
 

Faculty Consultative Committee (FCC) 
November 15, 2018 
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 reflect the views of, nor 
are they binding on, the senate, the administration, or the Board of Regents. 

 
[In these minutes : Announcements; Administrative Procedure – Reviewing the Performance of 
Senior Leaders , including a discussion with Provost Hanson; St. Paul Strategic Facilities Plan 
discussion with Vice President for University Services Mike Berthelsen] 
 
PRESENT :  Joseph Konstan (chair), Amy Pittenger (vice chair), Robert Blair, Sheri Breen, Phil 
Buhlmann, Sue Chu, Colleen Flaherty Manchester, Tabitha Grier-Reed, Lynn Lukkas, Peggy 
Nelson, Ned Patterson, Les Drewes, Frank Gigler, Jennifer Goodnough, Peh Ng, Donna 
Spannaus-Martin, Wendy St. Peter, Philip Zelazo, Catherine French 
 
REGRETS : Jessica Larson 
 
ABSENT : Michael Oakes 
 
GUESTS : Vice President for University Services Mike Berthelsen; Ian Baebenroth, Capital 
Project Management; Monique MacKenzie, Capital Project Management; Vice President for 
Human Resources Kathy Brown; Provost Karen Hanson 
 
OTHERS ATTENDING : Bri Keeney, deputy chief of staff, Office of the President 
 
1. Announcements : Professor Konstan called the meeting to order and welcomed those present. 
He then proceeded to make a couple of announcements: 

● The December 6, 2018 FCC meeting will be the committee’s intellectual futures 
discussion with President Kaler and Provost Hanson. The topic for this year’s two-hour, 
focused discussion is The Future of Educational Delivery: Quality, Economy and Access. 
In addition to the president and provost who will bring along key people from their 
respective offices, there will also be people attending who have relevant 
experience/expertise on this topic. Moreover, both the chair and vice chair of the Board 
of Regents have been invited, but it is uncertain at this time whether they will be able to 
attend or not. Professor Konstan then took a couple minutes to tee up what members 
should be thinking about as they prepare for this discussion. He noted that materials for 
members to read to facilitate this discussion will be sent out at least a week prior to the 
meeting. While the goal of this discussion is not to identify a universal best practice, it 
will be to explore what matters to the University, what is important, and what is likely to 
be the right decision for the institution. The perennial high-level strategy question is 
should each campus or college do what they think is right for them, or should the 
institution, as a whole, adopt a strategy, goals, and set standards centrally. 
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● Professor Konstan said that he and Professor Pittenger over the course of the next few 
weeks will be soliciting names for Senate officer positions such as the University/Faculty 
Senate vice chair and parliamentarian. He then briefly outlined the responsibilities for 
each role. That said, if members have ideas for either of these positions they should let 
him and/or Professor Pittenger know. Additionally, said Professor Konstan, there will 
likely be other positions opening up that the FCC will be asked to make 
recommendations for (e.g., legislative liaison, Conflict Resolution Advisory Committee 
members, etc.) so keep thinking of good people to fill the various faculty vacancies as 
they arise. 

 
2. Administrative Procedure – Reviewing the Performance of Senior Leaders: Given that 
Provost Hanson was running a few minutes late, Professor Konstan used the time to provide 
members with some history about the Reviewing the Performance of Senior Leaders procedure, 
the feedback that has been received thus far, and changes that have been made as a result. He 
began by highlighting the major concerns that have been raised about the procedure: 

● While faculty are asked to provide feedback on the performance of senior leaders, they 
rarely or ever hear the outcome of these reviews. This can be viewed as either lack of 
transparency or a privacy issue, depending on where a person stands on this matter. 

● The 360 degree review process is not really a 360 degree review because it omits certain 
people from participating in the process who should be included, e.g., appropriate 
governance committees, people who are clients of the services the University senior 
leader delivers, etc. 

● Can the same evaluation tool really be used for both developmental and evaluative 
purposes? If so, it needs to be made clear to those providing the data whether the tool is 
being used for development or evaluation purposes. 

● Does it make sense to evaluate a leader and a unit in a manner that is co-mingled? For 
example, there is a college that is well functioning, but it is not because of the dean. 
Alternatively, it is possible to have a college that is struggling, but the dean is making 
great strides. Does the current evaluation tool tease out this information? 

These concerns, said Professor Konstan, have previously been communicated to Provost Hanson 
and Vice President for Human Resources Kathy Brown. 
 
With that said, Professor Konstan welcomed Provost Hanson to the meeting. Provost Hanson 
said that knowing the committee wanted to talk about the Reviewing the Performance of Senior 
Leaders procedure, she invited Vice President Brown to participate in this conversation as well. 
To facilitate the discussion, Professor Konstan teed up new and reiterated previously mentioned 
issues for Provost Hanson and Vice President Brown, and these included: 

● Statements about confidentiality, compliance, and non-retaliation are included in the 
dean’s review documents, but not in the review documents for senior leaders. 

● The definition of a 360 evaluation and who should be involved seems incomplete. For 
example, there is no mention of governance committees as a potential participant. If the 
Vice President for Research is being evaluated, shouldn’t the Senate Research Committee 
be asked for their input about this person’s performance. Additionally, clients of the 
services that the senior leader delivers are not being consulted. 
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● The language in the procedure makes it seem as if the tool used to conduct the 360 degree 
developmental review and the tool for the evaluative review are the same. If this is the 
case, the procedure needs to make clear to the person completing the tool whether it is for 
a developmental or evaluative review.  

● There needs to be more transparency around the review process of deans and senior 
leaders. If administrators want faculty to put in the effort to provide meaningful feedback 
about a senior leader, the faculty need to see some type of outcome. 

 
Members’ questions and comments included: 
 

● Professor Blair said he finds it odd that the person undergoing a 360 degree 
developmental review gets to choose who evaluates him/her. Instead, he suggested 
having that person’s supervisor choose at least some of the people who participate in the 
review. Additionally, the results of the developmental review are given to the person 
being reviewed, but not his/her supervisor. Shouldn’t the supervisor automatically get the 
results so he/she can coach that person. Vice President Brown said the idea of a 
developmental review is for the benefit of the individual being reviewed. That said, the 
rationale for not requiring the supervisor to get the results is so that the person being 
reviewed does not have to worry that the review will be considered evaluative when in 
fact it was developmental. Developmental reviews are intended to give senior leaders an 
opportunity to get feedback and to improve themselves. Lastly, Professor Blair noted that 
even though the review responses are given to the person being reviewed anonymously, it 
is easy to figure out who provided the feedback; in this sense, the responses are not really 
confidential. Vice President Brown commented that she is not sure how to “cleanse” this 
information and make it unidentifiable. Professor Konstan said cleansing the feedback is 
not the point, but rather to make sure that the people who are providing the feedback 
know how it is being passed along to the recipient so that they can take steps to not be 
identifiable if they so choose. 

● Is a system campus dean a dean per se and who initiates their reviews, asked Professor 
Drewes? Also, who keeps track of who has been reviewed and who has not been 
reviewed? The first question, said Professor Konstan, gets at whether consideration 
should be given to extending the reviews to include associate deans and even division and 
department heads in some cases (best practices need to be developed for situations where 
a dean reports to dean, which would include a system campus dean). Vice President 
Brown said the Board of Regents policy, Reservations and Delegations of Authority,  
defines senior leaders, and the titles just mentioned are not covered in the policy. She said 
technically a system campus dean is not a dean per se, but an associate dean with a 
working title. Provost Hanson commented that the place to codify this would be in the 
collegiate constitutions. 

● Does a senior administrator, asked Professor Drewes, have the discretion to ask for a 
review at any time or does the review have to follow a prescribed timeline, e.g., every 
five years? Vice President Brown said the policy provides that a review must be done 
within a prescribed time frame, but, in her opinion, a review could be requested at any 
time. Professor Konstan said this should be made clear in the policy. 
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● Regarding non-anonymized comments, said Professor Konstan, these could be handled 
the same way student evaluations are handled and that is by never reporting specific 
comments from a group that does not have a large enough number of members. 

● In response to a comment by Professor Konstan about transparency, Provost Hanson said 
deans, for example, are encouraged to send an email to their college after they have had a 
review to acknowledge it took place and to share information from the review, assuming 
they feel comfortable doing so. Professor Konstan pointed out that some deans more 
actively communicate with their school than others. 

● Professor Ng asked based on the Board of Regents definition of senior leaders, how many 
people are both senior leaders and also deans. Deans are a restricted class of senior 
leaders, said Provost Hanson. 

 
Moving on, Provost Hanson raised the topic of the Salary Equity Review Committees (SERCs), 
which she said are standing committees that should be continuing their work. She then solicited 
members’ feedback on how these committees are doing. Professor Flaherty Manchester 
suggested there be more centralization when it comes to how the SERCs operate. Provost 
Hanson volunteered to reiterate to both the faculty and SERCs the message that the work of the 
collegiate SERCs is ongoing and that the SERCs should be continuing to review their school’s 
salary data annually. 
 
Professor Zelazo asked whether there has been any progress toward greater equity resulting from 
the work of the SERCs. Along this same vein, Professor Konstan said the SERC process would 
likely be more visible and accountable if they had to generate a periodic report on their progress. 
Provost Hanson said she will talk with Vice Provost of Faculty and Academic Affairs Rebecca 
Ropers-Huilman about how to best share the results of the SERC’s work with the faculty, e.g., 
issuing an annual report out of the Provost’s Office, having each college report to their faculty 
and also issuing a summary report from the Provost’s Office. Professor Flaherty Manchester 
commented that faculty heard a lot about the SERCs when they were first established, but since 
then faculty have not heard much about them or from them. 
 
Professor Chu commented that there is no appeal process under SERC for faculty who feel they 
have been wronged. The SERC charge letter says there must be substantial evidence 
demonstrating a change in productivity from the first year to the second year, and this is not 
always easy to show, particularly if there is turnover in SERC membership. Provost Hanson said 
that if a faculty member feels the findings of the SERC are erroneous, he/she can always raise 
the issue with their dean. Professor Chu added that besides the productivity issue, there is also 
the issue of retention, which can make comparisons difficult. 
 
Professor French, a member of her college’s SERC, highlighted a couple issues that she has 
noticed about the process: 1) curriculum vitae vary widely from faculty member to faculty 
member making it challenging to evaluate people, and 2) best practices should be developed for 
department heads on giving raises in order to avoid having striations in the data. 
 
Professor Spannaus-Martin raised the issue of faculty who are not in a college, e.g., Center for 
Allied Health Programs. Provost Hanson acknowledged that this is an issue. Similarly, Professor 
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Konstan noted that faculty on phased retirement are frequently overlooked in the SERC process 
as well because once it is known that someone is leaving there is often no motivation to correct 
any inequities.  
 
Provost Hanson commented that some of the SERC issues are not necessarily a fault of the 
system per se because schools should have the discretion to decide how they want to reward their 
faculty. Naturally, schools need to have some sort of oversight over their process to make sure 
there are no discriminatory practices taking place. Some of the discrimination, however, is a 
discrimination born out of how a school thinks about its mission, competitiveness and the 
direction the unit is looking to move. She added that in her opinion it is not necessarily the fault 
of the salary setting procedures that result in salary variations. That said, she feels strongly that 
whatever process a unit uses, they need to talk about it with their faculty; the process needs to be 
transparent. Departments need to be thinking about what policies and practices they need to have 
in place to move their unit forward. Another factor that comes into play throughout this process 
is salary compression, said Provost Hanson. The issue of whether there is simply not enough 
money to reward people adequately, and the policies and procedures around merit increases need 
to be clarified. 
 
Professor Konstan reminded members about the administrative policy Faculty Compensation: 
Twin Cities, Morris, Rochester that stipulates that “the faculty must have the opportunity to 
develop the criteria for, and the format of, the process through which annual salary increases are 
determined, including for those who hold endowed chairs.” In many cases, these decisions were 
made years ago and have never been revisited. Having said that, Professor Konstan emphasized 
that it is always within the purview of faculty in a unit to revisit how salary increases are 
determined. Provost Hanson said whatever a unit sets as its criteria, e.g., publishing, research, is 
a judgement by that particular department about what a good faculty member personifies. Salary 
criteria is most meaningfully set if it is set in the context of a department; for example, what is a 
meaningful contribution over the course of a year in one field may be quite different from 
another field. 
 
In light of time, Professor Konstan thanked Provost Hanson for her time. 
 
3. St. Paul Strategic Facilities Plan discussion with Vice President Mike Berthelsen: 
Professor Konstan welcomed Vice President for University Services Mike Berthelsen, and called 
for a round of introductions. VP Berthelsen began by noting that his office has been working 
over the course of the past year to pull together previous studies about the future of the St. Paul 
campus as well as talking with the colleges that currently have space on the St. Paul campus to 
outline a clear vision for that space. He then proceeded to walk members through a slide deck 
containing a number of maps, proposed schemas, etc. in order to get their feedback about the 
plan. While walking members through the slides, he made it clear that the St. Paul Strategic 
Facilities Plan is slightly more specific than a campus master plan, but it is not a facility 
program. The plan being discussed sets the direction for the St. Paul campus, but in no way 
makes any academic choices; these decisions will come later. He also pointed out to members 
that the University has under-invested in the St. Paul campus for a long time. 
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Throughout the process of developing this plan, said VP Berthelsen, five themes were identified 
for the St. Paul campus: 

1. Develop along the Buford civic spine. 
2. Buford Circle – research space renewal and academic research collaboration. 
3. N.E. quadrant partnership development. 
4. Veterinary medicine and hospital zone. 
5. Reimagine Commonwealth Terrace. 

 
In wrapping up his presentation, VP Berthelsen noted that the Board of Regents had requested to 
be consulted with first on this plan before too much progress/decisions had been made. As a 
result, the Board was consulted with first, and now governance and other groups across campus 
are being consulted with to get the University community’s feedback. Once this consultation is 
done in the next few weeks, the feedback received will be compiled into a report, which will then 
be shared with the deans and the steering committee, and brought back to the Board of Regents 
at their February meeting. 
 
Questions/comments from members: 

● Has there been any visioning for inviting guests in from the community on to the St. Paul 
campus to sell food offering, for example, rather than having the University, as an 
industrial provider, manage all its food offerings, asked Professor Konstan? It would be 
nice if the community were invited on to campus to provide some services. In response, 
VP Berthelsen reiterated his earlier comment, there is no facility program in this plan. He 
added, however, that this is a fair question that will need further discussion. 

● Is the St. Paul campus going to continue to be a place that people go to because they have 
to, or will it be a place where people, who live in the surrounding communities, are 
excited to visit, asked Professor Konstan? VP Berthelsen agreed that the campus needs to 
be more than a space, it needs to draw people in. 

● How many students on the St. Paul campus are able to satisfy all their coursework 
without leaving that campus, asked Professor Drewes? In VP Berthelsen’s opinion, he 
would be surprised if any St. Paul student would be able to do that. Ian Baebenroth, 
Capital Project Management, said he has done some analysis on this question, and said it 
would be nearly impossible for a first-year, undergraduate student to take all of their 
courses on the St. Paul campus, e.g., on average, a College of Food, Agriculture and 
Natural Resources Sciences (CFANS) first-year students spends about 35% of their time 
on the St. Paul campus, but this time increases as they work toward graduation. 
Regarding graduate CFANS and College of Biological Sciences (CBS) students, they 
spend about 2/3 of their time on the St. Paul campus. College of Veterinary Medicine 
students are the only group of students who spend 100% of their time on the campus. VP 
Berthelsen added that an intentional decision had been made a number of years ago to not 
duplicate courses on the Minneapolis and St. Paul campuses. The goal has been to have 
students go back and forth between the Minneapolis and St. Paul campuses, and this is 
part of the reason the Transit Way was built, which makes 1.8 million per year. Professor 
Drewes said it sounds like the University intentionally wants to integrate the two 
campuses, while keeping an identity for each campus. VP Berthelsen agreed. 
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● In terms of the University doing more to increase its public/private relations, said 
Professor Nelson, she sees the St. Paul campus as a great way to do this because a 
number of people in industry do not like going to the East Bank. VP Berthelsen agreed 
that the public and private sectors each have infrastructure that they could share, and 
doing so would provide for an even greater infrastructure that either could afford on their 
own. 

● When is the University planning to have discussions with the adjacent communities about 
its plans for the St. Paul campus, asked Professor Blair? Monique MacKenzie, Capital 
Project Management, explained that preliminary community meetings have been held and 
the turnout has been good. Once the University has a definitive program or project, it will 
reach out and consult with the adjacent communities.  

● Is there any money earmarked for this endeavor, asked Professor Blair? VP Berthelsen 
said some of the ideas mentioned today may not happen for at least a decade, while 
others hopefully will be launched sooner. Based on discussions thus far, he noted that 
there seems to be energy and interest around a student union project. Additionally, he 
noted that there is also a project in the six-year capital request for a building on the St. 
Paul campus in 2022. 

● Professor Breen said that now that she has seen the proposed plan, she wants to applaud 
the University’s decision to keep its land, particularly given its land grant mission. That 
said, she asked whether the Native American Medicine Gardens are going to be retained? 
Ms. MacKenzie said she appreciates this comment and noted that this question also came 
up at a number of the preliminary meetings that were held with the neighboring 
communities. The goal, said Ms. MacKenzie, is to try to leverage the gardens as part of 
the campus’ landscape. 

● How detailed will the plan being presented to the Board of Regents in February be, asked 
Professor St. Peter? VP Berthelsen said he expects that the next report to the Board will 
include some of the feedback that has been received as part of the consultation process. 
Having said that, he will check with the Board of Regents chair and vice chair about the 
level of detail they want to see in the report. 

● Regarding consultation on this and any future University plans, said Professor Konstan, 
please keep in mind that governance and other groups want the opportunity to provide 
feedback early enough in the process so they can provide useful input. VP Berthelsen 
noted that University Services is soliciting ideas and feedback about this plan and 
encouraged members to provide their feedback by December 1, 2018. 

 
Professor Konstan thanked VP Berthelsen for the presentation and a good discussion. 
 
4. Adjournment : Hearing no further business, Professor Konstan adjourned the meeting. 
 
Renee Dempsey 
University Senate Office 
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