
UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA University Senate Consultative committee 

411 Borlaug Hall 
1991 Buford Circle 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55108 
Tel. (612)376-2479 

FACULTY CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE MEETING 
AND 

DISCUSSION WITH THE PRESIDENT 

February 20, 1986 
300 Morrill Hall 
10:15 - 12:05 

AGENDA 

1. Minutes of February 6 (being sent separately). 

2. Report of the Chair. 

3. Tenure issues: the use of letters of reco~mendation. 
(NOTE: PLEASE BRING Senate Tenure Committee's 
memorandum of December 27, 1985 which was sent in 
the packet for January 30 FCC meetinq.) 

4. Discussion with President Keller: 

A. Update on the allocation of PUF chairs 
(e.g., money raised to date, number of 
chairs designated so far and their units, 
etc.) 

B. The legislative session. 
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA University Senate consultative committee 

420 Borlaug Hall 
1991 Buford Circle 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55108 
Telephone: (612)376-2479 

MINUTES 

FACULTY CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE MEETING 
AND 

DISCUSSION WITH PRESIDENT KELLER 

February 20, 1986 
300 Morrill Hall 

10:20 - ll:45 

Members tresent: Ellen Berscheid, Richard Goldstein, David Hamilton, Jack Merwin, 
Irwin Ru enstein, Frank Sorauf, Deon Stuthman (Chair). 

Guests: President Kenneth Keller, Marsha Riebe, Maureen Smith. The student 
members of SCC joined the meeting at 11:00: Patrick Durbin, Patricia Gearrick, 
Sue Gruenes, Linda Hanson, Ronald Kubik, Tim Pratt, Roy St. Laurent, 
Bruce Williams, and UMW member-elect Wanda Reinke. 

1. Forwarding FCC's initial comments on the draft re ort to the CtF S ecial 
Committee on Coor inating Twin Cities Lower Division Education to that committee 
and to the CtF Coordinating Committee. 

Professor Stuthman proposed an informal response at this point consisting 
of those portions of the February 6 FCC minutes which dealt with the draft 
report. The complete minutes and the exerpted minutes were distributed and 
FCC members were asked to communicate their suggestions to the secretary. 

Professors Rubenstein and Berscheid commented that it may be an 
impossible expectation of a committee that it would propose invasion of college 
autonomy. When a committee feels itself restrained from infringing on the 
budgets and autonomy of the undergraduate deans, the kind of report in hand 
is what must result. Authority to request the deans to comply with major 
change could only come from the president, Professor Sorauf remarked. 

FCC members considered whether it was likely the report could be 
subantially changed for its final version, and what role the Coordinating 
Committee could play. Professor Merwin suggested the Coordinating Committee 
and the FCC could comment on what they had expected to be addressed in the 
report and which is not addressed, and ask the Lower Division Committee to 
re-do it. 

Professor Sorauf said the University needed thoughtful exploration of 
the options even though in the end the conclusion might be that a major change 
was not in the University's best interest. 

Professor Hamilton found the draft report lacking any listing of what 
is wrong and in need of change, and he inquired as to what extent the Lower 
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Division Committee had assembled its data on the status quo before proceeding 
to the recommendations. It was known only that Dr. Heydinger and others had 
last summer assembled background material for each of the committees. 

2. Tenure issues: letters of recommendation. 

The Tenure Committee is raising to the Faculty Senate the two questions 
it has already put to certain Senate committees: (1) Should the University seek 
an exception to the state's open files law? and (2) Should the University require 
outside reviewers for promotion and tenure decisions? 

Several FCC members stated at once and unequivocally that outside reviews 
have a clear value and that the University should require them. 

Professor Sorauf voiced what he called a very hesitant "no" on the 
question of the University's seeking exemption from the open files law. Professor 
Rubenstein, on the other hand, declared his preference for confidentiality, 
saying the open letters rule fosters department members' seeking more candid 
assessments via telephone calls. The University could justify an exception, he 
suggested, because a University grant of tenure is approximatly a million dollar 
decision which is very hard to reverse. 

Some members indicated that prudent practice is to write nothing one 
would not be willing for the faculty member to read regardless of the rule 
because of the tendency in academia for information to get around. Professor 
Sorauf opined that an exception to state law would not automatically lead to 
candor since the existing tradition runs deeply. Professor Hamilton reported 
that in his area (Medical School basic sciences) he finds no problem with 
getting genuine assessments of a person's scientific competence. 

Professor Stuthman said the University should be sure that requests from 
here for such letters be accompanied by the candidate's curriculum vitae and 
other documentation as appropriate (e.g., papers). It might be best, he added, 
for units to share information with each other on what procedures they follow. 

Professor Hamilton urged that the term "assessment" be substituted for 
"recommendation" in all references to these letters. 

While there was a consensus of opinion that such letters should be 
required, FCC members and President Keller (who had just joined the meeting) 
said that should not be the case where the department is certain it will not 
vote affirmatively. 

3. 
Fund an 

DISCUSSION WITH PRESIDENT KELLER 
(SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE) 

of chairs from the Permanent University 

President Keller explained that a standardized proposal form comes 
forward from a dean requesting that matching funds be set aside for a particular 
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position. The reviewers are the Vice Presidents of Academic Affairs, of 
Agriculture, and of the Health Sciences, the dean of the Graduate School, and 
the president. The vice president in the disciplinary area of the request 
has the most say while the other members assure consistency of standards and 
keep alert for parochialism. The committee must also consider whether there 
is any prospect for getting the match. The possible decisions are: 

1) Accept the proposal: PUF funds are then set aside for three years 
while an attempt is made to raise the match; 

2) Hold the proposal for strengthening, as for example by connecting 
it with a change coming in the college; 

3) Reject the proposal. 

Requests to date number 133, for sums ranging from $250,000 to $1,000,000. 
Their disposition: 

Approved: 51 (for $46 million); 

Returned to unit for re-writing: 27; 

Rejected: 9; 

Under consideration: 46. 

The approvals include several at the coordinate campuses. 

President Keller said the biggest problem he has seen is the number of 
requests which are synonymous with the descriptions of new unit positions. 
The committee has tended to send these back. Many of the requests have been 
exciting and good, said the president. And the committee still holds to the 
idea that every college is entitled to have the funds for at least one endowment 
held for three years. Matches already in hand or guaranteed number 10 to 15, 
of which one is for $500,000 but most are for $750,000 to $1,000,000. The 
president called these responses excellent. 

In response to Professor Rubenstein's question about the fate of approved 
proposals for which the held funds are not matched, President Keller said the 
committee would consider then trying to do something out of other funds. 

Professor Merwin inquired whether there was any problem with submissions 
seen as inappropriate. The president said there were a few; those usually come 
where a unit has pretty much already guaranteed the match but for an area the 
committee regards as one in which the University's resources should not be used. 

The capital campaign. President Keller reported that the University's 
case statement is ready and will accompany collegiate statements in the publicity 
and presentations which will follow this spring's public launching of the 
campaign. 

4. The legislative session: cuts. 

President Keller referred to the unusual legislative process by which 
the entire higher education reduction package had been introduced to the House 
committee without having been listed on the agenda. The proposal in the House 
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committee plan reduces the size of the University's cut from that in the 
governor's plan but would make half the cut a base cut in the second year of 
the biennium. The proposal if enacted would effectively wipe out the 
University's borrowing plan. Arguments in the House committee in support of 
the plan alleged that it would treat all units of higher education equitably 
and also that if the University were able to borrow it would not display pain 
sufficiently. The bill has been passed by the Finance Committee and sent to 
the House. However, University spokespeople may have convinced some key 
House members that the current approach would be a mistake. The president 
told SCC that the support of the MSA rally group for the University's borrowing 
plan had been helpful. 

The president said he had argued at 
has made some criticial decisions which 
institutions, and that was a reason not to 
the same way. 

the legislature that the University 
distinguish it from the other 
treat all institutions in exactly 

Several participants in the SCC meeting commented on what appeared to 
be the exceptionally political approach to tackling the anticipated state deficit. 

Professor Berscheid asked whether any other large public universities 
have experienced the fluctuations that Minnesota has in the past decade. 
President Keller cited Michigan State as the ehief example. The Univ. of Michigan, by 

contrast, was able to hold budgets pretty even because of the buffer it had built. 
The University of Minnesota has built some buffer of flexible funds too, he 
reminded listeners, but here at the outset we do not want to undo our plans 
by using all those funds to take the cut instead of the purpose for which they 

' were meant. 

Professor Rubenstein inquired whether legislators understand the damage 
done to University faculty searches and hence to the current faculty of funding 
instability. Searches are even now being put on hold. President Keller replied 
that it was difficult to say. But, he added, the University does have the means 
to meet its set-up commitments. And the University has the option of using 
more of the ICR's for these purposes and sending less to the colleges, if 
necessary. 

Mr. Pratt remarked that despite all the talk in the state about the 
importance of access to higher education, the rise in tuition combined with 
the reduction in financial aid makes it harder for students to afford to attend 
college. The president acknowledged that this was so and called it one of the 
reasons to spread the costs of this retrenchment over several years. 

The meeting adjourned at 11:45 a.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Meredith Poppele, FCC/SCC 
Executive Assistant 



l5TI UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

President Kenneth H. Keller 
202 Morrill Hall 

Dear Ken: 

University Senate Consultative Committee 

411 Borlaug Hall 
1991 Buford Circle 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55108 
Tel. (612) 376-24 79 

February 13, 1986 

The Faculty Consultative Committee appreciates the 
opportunity to meet with you on the morning of February 20, 
from about -10:40 until noon. I am writing on behalf of 
Deon Stuthman, who is out of town until the 14th, to propose 
a two-part agenda. First we would enjoy hearing a status 
report on the allocation of PUF chairs -- how much money 
has been raised to date, how many chairs have been designated 
and in what units, and so on. Then, at about 11:00, I hope 
we can turn to that issue in which you and we have such a 
keen interest: the legislative session and particularly the 
fate of the University's proposal to borrow funds to cover 
much of the disallocation. I'm suggesting taking this up 
in the morning even though it concerns the full sec because 
the afternoon agenda is already a long one. We have invited 
the student members to join FCC in Room 300 for this item. 
If they can manage to do so and still cover their own 
agenda, they will. 

c: ·Richard Heydinger 
FCC 

Encl.: FCC agenda 

I-R :rnp 

Cordially, 

~v-z...:rtz~~ 
Irwin Rubenstein, Associate Chair, 
Faculty Consultative Committee 
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA University Senate Consultative committee 
411 Borlaug Hall 
1911 Buford Circle 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55108 
Telephone: (612)376-2479 

February 26, 1986 

To: Special Committee on Coordinating Lower Division Education 

From: 

Re: 

on the Twin Cities Campus 
Commitment to Focus Coordinating Committee 

Deon Stuthman, Chair, Faculty Consultative 

Comments on the Lower Division Committee's 

Committee ~ 
draft report 

The Faculty Consultative Committee has discussed at some length the 
Lower Division Committee's draft report. We are conveying our reactions 
and questions in the form of those portions of the meeting minutes 
covering the most extensive discussion we have had to date. 

While, as you will gather, the FCC members were hoping for a proposal 
of more daring and detail, they are aware of the difficult position of 
an ad hoc committee which might well imagine major structural reorgani
zation but lack the mandate to impose it. If a committee, as a consequence, 
finds itself resolved not to infringe on the authority and budgets of the 
collegiate deans, then it will refrain from bold proposals. 

You will find in the attachment a number of statements supportive of the 
Undergraduate Center, and a number of urgings that it be made even more 
comprehensive and self-contained. The FCC submits its collection of 
comments in the hope that they, along with numerous other responses, 
will stimulate further development of the work already undertaken. 

:mp 
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA Department of Food Science and Nutrition 
TWIN CITIES 1334 Eckles Avenue 

St. Paul, Minnesota 55108 

February 28, 1986 

To: Dean Stuthman, Chairman, Senate Consultative Committee 

From: Patricia B. Swan, Member of the Special Committee on Coordinating Lower 
Division Education 

Re: Your memo of February 26, 1986 

As you well know, I am frightened to death of both deans and budgets, therefore, 
you can imagine that when appointed to a committee I will only conceive of timid 
proposals. Moreover, I am known as a lover of the status quo. However, I had 
an even more basic problem with the charge to this committee: I do not know the 
meaning of the term "lower-division". Every time I tried to think of a 
definition for "lower division" and then apply that definition to my own 
undergraduate advisees, I was unable to do so. As you may have noticed, this is 
an extremely complex university. Moreover, its very complexity is part of its 
advantage in the world of higher education. We are able to tolerate many 
variations in students, and the objectives of those students. Should one 
decide that we wanted a more homogeneous student body, it would follow that we 
would describe a more homogeneous experience for undergraduate students. It was 
not, and is not, my view that homogeneity is a characteristic of the student 
body to be desired by this university. 

If one is to protect heterogeneity and the possibility for a wide variety of 
students to pursue a wide variety of goals, then it is necessary, in my view, to 
provide many places within the university where those students can be advised. 
The best academic advising comes from the small corner of the university which 
best houses the academic resources for meeting a student's academic goals. I 
know from my experience that advice given to students in the College of Liberal 
Arts is often not appropriate to my own students and I can imagine that the 
reverse is also true. Many of my advisees have been students in other curricula 
and in other post-secondary educational institutions. Some of these advisees 
are 17 or 18 years of age and others are over 40. It is difficult for me to 
imagine, for example, a core curriculum appropriate to this range of educational 
and life experience. However, the university does contain within its bounds 
academic choices appropriate to these students. These choices reside in a 
variety of corners in the university and would never be deemed a core 
curriculum; however, if we know the common objectives that we hold in our 
curricula, we can use the variety in the University resources to meet the needs 
of a heterogeneous student body. 
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To give up the characteristic of heterogeneity in order to turn ourselves 
into a more homogeneous institution, modeled something along the lines of a four 
year liberal arts college, would not be in the best interest of the University 
of Minnesota. That is not to say, however, that an experience similar to that 
should not be available within the university for those students who would best 
be served by it. I believe, for example, that the university's campus at Morris 
strives to provide a small liberal arts campus environment, It is possible that 
some aspects of this environment would be appropriate at the Twin Cities for 
students in the metropolitan area who must work and commute to college. 
However, it is clear to me that this is not the most appropriate option for all 
undergraduate students at the University of Minnesota. 

Every time I try to think about an undergraduate dean, something along the 
line of the Dean of the Graduate School, I am reminded of an Assistant Vice 
President for Academic Affairs, John Wallace, who in some regards has such a 
position. I then tried to think of how an undergraduate dean in a coordinating 
role would function differently from the assistant vice president, and it seemed 
to me that these positions would be duplicative. What could a dean do that the 
assistant vice president cannot already do if he so chooses? Of course it would 
be a different situation if the dean held faculty positions. I do not believe, 
however, that it would be wise for us to create an undergraduate or lower
division faculty, In fact, probably each faculty member at this university 
should be a member of the graduate and the undergraduate faculty, 

In the minutes of February 6th that you included with your memo, there were 
some references to duplication of undergraduate teaching such as teaching of 
composition. It might be instructive to the Consultative Committee to read a 
task force report written about two years ago in which I think it was concluded 
that there was not wasteful duplication in current teaching of composition. As 
to other possible areas of duplication, if such exist, they did not come to the 
attention of the special committee and I, for one, do not know of major areas of 
duplication, Perhaps the consultative committee could enlighten us on this 
aspect of their discussion? The committee's report is indeed not as thorough 
nor as specific as the Page report except insofar as our report endorses 
recommendations from the Page report and the report on the undergraduate 
experience (the Wallace report). Would the Consultative Committee prefer to 
have a reworking of the Page and Wallace reports because they do not agree with 
those reports, or perhaps because those reports have not received adequate 
attention in the past and you believe a reworking would improve their usability? 
Precisely what are we to learn from the observation that the Committee's report 
is lacking in the thoroughness and specificity exhibited in the Page report? 

I was disappointed that the minutes of the February 6th meeting do not make 
reference to any comments about Recommendation E on page 14 of the interim 
report of the special committee. This is a matter directed to the Senate 
governance structure and is one which needs clarification before we can make any 
more progress on the question of a core curriculum. Although we heard of some 

~ criticisms about the way in which the liberal education requirements are 
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interpreted in various academic curricula around the university, we were unable 
to ascertain that anyone is monitoring this situation and thus had no evidence 
to evaluate, This is a matter under the jurisdiction of the Senate Committee on 
Educational Policy. 

I could go on longer in this manner, but believe I have conveyed enough of 
my reaction to your memo. I did not find it helpful, but hope your committee 
will be able to clarify some of your points so that your time and attention to 
our report might be helpful. 

CC: W. Hansen, Philosophy Dept 



draft 
EXCERPTS FROM FCC MINUTES OF FEBRUARY 6, 1986 
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4. Draft Re ort of the S ecial CtF Committee on Coordinatin Lower Division 
Education on the Twin Cities Campus. See also pp. 6-8. 

FCC members expressed strong reservations about the report in its current 
form. Professor Sorauf observed that it tossed up some old ideas (e.g., integrated 
courses, tried and discarded decades ago) and that it seemed to add yet another 
layer of advising. 

Professor Berscheid commented that the report's major thrust is to add 
advisors for lower division students, and that it includes nothing clear about 
curriculum which was also part of the charge. She added that the only way to 
get the money to cover the inherent costs would be to streamline the lower 
division, but the report does not touch on that subject. The report does not 
reall~ address coordinating multiple offerings such as Composition. The charge, 
she thought, had concerned how to save money through streamlining, coordinating, 
and reducing duplication. 

Professor Stuthman suggested that FCC could support the proposal for a 
single contact point for outsiders regarding lower division education. Pro£essor 
Sorauf noted that recruiting "is placed in the proposed center, but the admissions 
office is apparently not. Yet logically an undergraduate center would be a 
focal point for prospective students. He saw the report as ignoring many 
fundamental questions in the areas it takes up and of not indicating the diffi
culties to be encountered. 

Several members of the Committee found the new report lacking in the 
thoroughness ·and specificity which the Page Report on 

the Quality of Undergraduate Teaching and Learning exhibits. 

Professors Rubenstein and Sorauf recommended focusing on the- proposal for 
the undergraduate center·, getting it fleshed out, and addressing one by one 
the likely consequences. Professor Rubenstein asked if it could have an admissions 
center role. ·He said one needs to take account of the University's large number 
of transfer students. Professor Stuthman said FCC would want to ask how the 
new structure would interface with existing structures. 

Professor Merwin recommended that FCC at this point not entirely discount 
the two alternative models which the special committee dismissed. Professor 
Stuthrnan reminded members that FCC had already taken a position advocating 
coordination of support services. 

Professor Berscheid found the tone of the report to convey an image of 

the center as a service center, a handmaiden, and powerless. Professor 
Stuthman wondered if such a center would be able to implement any changes, 
e.g., reducing duplication, which were based upon the results of surveys of 
offerings. 

FCC discussed the report with Professor Hanson later in ~he meeting 
(see pages 6 through_ 8_) and reserved a major part of its Harch 20 meeting to 
develop the FCC pos1t1on. (April 1 is the deadline to submit comments to the 
special committee.) 
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7. Special Committee on Coordinating Lower Division Education: draft report. 
Guest: Professor William Hanson, chair. 

Professor Stuthman invited Professor Hanson to describe (1) how the 
committee had addressed the three kinds of alternatives outlined to it and 
rejected two of them, (2) what charge it envisions for the proposed undergraduate 
center, and (3) how the center would interface with other services and programs. 

Professor Hanson said the committee had talked about a lower division 
college into which freshmen would be admitted instead of CLA, IT, etc.; about 
an. "overlay" model, roughly parallel to the Graduate School's; and about leaving 
the structure unchanged. The undergraduate center model which the committee 
produced is attractive because it will be able to provide better services for 
new students, both freshmen and those transferring from outside or inside the 
University. The cost of having a lower division college appears unrealistic 
in the current budgetary climate. 

He said that on the one hand the committee was very interested in preserving 
the budgetary and educational autonomy of the various colleges; on the other 
hand the committee members discovered a host of problems they think can be 
alleviated by the ndergraduate enter. 

Professor Hanson said he saw four parts to the Center's role: 

(1) Assisting all new students; 

(2) Serving as an advising center to provide referrals for academic 
advising. There is now no adequate way to let students know what 
and where all the University's good advising services are. The new 
preparation standards will probably require even more advising. 
(Professor Sorauf inquired as to whether that wasn't a good reason 
to pull together into a single center all advising, and Professor 
Hanson acknowledged that it was.) 

(3) Carrying on admiss.ions -related efforts and the training of TA' s; 

(4) Holding a collection of other respo.nsibilities (for example, the 
committee proposes creating a new committee on the teaching of 
large classes, and it recommends creating integrative classes to 
help students meet distribution requirements). 

In response to Professor Berscheid's question, Professor Hanson said the 
committee was pretty unified regarding units retaining their budgetary and 
educational autonomy and were primarily persuaded by the budgetary arguments. 

Asked hO\ol the coordinating costs would be met, Professor Han.son said 
the committee anticipates that (.1) some funds can come from the money saved by 
a revamped University Without Wallas under CtF, (2) there could oe a transfer 
of effort of some people in John Wall ace's office, and (3) there could be a trans
fer of some employees and their funding from the collegiate units to the Center. 

Asked where all the new preparatory courses would be located, he said 
it seemed they would not be wholly in General College. The Center's director 
would work with colleges to divide up and allocate these courses in a reasonable 
way. 

Professor Sorauf saw the proposal for integrative courses as a redoing of 
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the General Education courses of 30 to 35 years ago. Since after those courses 
were set up departments came into being, to create these now would be a signifi
cant curricular step, he judged. 

Professor Murphy noted the absence of attention to coordinating existing 
curricular offerings such as the various composition courses. Professor Hanson 
said the committee had not talked specifically about those. They did discuss 
and quickly dismiss the idea of a core curriculum as not appropriate here. 
Instead, they proposed the University (1) stick with both the spirit and the 
letter of its liberal education requirements, (2) create integrative courses, 
and (3) encourage students to take advantage of the University's diversity. 

Professor Rubenstein said there is need for quality control of advising, 
and for a one-stop center for entering students. But the proposed Center seems 
instead to perpetuate the scattering of services and hence the sending of students 
all over the campus. He also recommended assistance to new CEE students. He 
asked that there be someone in charge of the important function of advising. 
Professor Hanson said he saw the Center as an improvement over the current situ
ation. 

Professor Sorauf declared that the University needs solutions for the 
very serious problem of the complexity and diversity confronting undergraduate 
students. We keep coming up with palliatives, he said, but never tackle the com~ 

plexity itself, and the internal administrative cost of this coping is enormous. 
He said it was not clear to him that some degree of integration would add costs. 

In response to a question about creation of an undergraduate college, 
Professor Sorauf said he would certainly give serious consideration to a non
curricular, integrated, lower division college into which recruiting, admissions 
and records, advising for freshmen and sophomores, financial aid, and dealing 
with high school counselors would go. He added that, with the current set of 
givens, there probably would be freshmen admission directly into the specific 
colleges. Professor Han~on responded that creating a lower division college 
would remove functions and funds from the Office of Student Affairs and the 
colleges. Professor Stuthman remarked that in many ways having admissions and 
records as part of the center makes a lot of sense. 

Professor Berscheid inquired of the former deans on FCC whether they would 
have been willing as deans to surrender some of their budgetary and educational 
autonomy to a center. Professor Sorauf agreed that it would present an extremely 
delicate and difficult situation and that making the change would require a lot 
of talks with those involved. He thought he would have been willing to consider 
it. No o~e is willing to change structures and budgets, yet if the University 
is to improve, it must do so. 

Professor Sorauf advocated the University's focusing its advising and 
counseling. Several speakers noted that not only the colleges but also OSA does 
academic counseling. Academic counseling involves far more people and funds 
than other kinds of counseling, Professor Sorauf pointed out. 

Professor Hanson said the special committee is aware there would be many 
difficulties regarding the interfaces between the Center and many areas of the 
Office of Student Affairs. The committee was not ready to recommend shifting 
OSA responsibilities to the Center. 
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Professor ~!erwin held that whatever collection of responsibilities the 
Center would take on, it should report only to the Vice President for Academic 
Affairs and Provost; the other FCC members chorused agreement. Professor 
Sorauf com~ented that admissions could be shifted to the Center while records 
remained in OSA. 

Professor Stuthman inquired as to where the special committee 
the home for the integrated courses, since experience has shown that 
unit home new offerings tend to die after the novelty has worn off. 
Hanson said the special committee had not addressed that question. 

envisaged 
without a 
Professor 

Professor Rubenstein advocated omitting other proposals and concentrating 
entirely on proposing a enter which would work really well. The committee, he 
hoped, Kould try to think of all that the Center implies and include that in its 
report. Professor Stuthman added that without such specificity the proposal 
would be studied to death and nothing would ever come of it. 

Professor ~1urphy inquired how the special committee sees its role in 
relation to the work of the Wallace Committee (The Student Experience), and 
the Page Committee (Quality of Undergraduate Teaching and Learning). Professor 
Hanson said his committee sees coordination as the main challenge and he termed 
their recommendation on that as modest in the draft. 

Professor Berscheid inquired how the special committee would react if 
Professor Hanson received advice from many groups to make a real budgetary 
change. Professor Hanson anticipated that that would be difficult. 

Professor Sorauf asked if anyone had proposed merging the Center with 
General College. Professor Hanson replied that General College spoke for joining its 
anticipated undergraduate research center and the proposed lower division center 
under one umbrella. -General College would, in such a plan, expand its services 
now limited to special undergraduate students to include all students. 

Professor Stuthman commented that there seems the possibility of some 
~verlap between Center services and what a University hotline, under consideration 
in another committee, intends to achieve. Professor Hanson agreed that there 
would be room for integration between the two. 



To: 

From: 

Re: 

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA University Senate Consultative committee 

411 Borlaug Hall 
1991 Buford Circle 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55108 
Telephone (612)376-2479 

January 22, 1986 

Faculty Consultative Committee 

Deon Stuthman 

Attachments on tenure-related business in the February 20 Senate meeting 

Memoranda from Fred Morrison indicate: 

(1) "Procedures for Reviewing the Performance of Probationary 
Faculty" will be mailed to all Faculty Senators and reported 
for information in the February 20 Faculty Senate meeting. 
Discussion could be postponed until the April Senate meeting 
since Fred Morrison may be unable to attend on February 20. 
(Enclosed: two introductory documents; "Procedures" will 
be sent directly from the Senate office.) 

(2) The Tenure Committee will report for information and discussion 
its questions regarding the solicitation and treatment of 
outside letters of evaluation. (Enclosed: two versions of those 
questions. 

Please be in touch with Meredith or me with any comments about the 
attachments. Given our FCC agenda for January 30 and February 6 it 
looks as though we could take about 20 minutes on the 6th to discuss the 
outside evaluation letters question if we want FCC as a body to submit 
views to the Tenure Committee. 

Sorry for the delay in distribution; we thought the Tenure Committee had 
sent the 12/27/85 memo to you. 

:mp 

Stuthman telephone: 373-0860 



l5il UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
TWIN CITIES 

Law School 
285 Law Center 
229 19th Avenue South 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

(612) 373-2717 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Marilee Ward, Clerk of the Senate 

FROM: Fred L. Morrison 

DATE: January 15, 1986 

SUBJECT: Items for February 20 Meeting 

Enclosed you will find the following: 

1. A copy of "Procedures for Reviewing Performance of 
Probationary Faculty." Please have enough copies of this 
prepared for distribution to members of the Faculty Senate, with 
a few left in your office for those who request copies. 

2. A cover sheet for the above document. 

3. A Report to the Faculty Senate, relating to the above 
document. This should be put on the docket for February 20. 
It appears that I will have out-of-town academic visitors 
on campus on the afternoon of February 20, so I may be unable 
personally to attend the Senate meeting. I believe that this 
should be included in the docket and reported on February 20, in 
any event. I will try to be there, or discussion could be 
postponed until the April meeting, if that appears necessary. 

4. Another report of the Tenure Committee, relating to 
another subject matter, which should be placed separately on the 
docket. Since this report calls for discussion only, you may 
prefer to have it in the Forum, rather than in the regular 
business meeting. Professor Krislov will lead discussion of 
this item. 

With this, I believe that the long process of revision of 
the Tenure Regulations is finally at an end. Thank you very 
much for your help along the way. 

FLM:hc 

cc: Professor Sam Krislov 
Encl. 



c 

REPORT OF THE SENATE TENURE COMMITTEE 

REPORTED FOR INFORMATION 

The Tenure Regulations require the Senate Tenure Committee 
and the Academic Vice President to adopt procedures for 
departments and colleges to use in considering candidates for 
tenure. The Regulations require that these procedures be 
reported to Senate and to the Board of Regents for information, 
but no action by either body is required. (This parallels the 
procedure which was used under the old Tenure Regulations, when 
the Vice President adopted documents like the Koffler-Ibele 
Memorandum after consultation with the Tenure Committee, but 
without any formal interaction with the Senate.) 

To save printing expense, copies of the new Procedures for 
Reviewing the Performance of Probationary Faculty are being 
circulated by mail to members of the Faculty Senate. Others who 
wish to obtain a copy may do so by contacting Marilee Ward, 
Clerk of the Senate, 424 Morrill Hall. The Academic Affairs 
Office will also be circulating copies to departments. 

The new Procedures merely implement the requirements set 
forth in the Tenure Regulations themselves. The Tenure Committee 
has adopted them after a long series of public hearings, the 
circulation of two drafts to members of the Senate, consideration 
of comments received in writing, in the public hearings, in a 
recent Senate meeting, and in individual communications with 
members of the Committee. 

The Committee believes that the new Procedures reflect the 
same concerns that motivated the Faculty Senate in its discussion 
of the Tenure Regulations, the need for quality and 
accountability in personnel decisions, the requirements of 
fairness and due process when considering individuals, and the 
appropriate balance between departmental autonomy and the need 
for certain broadly based standards. 

With the adoption of these Procedures, the long process of 
revising the Tenure Regulations and its subsidiary documents 
comes to an end. The Committee views the conclusion of that 
process with a certain degree of relief. We are also confident 
that our successors on the Committee will carefully examine the 
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operations of the Regulations and these Procedures as they are 
fully put into effect and make those modifications which may, 
from time to time, be necessary. We encourage you to report 
your actual concerns about the operation of the tenure system to 
members of the Committee. 

FLM:hlc 

Respectfully submitted, 

Fred L. Morrison 
Chair 
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PROCEDURES FOR REVIEWING THE PERFORMANCE 

OF PROBATIONARY FACULTY 

The Senate Tenure Committee and the Vice President of 
Academic Affairs have adopted the attached Procedures for 
Reviewing the Performance of Faculty Probationary Faculty. They 
will take effect after they are reported to the Board of Regents 
and the Faculty senate for information, as provided by the 
Regulations Concerning Faculty Tenure. 

These new Procedures will be in effect for tenure decisions 
made in the 1986-87 academic year and thereafter. Decisions in 
the present year (1985-86) will continue to be made in accordance 
with the "Draft of September 10. 11 
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PROCEDURES FOR REVIEWING THE PERFORMANCE 

OF PROBATIONARY FACULTY 

These procedures are adopted in accordance with sections 
7.4, 7.61, and 16.3 of the Regulations Concerning Faculty 
Tenure. They cover additional elements of the tenure-granting 
and review process. 

Purposes and Application 

This document contains procedural rules for the 
consideration of candidates for tenure and promotion. It is 
also intended to provide a convenient guide for department heads, 
tenured faculty members, and candidates, to assist in 
understanding and organizing the tenure-granting process. The 
document restates some of the rules which are found in the Tenure 
Regulations, and adds additional procedures. For additional 
detail or interpretation, see the relevant sections of the Tenure 
Regulations. 

The mandatory rules (those using "must") established in this 
document are minimum standards. Departments and colleges are 
free to supplement them to provide further protection for 
candidates. Other standards are simply recommendations (those 
using "should" or "may"). 

The procedural rules established by this document are 
intended to guide the orderly and fair administration of the 
tenure process. Departments, review committees, department 
heads, and other administrators should carefully follow them. 
They do not, however, give candidates or others a right to set 
aside a decision based merely upon minor or technical variations 
from the rules. The Judicial Committee will review a claim that 
a decision was procedurally incorrect only if it was based in 
significant degree upon a substantial and prejudicial deviation 
from the procedures prescribed. (Tenure Regulations, section 
7.7(c) .) 

If it is impossible or impracticable to implement these 
procedures, a department may apply to the Vice President and the 
Tenure Committee for a written variance. Variances will be given 
very sparingly, and will be accompanied by requirements that the 
department take other steps to insure that the process conforms 
to the maximum extent possible to the principles set forth here. 
Applications for variances should be made in writing; variances 
will be granted only in writing. 

These procedural rules apply to decisions which are made in 
the 1986-7 and following academic years. These procedures 
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must be followed, even i! the original appointment was made 
under the old tenure regulations. Since the procedures do not 
deviate in substance !rom those previously in effect, there 
should be little difficulty in complying with them. 

Definitions 

Note these definitions: 

"Department" means the academic unit in which tenure is 
held. In some cases, that is a division or college. The Notice 
of Appointment indicates the unit in which the appointment is 
held. (The Tenure Regulations use the term "academic unit" to 
describe this unit; the more common term "department" is used 
here. No difference is intended.) 

"Head of the department" means the chief administrative 
officer, whether called a head, director, chair, or dean, or some 
other title. The head of the department may delegate functions 
to some other senior faculty member who holds tenure. These 
functions may not be delegated to civil servants or to 
professional/administrative staff members, although they may 
provide appropriate supporting roles. 

"Tenured faculty" of a department means the regular faculty 
members of that department who hold indefinite tenure in that 
department, without regard to their rank. It does not include 
persons who hold non-regular or adjunct appointments in that 
department, even if they have tenure in another department. It 
does not include persons with academic professional or 
administrative staff appointments, even if they have continuous 
appointments in those professional appointments. 

"College" means the collegiate unit to which the department 
belongs. It is usually a college, but it may be a school, 
institute, campus, or other unit. 

"Dean" means the chief administrative officer of the 
"college," whether called a dean, director, chancellor, or other 
officer. The dean may delegate functions to an associate who is 
a faculty member with tenure. The dean may not delegate 
functions to civil servants or to professional/administrative 
staff members, even if they hold administrative titles, but they 
may provide appropriate supporting roles. 

"Vice President" means the Vice President for Academic 
Affairs. The vice president may delegate functions to an 
associate who is a faculty member with tenure. The vice 
president may not delegate functions to civil servants or to 
professional/administrative staff members, even if they hold 
administrative titles, but they may provide appropriate 
supporting roles. 

2 
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TENURE PROCEDURES 

Actions to be taken generally. without respect to individual 
candidates. 

1. Departmental statement of criteria. The Tenure 
Regulations require every department to have a document "that 
articulates with reasonable specificity the indices and standards 
which will be used to evaluate" candidates. (See Tenure 
Regulations, section 7.12.) Departments and colleges must adopt 
such documents as soon as the Regulations take effect. The 
standards should be carefully drawn. These standards will apply 
to all candidates for tenure in the department, unless there is a 
special contract to the contrary. (See Tenure Regulations, 
section 3.6.) 

2. Alternative voting rules. Ordinarily, a majority of 
those present and voting on a personnel question will take 
action for a department, if a quorum is present. A department or 
college may, however, require an exceptional majority (such as a 
2/3 majority or an absolute majority of the members of the 
department) as a prerequisite for a recommendation for tenure. 
(See Tenure Regulations, section 7.4(4) .) If it wishes to do 
so, it must adopt that rule well in advance of the meeting in 
which the tenure decision will take place, normally no later than 
the previous school year. Any rule requiring an absolute 
majority should also have a provision for excusing members who 
are unable to participate. All rules requiring special 
majorities must be reported to the Academic Affairs office and 
the Tenure Committee. The rule may be adopted as part of the 
college or department constitution or as part of the rules 
adopted under 7.12, or by separate action. (Current departmental 
or collegiate rules of this kind remain in effect and need not be 
readopted.) However the rule is adopted, it must be reproduced 
and distributed with the departmental rules adopted under section 
7.12. If both the college and the unit have rules to this 
effect, the more rigorous requirement prevails. 

At the beginning of a probationary appointment 

3. Explaining the process to the candidate. Early in the 
probationary appointment, the department head must review the 
terms of the appointment with the probationary candidate. This 
includes: 

--Making certain that credit for prior service has been 
granted and appropriately recorded, and that there is a common 
understanding about the maximum length of the probationary 
period. See Tenure Regulations, section 5.4. 

--Supplying the candidate with copies of the Tenure 
Regulations, these Procedures, and the Departmental Statement 
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about tenure expectations. See Tenure Regulations, section 
7.12. If the candidate is unsure about the application of the 
criteria, the discussion should seek to make that as clear as 
possible. 

--Informing the candidate about the procedures used in the 
department to review teaching, research, and service. The 
candidate must be informed about the annual review process 
and made familiar with the annual report on Appraisals of 
Probationary Faculty (President's Form 12) which will be 
completed. The candidate must also be informed about his 
or her right to inspect the file and right of access to 
information. 

The department head must make a written summary of this 
meeting, including the time and date it took place, and include 
it in the candidate's personnel record. 

Annually during the probationary period 

4. Elements of the review process. The process of 
reviewing a candidate's progress is a continuous one. It is 
intended to have an encouraging and nurturing function, although 
it is by necessity judgmental. Especially in the early years of 
the probationary period, the annual tenure review is intended to 
point out to the candidate strengths and weaknesses, so that the 
strengths can be built upon and the weaknesses remedied. Three 
elements are essential to this process: information gathering, 
deliberation, and consultation with the candidate. 

The procedures set forth in these paragraphs (4-7) are 
minimum standards. Some departments may prefer to conduct a more 
formal review, equivalent to that which must take place when a 
formal recommendation will be made regarding the candidate's 
appointment. 

5. Collecting information on the candidate's performance. 
Beginning with the first year of the probationary period, the 
department has the responsibility for gathering data about the 
candidate's performance on all relevant criteria. This function 
must be performed by the department head or by a designated 
tenured faculty member or committee. Responsibility for this 
function must not be delegated to staff or students, although 
they may play appropriate supporting roles. The department head 
has the responsibility to see that the function is performed, and 
may request the candidate to assist in the preparation of the 
file. 

4 
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The file should include: 

i. The candidate's current resume, and a statement of 
the candidate's activities during the current year. 

ii. Summaries of the candidate's teaching assignments, 
including student and peer evaluations, using the methods of 
evaluation which have been adopted for the department or 
college. 

iii. Summaries or copies of (or references to)_ the 
candidate's research or other scholarly contributions. 

iv. Summaries of the candidate's discipline-related 
service activities, if those are part of the mission of the 
department. 

v. Summaries of the supplementary criteria which the 
candidate may have satisfied, such as participation in the 
governance of the University or department. 

vi. Copies of the Appraisal of Probationary Faculty 
forms for this and previous years. 

v11. Any other relevant material relating to the 
satisfaction by the candidate of the requirements for 
tenure. 

v111. Where relevant, evaluations of the candidate's 
discipline-related service activities. 

The file may also include: 
ix. Evaluations of the candidate's teaching, research 

or scholarly contributions by persons inside and outside of 
the University. 

The candidate has the duty to inspect the basic file (items 
i through viii) annually and to assist in assembling it. The 
candidate also has a right, but not a duty, to inspect individual 
evaluations contained in it. The candidate has a right to add 
material to the file or to make written comments; material 
provided by the candidate should be identified as such. 

Note that this file is only part of the candidate's 
personnel file in the department. This tenure file contains only 
those matters which are relevant to an eventual tenure decision. 
It is accessible to the candidate and to all of the tenured 
faculty in the department, while other portions of the 
candidate's personnel file are accessible only to the candidate 
and to those who have reason to deal with particular information 
contained in it. 

6. Annual review by tenured faculty. The file must be 
made available to the tenured faculty of the unit. The tenured 
faculty must review the progress of each probationary candidate 
annually, either at the annual tenure meeting or at a separate 
meeting. The annual review does not require a formal ballot or 
recommendation of the faculty, but departments may choose to 
proceed by taking a ballot, if they wish. (Note that under the 
new Tenure Regulations, an appointment will automatically be 
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renewed annually until the maximum probationary period is 
reached, unless there is a recommendation for formal action, 
granting tenure or terminating the appointment, at some earlier 
time. contracts are no longer "renewed" for two year periods.) 

7. Annual conference with the candidate. The department 
head must discuss with the candidate the candidate's progress 
toward achieving tenure. The department head also reports the 
sense of the meeting of the tenured faculty, and any 
recommendations made by it, to the candidate. If the candidate 
has not personally reviewed the individual evaluations of 
performance contained in the file, the department head summarizes 
these. It is important that this conversation be candid, and 
that the candidate be clearly told if there are areas in which 
performance needs to be improved. The candidate must be given a 
copy of the Annual Appraisal of Probationary Service report, 
which should parallel the major elements of this conversation, as 
well as a written summary of any additional matters discussed. 
If there are questions about the application of the criteria or 
about what the candidate is expected to do, the department head 
should amplify upon the criteria. 

The head of the department places the Appraisal of 
Probationary Faculty report and a written summary of any 
additional matters discussed in the candidate's permanent file. 
The summary indicates the date and time of the meeting. 

Formal consideration of the candidate for tenure or for 
termination of the appointment. 

8. Tenure decision may be made at any time. A decision on 
tenure may be made in any year of the probationary period. It is 
not necessary to wait until the end of the probationary period, 
either to recommend tenure or to recommend termination of an 
appointment. 

A candidate must be considered in a formal tenure review in 
the last year of the probationary period, i.e., the sixth year of 
an ordinary probationary period or the designated time in a 
shorter probationary period. A formal review must also take 
place at the times required by special contract. A formal review 
may be initiated at any earlier time by the department head or by 
vote of the tenured faculty of the department. The candidate may 
request an early tenure review; the department will decide 
whether to conduct it. Because the process of conducting a 
formal review involves a number of steps, including the 
solicitation of external evaluations, and because there is a 
fixed time schedule for review of departmental recommendations, a 
decision to conduct a formal tenure review must be made well in 
advance of the date at which a vote will be taken. Frequently it 
will be necessary to initiate the process during the summer 
preceding the academic year in which the vote will be taken. 
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9. A decision to terminate appointment may be made at any 
time. At any time, a department may recommend termination of a 
candidate's appointment. It may do so without seeking outside 
review, if the candidate's performance is so clearly short of the 
required standards that this course of action is appropriate. A 
department does not need to seek outside review if the 
candidate's performance on any of the primary criteria is so 
deficient that positive evaluation of the other criteria would 
not warrant appointment. 

10. Schedule for departmental action. The Academic Affairs 
office (and the deans' offices) annually establish schedules for 
formal action by departments and the subsequent review of those 
recommendations by the colleges and by central administration. 
It is important that the departments and colleges comply with 
these schedules, so that appropriate and unhurried review of 
decisions may take place, and so that any required notice may be 
given in a timely manner. 

11. Preparation of the file for tenure decisions. The head 
of the department (or a designated committee) has the 
responsibility for seeing that a file is prepared for each 
candidate, containing relevant information on teaching, research, 
and service, and on other factors relevant to the decision, 
including outside evaluations of the candidate's contributions to 
scholarship. The department should seek appraisals both from 
persons suggested by the candidate and from other recognized 
scholars in the field. Referees must be informed that their 
evaluations will not be held confidential, since state law may 
permit the candidate to inspect them. 

Relevant information must not be excluded from the file, 
but the weight to be given to the views of any particular referee 
is a matter to be considered by the decision-making bodies. 
Anonymous statements must not be included in the file and 
cannot be considered. Unsolicited signed comments will be 
included in the file, if they are relevant and material to the 
decision. Candidates are discouraged from independently 
soliciting comments or evaluations, but are encouraged to suggest 
names of evaluators to the department. 

This file is similar to that prepared for the annual 
review, but it should encompass the entire probationary period. 
It includes: 

i. The candidate's current resume, and a summary of 
the candidate's accomplishments during the probationary 
period. 

ii. Summaries of the candidate's teaching assignments, 
including student evaluations, using the methods of 
evaluation which have been adopted for the department or 
college. 
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iii. Summaries or copies of (or references to) the 
candidate's research or other scholarly contributions. (If 
actual copies are included in the basic file, they should 
not be forwarded in the review process unless a specific 
request is made for them by the reviewing authorities. The 
review will be conducted on the basis of summaries and 
evaluations). 

iv. Summaries of the candidate's discipline-related 
service activities, if those are part of the mission of the 
department. 

v. Summaries of the supplementary criteria which the 
candidate may have satisfied, such as participation in the 
governance of the University and department. 

vi. Copies of the Appraisal of Probationary Faculty 
reports for each of the probationary years, as well as of 
other evaluations by the department or department head. 

vii. Any other relevant material relating to the 
satisfaction by the candidate of the requirements for 
tenure. 

viii. Where relevant, evaluations of the candidate's 
discipline-related service activities. 

If the candidate is being considered for tenure, the file 
must also include: 
---- ix. Evaluations of the candidate's teaching, research 

or other scholarly contributions by persons inside and 
outside of the University. 

The candidate has the duty to inspect the basic file (items 
i through viii), to assist in assembling it, and to inspect it 
for accuracy and completeness. The candidate also has a right, 
but not a duty, to inspect individual evaluations contained in 
it. If the candidate has not personally reviewed the individual 
evaluations of performance, the department head summarizes them 
for the candidate. The candidate has a right to add material to 
the file or to make written comments; material provided by the 
candidate should be identified as such. 

12. Attendance at tenure meetings. Attendance and 
participation at tenure review meetings are important parts of 
the duty of a member of the tenured faculty. The head of the 
department must schedule the time and place for the formal 
meeting of the tenured faculty well in advance, and must notify 
all tenured faculty of that time. In ordinary circumstances, at 
least one month's notice of the meeting should be given to assure 
that all tenured faculty members can attend the meeting. 

13. Who is eligible to vote. Except as expressly 
authorized by the Vice President, only members of the tenured 
faculty of the department may attend or participate in the 
meeting. All members of the tenured faculty may participate, 
regardless of rank. If the department head is a member of the 
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tenured faculty, he or she may participate and vote, but has no 
additional tie-breaking vote. 

14. Disqualifications. Persons who are or were closely 
related to a candidate by blood or marriage, or who have or have 
had an intimate personal relationship with a candidate which 
would prejudice their judgment, must not attend or participate in 
the meeting with respect to that candidate. If the candidate 
(or another member of the tenured faculty) wishes to challenge 
the participation of any member of the tenured faculty, that 
challenge must be made in writing to the challenged faculty 
member and to the head of the department at least two weeks 
before the scheduled tenure meeting, stating the reasons for the 
challenge and setting forth the relevant evidence. The fact that 
a member of the tenured faculty has formed a view of the 
candidate's teaching, research, or scholarship during the course 
of the candidate's career is not a basis for disqualification. 
The challenged faculty member will decide whether to participate 
in the decision. The record of the challenge and its resolution 
will be included in the file which is forwarded for review. 

The same principles of disqualification apply to members of 
review committees and to department heads, deans, the Vice 
President, and other academic administrators who may be called 
upon to review the matter. 

15. Voting procedures. The decision is by written, 
unsigned secret ballot. 

An effort must be made to provide a copy of the file to 
every tenured faculty member who will be absent from the meeting, 
but who wishes to participate in the vote. Such faculty members 
must be given an opportunity to vote by written absentee ballot, 
which should be sent in a sealed envelope. Proxy vote or 
telephone votes are not permitted. 

16. Questions to be voted upon. If it is desired to take a 
vote at any time before the final probationary year, either (or 
both) of the following questions may be put: 

--Shall (the candidate] be recommended for tenure? 
--Shall [the candidate] be given notice of termination 

of appointment? 
If no vote is taken or if there is no majority for either 

motion, the appointment will be continued. 

In the last year of the probationary period, the question 
should be "Shall (the candidate] be recommended for tenure?" If 
there is no majority for that motion, the recommendation is 
automatically for termination of the appointment. 

17. Required majority. Except as indicated below, the 
action of the department is based on the majority of those voting 
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on the question. If there is a tie vote, the recommendation is 
in the negative. In the final year of the probationary period, a 
tie vote on the question of tenure creates an automatic 
recommendation for termination of the appointment. 

In a department which has a rule requiring an alternative 
majority (see section 2 above), if a recommendation to grant 
tenure receives an ordinary majority, but not the required 
exceptional majority, the department must prepare and send 
forward the file, but without a recommendation for tenure, 
unless the candidate requests in writing that no further review 
take place. 

In all cases, the actual vote is to be reported. The report 
should indicate the number who are qualified to vote, the number 
of affirmative and negative votes, the number of persons present 
at the meeting who abstained, the number who were absent and not 
voting. It should also indicate how many absentee ballots were 
cast. If there is a "reconsideration" after an initial vote, 
both the original and the reconsidered vote should be fully 
reported. Although the department's recommendation is based 
upon the required majority by the rules applicable to the 
particular department, reviewing committees and administrators 
may legitimately take into consideration the strength of the 
majority in conducting their own review of the candidate. 

18. Report of action. If the department (a) recommends 
tenure, or (b) recommends termination of the appointment, or (c) 
recommends continuation of the appointment because a simple 
majority, but not a required exceptional majority, favored 
tenure, the department must make a report and forward the report 
and the candidate's file to the dean for review. The dean may 
require the department to do so in other cases. 

The department head (or the designated tenured faculty 
member or committee) prepares a draft report which states the 
faculty's recommendation, reports all votes taken, summarizes the 
candidate's file, and summarizes the reasons for the action 
expressed at the meeting of the tenured faculty (including any 
minority views expressed at the meeting which had substantial 
support). The department head also prepares an additional 
statement of personal agreement or disagreement with the 
department's recommendation, including the reasons for any 
disagreement. 

The draft report is made available to the tenured faculty, 
who may comment and suggest changes. Faculty members may file 
separate reports, if they believe that their views are not 
adequately reflected in the departmental report. Copies of such 
separate reports must be given to the department head and to the 
candidate. The submission of such reports is the only 
appropriate way for faculty members to present their separate 
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views to the dean or to the collegiate or University review 
bodies. 

The department head informs the candidate of the 
department's recommendation and of the department head's own 
recommendation. The department head also gives the candidate a 
copy of the final report if the candidate requests it. 

The candidate has the right to submit a supplementary 
statement to the dean and college review committee. Copies of 
the statement must be given to the head of the department and 
distributed to the tenured faculty. 

The department forwards the following material to the Dean 
for review: the file, the departmental recommendation, the 
department head's recommendation, the departmental report, any 
separate statements by members of the tenured faculty, and any 
supplementary statement of the candidate. (Note that copies of 
the candidate's scholarly works are not to be forwarded, unless 
the reviewing authorities request them.) 

Review by college 

19. Review by dean of college. The recommendation is 
forwarded to the college office, where it is reviewed by the dean 
who may be advised by a collegiate review committee. The dean 
may also consult with other persons before making a decision, but 
each such consultation or review shall be recorded in the 
candidate's file. 

In collegiate units where the college is not subdivided into 
departments, the recommendation is forwarded directly to the Vice 
President. (See part 24 of these procedures, below.) 

20. College review committee. The collegiate review 
committee is composed of members of the tenured faculty of the 
college. A college may designate two or more review committees 
for different fields of emphasis. The membership list of the 
committee is public. The committee is advisory to the dean. 
The Tenure Regulations provide that a faculty member may not 
serve on a review committee, if that faculty member participated 
in the initial recommendation. Since faculty members have an 
obligation to participate in the departmental recommendation and 
ordinarily participate in evaluation of the candidate throughout 
the probationary period, a member of a department cannot properly 
participate in the review of that department's recommendation. A 
committee member also cannot participate in a review in 
circumstances in which that committee member would have been 
disqualified by part 14 of these Procedures from participating in 
an initial decision on the candidate. 
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The review committee must review the matter on the basis of 

the file and other documents which are forwarded to the dean. It 
may not seek additional information, either from members of the 
department or from others. If it finds that the file contains 
insufficient information for it to make an informed judgment, or 
if there are matters on which the committee would like 
clarification from the department or the candidate, the committee 
may return the file to the dean with a~equest that the 
department and candidate be asked to provide the additional 
information. 

21. Applicable standards. The review committee and the 
dean must use the standards for tenure applicable to the 
department and position involved. These are the standards set 
forth in sections 7.11 and 7.12 of the Tenure Regulations, in the 
departmental statement required under section 7.12, and in any 
special contract under section 3.6. Subject only to that 
limitation, the review committee should examine the merits of the 
decision, not merely its procedural regularity. 

The review committee must make a written recommendation to 
the dean. If it differs from the recommendation of the 
department, it must state the reasons for such difference. A 
copy of the recommendation must be supplied to the candidate. 
The recommendation becomes part of the candidate's file. 

22. Requests for reconsideration; reauests for more 
information. The dean may ask the department to reconsider the 
matter on the basis of specified concerns which are expressed in 
writing. In such case, the tenured faculty must reassemble and 
again discuss the question in light of the dean's comments or 
questions. The procedures are analogous to those stated above at 
parts 12 through 15 of these procedures. The vote is again by 
secret ballot. A supplemental report is prepared and transmitted 
in the same manner as the original recommendation. (See part 
18.) 

The dean also may ask the department or the candidate to 
provide additional information before making the decision, either 
on the dean's own motion or at the request of the review 
committee. The provision of such additional information does not 
require full departmental consideration, but the candidate should 
be informed of the request and given an opportunity to 
participate in the reply to it. 

23. Dean's recommendation. The dean makes the 
recommendation for the college. {A dean or other reviewing 
officer may not participate in circumstances in which the officer 
would be disqualified from participating in the initial 
decision. See part 14 of these procedures.) Copies of the 
recommendation must be sent to the department and to the 
candidate. 

12 
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The matter must be torwarded to the Vice President for 

review and appropriate action, if the recommendation involves (a) 
granting tenure, (b) terminating the appointment, (c) renewal of 
the appointment when the tinal recommendation of the department 
was for some other action, or (d) renewal of the appointment when 
a simple majority of the department {but not a required 
exceptional majority) favored the granting of tenure. 

The dean must forward for review (a) the departmental 
recommendation, together with the departmental report and letters 
of recommendation upon which it relies, (b) the department head's 
report, (c) the review committee's report, (d) the dean's own 
report, and (e) any other information in the file requested by 
Vice President. Other portions of the file, e.g., original 
publications or teaching evaluations, should be retained by the 
College until completion of the review process and forwarded if 
requested. 

The dean must add to the file any communication which has 
been received with respect to the candidacy, and a memorandum 
summarizing any conversation which he or she has had with respect 
to it, which has been taken into consideration in any way. 

Central review and action. 

24. Central review. After receiving the recommendation of 
the dean, the Vice President makes a final decision. The Vice 
President may also consult with other persons before making a 
decision, but each such consultation or review shall be recorded 
in the candidate's file. 

If the Vice President uses a review committee to review one 
or more candidates, it is subject to restrictions and procedures 
parallel to those imposed upon the collegiate review committees. 
If the Vice President consults with individuals about a 
particular candidate's qualifications, the consultation and basis 
for judgment must be recorded. 

25. Standards for review and action. The central reviews 
and action must be based upon the standards for tenure applicable 
to the department and position involved. See part 21 of these 
procedures. 

26. Action by Vice President; explanations to dean and 
department. The Vice President takes action on the 
recommendation. If the Vice President's action differs from the 
recommendation of the Department, the Vice President must send to 
the tenured faculty of the department and to the candidate a 
written statement of the substantive reasons for differing from 
the judgment of the tenured faculty of the department. (See 
section 7.63 of the Tenure Regulations.) That statement must be c; an evaluation of the candidate's substantive qualifications on 

13 
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the merits and include an explanation of the reasons on which the 
Vice President believes it appropriate to substitute his or her 
judgment for that of the department with regard to those 
qualifications. It may not be a mere recitation of the reviews 
which have taken place. If the Vice President's action differs 
from the recommendation of the Dean, a similar statement must be 
sent to the Dean. 

PROCEDURES AND CRITERIA FOR PROMOTIONS 

27. Procedures for Promotions. The procedures for 
considering candidates for promotion parallel those for 
consideration of candidates for tenure, except as follows: 

--The consideration for promotion does not involve an annual 
review of the candidate. Consideration for promotion will take 
place (a) whenever the department recommends a candidate for 
tenure, and (b) whenever it is initiated by the department head 
or by the faculty senior in rank to the candidate. The candidate 
may request that a review take place at any time, but the faculty 
senior in rank will decide whether to conduct it. 

--The body which makes the recommendation consists of all 
members of the regular faculty of the department senior in rank 
to the candidate. (Both tenured and probationary faculty senior 
in rank may vote.) Adjunct and nonregular faculty senior in rank 
may be consulted, but have no vote, unless an exception has been 
provided by analogy to that provided in part 13. Otherwise, 
the procedures of parts 12, 13, 14, 15, and 17 apply. 

28. Criteria for promotions. While a decision to grant 
tenure is based upon a demonstrated potential to continue to 
contribute significantly to the mission of the University and to 
its programs or teaching, research, and discipline-related 
service, (See section 7.11 of the Tenure Regulations, reproduced 
as an Appendix to this document), promotion in rank is based on 
actual achievement in these areas. 

Promotion to the rank of associate professor is based upon 
professional distinction in research and demonstrated 
effectiveness in teaching and advising students, and, where 
relevant, in discipline-related service. Promotion to the rank 
of professor requires, in addition, a national or international 
scholarly reputation in the individual's field of study. 

Approved by the 
Senate Tenure Committee 
Dhfember 19, 1985 

~x.7h~' 
Fred L. Mo{;~on, Chair 
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Vice President and Provost 
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c APPENDIX 

CRITERIA FOR TENURE 

SECTION 7. PERSONNEL DECISIONS CONCERNING PROBATIONARY 
FACULTY 

i.l Criteria for Decisions. 
i.ll General Criteria. The basis for a"-arding indefinite tenure is the determi· 

nation that the achievements of an individual have demonstrated the individual's 
potential to continue to contribute significantly to the mission of the l' niversity and 
to its programs of teaching, research. ~nd service over the course of the f<~culty 
member's academic career.~ The primary! criteria for demonstratin~t this potential 

ue effectiveness in teachin11;8 and professional distinction in research~. outstandin~ 
discipline· related service contributions • Wlll also he taken into account wh(.•re they 
are an integral part of the mission of the academic unit. The rclathe importanl'c of 
the criteria mav varv in different .1cadem1c units. hut e<~ch of the criteria must he 
considered in e.verv .decision. Y 

The individual's participation in the go .. ernanl'e of the mstitution and other 
services to the L'niversitv and service to the ilcademic unit rna' be taken into cons1d· 
eration. but are not in themsel\'es bases for awardin~ tenure.· 

Indefinite tenure may be granted at any time when the candidate has satisfied 
the requirements. A probationary appointment must be terminated when the ap· 
pointee fails to satisfy the criteria in the last year of probationary semce and m:~y be 
terminated earlier if it appears that the appointee is not making satisfactory progress 
toward meeting the criteria o,~,ithin that period. 

i.l2 Depar1mental Statement. Each academic unit must have c&document that 
articulates with reasonable specificity the indices and standards which "ill be used 
to evaluate whether candidates meet the criteria of Section i.ll. The document 
must comply with those standards. but should make their application more specific. 
Each such document is subject to re .. iew by the dean or other appropriate academic 
administrator and by the Vice President. Each academic unit must provide each 
probationary faculty member "ith a copy of the document at the beginning of the 
probationary service. 

'for int~rpr~tatlon and possobl~ ~plicauons. ~ tl,.. ont~rpr~tatl\·~ romm~nr tNt ... ,n ~ pro-1dt'd on 
~~ \loilh IM pro,·isoons of~toon 16.2. 

'Cnt~ria oth~r than rho~ ~•pr~sJ,· hsred on rhu ~nr~nce must bt- ~'plic1th stated .tnd JUStofled in 
r~rms ofth~ mission ofth~ l'm\'~rsll\ Such addotoo.W cntt'N ma' not 1mpmr:r upon rll<' .c-adt'mK' tft't'
dom of tht' probatJona.r, facull\ m~m~r . 

..,.~aching" is not lim1ted to c~dit·proclu<'1nl( CWlTOOm mstruct10n. It ~nrompas~s othe-r forms of 
commumcation oflmO"-·Iedg~ iboth to stud~nrs ~~~red in tll<'l'ni'·~nif\,o .ond tootht'r ~rsons m th~ com
munity) as well as IM su~r-isoon or ad\lsonv: of indi"ul~U.I ttraduat~ or und~r-vaduatt' students . 

.,..Jit'~rch" is not limited to th~ publicatiOn of schobr~· ... ·orks. It includ~s actl\,~ .. 1\och ~ to th~ 
public a•-aibbili~· of products or practicn which have a surruflC2llC'f' to soci~l\. such as mulic production or 
tM ~··~lopment of~· ta-hnol~· or SCI~nllfic pi'OC'edur~s. 

'"~~" ~ans p..orformance ...,thin ~ facul"' ll'lt'm,..r's academoc <'>pen1~ .tnd thr m1ssion of the 
academic unit. It ~ not indud~ performanC'f' of quasi·admimstnth·e funct1ons such as mem~nh1p on 
f:aculh· or ~nat~ commiHe6 or other similar act1vit~. th""' acti\'lli~s ~ relt'nnt onh to the limited ~•
t~nl ~t forth in th~ foll0\lo1ng para~tfaPh. 

Wh~re ~rviC'f' is not an ont~gral par1 of the musoon of the academoc un1t. • facull\ mt'm~·s Sl'T'\K'r rna' 
~ ronsidt'red. bur is nor ;a pr~r~qUJsot~ to th~ ;av•ardinll: of tenur~. 

'B..cau~ of th~ specoal missoon of rh~ Croolcsron and \\'-.s..ca campuses. d1sc1plmed mquof'\ m th~1r 
fields of endea•·or ma•· ~ subsntut~d for rt'se.an::h on o1ppramn11 farulh mem~n thert 

Oth~r <'tcep!Jons m.av ~ m.adt' on I,· on rxcep!lorul ClrC'Umst.ances b' means of spec1al ron tract. as pro
v•ded in s~toon 3 6. 
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TO: 

FROM: 

UNIVERS11Y OF MINNESOTA 
TWIN CITIES 

Law School 
285 Law Center 
229 19th Avenue South 
Minneapolis. Minnesota 55455 

(612) 373-2717 

MEMORANDUM 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs 
Senate Committee on Equal Opportunity for Women 
Senate Judicial Committee 

Senate Tenure Committee J}uzJ j_ . 'rr(l)~ 
DATE: December 27, 1985 

SUBJECT: Letters of Recommendation 

In the course of our discussions of procedures to be used 
in making tenure decisions, a series of questions relating to 
letters of recommendation has arisen. The Senate Tenure 
Committee is interested in obtaining the views of other Senate 
Committees and of representatives of the faculty generally 
before making any formal recommendations about these matters. 
Please address your comments to Professor Sam Krislov, Department 
of Political Science, who assumes the chair of the Committee on 
January 1. 

We therefore ask your committees to give us any comments, 
and will be asking the Faculty Senate to discuss (without any 
resolution) these issues at its February meeting. 

The issues are: 

1. Should the University seek greater protection for the 
confidentiality of letters of recommendation or evaluation for 
tenure decisions, sent by outside reviewers? 

Several faculty members have indicated that outside 
reviewers are less candid, and sometimes less willing to respond 
to an inquiry at all, when informed of the Minnesota law which 
requires their evaluations of a candidate's scholarly potential 
to be available for review by that candidate. These individuals 
have suggested that the University should seek some limited 
exception to the state law which would preserve the 
confidentiality of such reviews. 
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Faculty Consultative Committee 
Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs 
senate Committee on Equal Opportunity for Women 
Senate Judicial Committee 
December 27, 1985 
Page Two 

The Tenure Committee would solicit the views of the faculty 
and of the appropriate committees on two questions: 

(1) 

{2) 

Is this really a problem? Has there been a decline in 
candor or in availability of referees as a result of 
the open records law? 

Is an amendment to the law desirable? Would questions 
about the fairness of the process which would be 
introduced by any closing of the records outweigh the 
benefits to be achieved? 

2. Discussion of the first issue has raised a second, 
related item. Do the evaluations contained in such letters 
contribute significantly to the tenure-deciding process? Do the 
gains in information provided by such evaluations or discipline 
imposed by merely having to ask for them outweigh the costs of 
obtaining them (faculty effort to obtain them, monetary costs, 
etc.)? 

3. A related concern has also been expressed about 
another question. Will the University provide legal defense in 
connection with litigation arising out of such letters, either 
to University of Minnesota faculty who write such letters for 
use here or elsewhere (out of a sense of professional or 
reciprocal obligation) or for those from whom we solicit such 
letters? We will ask the administration to address this 
question. 

/he 

cc: Associate Vice President Betty Robinett 
Clerk of the Senate Marilee Ward 
Vice President Steve Dunham 
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REPORT OF THE TENURE COMMITTEE 

REPORTED FOR INFORMATION AND DISCUSSION 

The Tenure Committee has received several suggestions from 
faculty members relating to the process of obtaining letters of 
evaluation of candidates for tenure from outside referees. Some 
of these suggestions have recommended that the University no 
longer require such outside evaluations in tenure decisions. 
Others have asked that the University seek some protection of 
those letters from discovery by the tenure candidates through 
the "open files" law. 

Before making recommendations to the Senate and 
Administration, the Tenure Committee would like to have a sense 
of views which are held by the faculty generally. Accordingly, 
the Committee asks that there be a brief discussion of the 
following questions, without any formal motion or resolution at 
this time, to aid it in its deliberations. 

1. Should the University seek an exception from the "open 
files law" which permits tenure candidates to review letters of 
evaluation, as well as other documents in their files? Some 
faculty members have suggested that the provisions of the 
Minnesota law which apparently requires that letters of 
evaluation be available to the candidate, inhibit referees from 
giving candid opinions. In some instances they suggest that 
referees will not write at all. What is the experience of 
various sectors of the University in this regard? Would the 
advantages of more candid recommendations be outweighed by 
disadvantages of loss of fairness and due process if the rule 
were changed? Would it be advisable for the University to seek 
an exception to the law for external letters of evaluation? 

2. Should the University require outside evaluations 
before making tenure decisions? The University requires 
departments to seek outside evaluations and to submit them with 
the tenure recommendations. Some faculty members have questioned 
the value of these outside evaluations. Some departments 
apparently find it extremely difficult to obtain them. Are 
outside evaluations valuable in the tenure deliberations? Do 
they serve as a useful check on decision making? Are they worth 
the cost in terms of time and effort? 
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The Committee requests that faculty members address 
questions discussed above during the period allowed for 
discussion in the Senate meeting, or that they address their 
comments and concerns to the new chair of the Tenure Committee, 
Professor Sam Krislov, Department of Political Science. 

The Committee is also considering the question of the 
extent to which the University does (and should) provide legal 
defense and indemnification for faculty members who are sued by 
dissatisfied candidates (or outside evaluators who are so sued) 
for writing less-than-satisfactory evaluations of their 
performances. This is a question which requires an 
administrative response, rather than a discussion by the faculty. 

FLM:hlc 

Respectfully submitted, 

Fred L. Morrison 
outgoing Chair 

Sam Krislov 
Incoming Chair 


