordance with the donor’s intent.   

• Does the Foundation also review non-expenditures, asked Professor Konstan?  
Ms. Pickard noted that the Foundation has ongoing fund utilization procedures in 
place.  The Foundation manages over 9,000 different funds that are valued at 
about $2 billion.  As a result, it is important that the Foundation work in 
partnership with each unit to make sure the gifts are being used accordance with 
restrictions and utilized effectively while simultaneously making sure donor’s 
wishes are met.  To do this, the Foundation provides the units with a number of 
summary reports to help them actively manage all of their funds. 
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• Professor Skaar asked about the Foundation’s communication with its donors.  
Does the Foundation help donors understand that due to various nuances their gift 
might not go directly to a faculty member’s research and that there is an element 
of discretion or judgment in how the funds are spent?  He also reported hearing 
about people who are giving to foundations outside the University.  Regarding 
donor intent, said Ms. Davenport, before funds are dispersed, the Foundation 
looks at the donor’s intent and the purpose of the fund.  A donor’s remains 
documented in the Foundation’s system.  If there is ever a misuse of funds or the 
donor does not feel their gift was used as they intended then the Foundation 
would step in.  In terms of giving to foundations outside the University for the 
benefit of the University, donor advised funds may be utilized by donors.  In the 
U.S., a donor advised fund is a charitable giving vehicle administered by a public 
charity created to manage charitable donations on behalf of organizations, 
families or individuals.  Ms. Pickard said donor advised funds are becoming more 
popular among donors because some donors want to set up their own investment 
strategy and/or make grants to several different organizations.  Professor Konstan 
asked if the Foundation offers a fund similar to a donor advised fund so donors 
can specify how the funds are spent.  Yes, donors can specify multiple purposes 
within the University, and, no, the Foundation does not administer donor advised 
funds, which can benefit organizations outside the University, said Ms. 
Davenport.  She pointed out that in order for a donation to be considered a 
completed gift, the IRS requires the individual to give up control.  A donor cannot 
make a gift to a charity and still maintain control over it or it would not be a 
charitable donation; doing so could be a taxable issue for the donor.  The 
Foundation works with donors to identify fund designations they would be 
interested in supporting. 

• Is there any flexibility in situations where there is a memorandum of agreement 
(MOA) and the donor is deceased, asked Professor Luciana?  It depends on the 
language in the MOA, said Ms. Davenport.  If the MOA contains cy pres 
language (which the Foundation usually puts in its MOAs), this language states 
that if the purpose of the donation is no longer needed by the University, e.g., 
obsolete, the Foundation’s Board of Trustees would work with the department to 
determine the best use for the funds keeping in mind the donor’s original intent.  
If this language is not included in the MOA, the University would have to go to 
the courts and request a change. 

• Professor Ng asked as research needs change over time whether donors need to 
set up new Foundation accounts or whether an old MOA can be modified to 
incorporate a donor’s new intent.  Ms. Davenport explained that in this type of 
situation, the Foundation would work with the donor to identify the new area they 
are interested in supporting.   

• Do the donor advised funds have the same tax implications as a donation to the 
Foundation, asked Professor Skaar?  Ms. Davenport said typically donor advised 
fund donors are able to receive a charitable deduction.  These funds allow donors 
to make recommendations for how their gift is spent, but the donor advised fund 
is not obligated to honor the donor’s request.  Donors to a donor advised fund 
give up control, but the fund allows the individual to suggest where to use the 
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funds.  Professor Konstan said it is not uncommon for donors to start with smaller 
donations and see how well one’s advice and direction are followed.  The greatest 
leverage a donor has is not the money one has already donated, but the money one 
plans to donate in the future.  If donors are happy with the stewardship of their 
gift, they will likely continue giving and may even give larger gifts going 
forward. 

 
Hearing no further questions, Professor Konstan thanked Ms. Pickard and Ms. Davenport 
for the information they provided.  Ms. Davenport said if members are interested in 
receiving more information on funds or establishing a fund(s), to contact the Foundation. 
 
5.  Post tenure review and special post tenure review:  Professor Konstan welcomed a 
collection of department heads and chairs from several colleges across the University to 
share their experiences with post-tenure review and special post-tenure review.  Because 
these experiences are tied into specific experiences with faculty, the identity of the 
departments and the heads/chairs are not being reported in the minutes.  To set the stage 
for the discussion, Professor Konstan said SCFA has had a number of discussions over 
the years about the effectiveness or ineffectiveness of the post tenure review process and 
noted that the issue was raised again by the Strategic Plan Reject Complacency Issue 
Team.  Before beginning the discussion, Professor Konstan called for another round of 
introductions.  Following introductions, Professor Konstan asked the guests to share their 
thoughts regarding post tenure review and special post tenure review. 
 
At the conclusion of their remarks, Professor Konstan took a few minutes to summarize 
what he heard and noted that overall post tenure review seems to be a success, not 
because there is post tenure review of a lot of people, but because the process itself leads 
people to be aware of and improve their performance, or, alternatively, recognize that it 
may be time to retire.  Other takeaways from the comments included: 

• The process, to a degree, varies from unit to unit in terms of the criteria specificity 
outlined in the 7.12 statements, how the review committees are selected, etc. 

• A good merit review system will have a deterrent effect. 
• There needs to be more support and resources for associate faculty who have 

recently been promoted in an effort to ensure their chances of success. 
• The current post tenure review process takes a lot of faculty time, resources and is 

complicated. 
 
Professor Konstan asked the guests their opinions about whether some of the challenges 
they face have to do with the limited amount of leeway heads/chairs have to reward or 
penalize faculty in this low raise, low inflation environment.  One of the guests noted that 
salary compression definitely comes into play as does the lack of any kind of reward 
system for top performers or those needing motivation. 
 
Does the process really take too long, asked Professor Konstan, or is it a reflection that 
units start the process too late?  Guests’ thoughts/ideas generated by this question 
included: 
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• While there are valid reasons for being patient in some instances, there are other 
situations where the process needs to be accelerated but it can’t be.  Examples 
cited were cases that were particularly egregious and cases of repeat problems. 

• Benchmarks could/should be set that are shorter-term than two-years that could 
indicate whether the person is on a trajectory that is turning around. 

 
Members spent the remaining few minutes asking the guests questions and sharing their 
observations about the post tenure review process, which resulted in an engaging and 
informative discussion. 
 
Before wrapping up the discussion, Professor Konstan said as he mentioned earlier, 
SCFA has been asked to look at the post tenure review process in light of the fact some 
people do not believe it is working correctly.  With that said, what could be done to 
improve how post tenure review of underperforming faculty is handled at the University?   
The guests agreed that it is all starts with who is hired, promoted and tenured.  If the hard 
decisions were made at each of these stages then there would likely be fewer cases of 
post tenure review.  Additionally, they agreed that early intervention is important. 
 
Professor Konstan thanked the guests for a good discussion. 
 
6.  Adjournment:  Hearing no further business, Professor Konstan adjourned the 
meeting. 
 
        Renee Dempsey 
        University Senate 
 


