
Minutes∗ 
 

SENATE COMMITTEE ON FACULTY AFFAIRS 
TENURE SUBCOMMITTEE 

Thursday, May 9, 1996 
3:15 - 5:00 

Dale Shephard Room, Campus Club 
 
 
 

Present: Dan Feeney (chair), Kent Bales, Carole Bland, Carol Chomsky, Mary Dempsey, Judith 
Gaston, James Gremmels, Richard Goldstein, Richard McGehee, Kevin OþLaughlin, 
Ann Burkhart (for Naomi Scheman), Bernard Selzler, James Stone 

 
Regrets:      Carol Carrier, Cheryl Coryea, Robert Fahnhorst, Kinley Larntz, Sam Myers, George 

Seltzer, Shane Swanson, Yang Wang  
 
Absent:       Carol Miller 
 
Others:       Dan Farber (Academic Affairs), Martha Kvanbeck (University Senate), Kristin Lockhart 

(EEO/AA) 
 
[In these minutes is continued discussion on the Tenure Code amendments including action on a number 
of motions for specific changes.] 
 
 
1.   APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES 
 
 The April 23, 1996 minutes were approved as amended. 
 
2.   CHAIR’S REPORT 
 
 Grievance Policy:  Professor Dan Feeney explained to the committee that the University 
Grievance Policy was being amended to comply with the new provost structure.  The SCFA members 
were asked to return their votes/opinions on the proposed changes to the policy (which are mostly 
housekeeping) to Professor Feeney. 
 
 Tenure:  Professor Feeney said that the committee members had been faxed/couriered material 
for the forthcoming discussion on amendments to the Tenure Code (Code) as proposed by the Tenure 
Subcommittee.  In response to committee member questions, Professor Feeney said that he had been 
taken off of the Board of Regents Agenda by his own request.  The consultant hired by the Regents is an 
academician from the University of Maryland who is an expert on tenure and national trends.  Professor 
Feeney said that he was comfortable with the $25,000 fee the consultant is to receive for analysis of an 
issue of such magnitude.  One committee member asked Professor Feeney to invite this person to a future 
meeting.  An additional meeting may be scheduled to accommodate this request. 
 
3.   REVIEW PROPOSED AMENDMENTS FROM THE TENURE SUBCOMMITTEE 
                                                 

∗ These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a committee of the University of Minnesota Senate or 
Twin Cities Campus Assembly; none of the comments, conclusions, or actions reported in these minutes represent 
the views of, nor are they binding on, the Senate or Assembly, the Administration, or the Board of Regents. 



Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs  2 
May 9, 1996 
 
 
 
Motion A  
Housekeeping Amendments: 
 

Professor Mary Dempsey drew the committee’s attention to the *housekeeping amendments* to 
the Code which accommodate the new administrative structure.  The new wording accommodates any 
potential future administrative restructuring by stating that tenure decisions will be made by the *senior 
administrative officer responsible for the campus area.*  Comments from SCFA: 
 
*      Section 7.12: The following language was proposed, *Each such document is subject to review 

by the dean or other appropriate academic administrator and by the *senior academic 
administrator and the Sr. Vice President for Academic Affairs.* 

*      The term *area* is used rather than provostry so that the Code would not need to be amended 
with future administrative restructuring.  Professor Feeney asked if their where any objections to 
the housekeeping amendments.  Hearing none, the committee was told that the amendments 
would be forwarded to FCC and then to the Faculty Senate.  This will be presented to the Faculty 
Senate on May 16, and be presented for action on May 30.   

 
Motion B  
Incorporating the Academic Freedom Statement into the Regulations: 
 
 Professor Feeney said that a preamble to the Code is likely to be proposed after all the motions 
are acted on by the Faculty Senate. *A motion was approved unanimously in favor of incorporating the 
Academic Freedom Statement into the Tenure Code regulations.* 
 
Motion C 
Changing *non-regular appointments* to *term appointments* and Other Changes: 
 
 Professor Dempsey said that 3.4(d) was a bit controversial by attempting to define that those who 
are involved primarily in service activities were not faculty.  Points addressed during the ensuing 
discussion included:  
 
*      *Discipline related* service activity is defined in Section 7.11 of the Code. 
*      The difference between those who are called faculty (non-tenure track)and those who teach in 

P&A level is likely to be defined by each department. 
*      The section needs a definition of what a faculty member is, possibly in  Section 3.1 especially as 

it relates to teaching, research, and service.  The committee continued discussing the statement 
that attempts to distinguish between clinical and tenure track appointments. 

*     Language for the statement was proposed to read *The appointment is designated a clinical or 
professional appointment because the faculty member is principally is engaged in and primarily 
supported by clinical or discipline-related service activities.* 

*      *Principally* should be defined as being or more of what one does. Otherwise, department heads 
may interpret this improperly.  Such a definition could be included in the *Comments* section of 
the motion. 

*      Promotion for non-tenure track faculty appointments should be clarified at a later time. 
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 Motion B was approved unanimously as amended. 
 
Motion D 
Definition of Base Salary: 
 
 One committee member expressed that this description should clearly define that base salary does 
not include income from clinical practice.  If this is not intended to mean this, it should be stated.  The 
committee continued discussing the abuses that occur at the University as units arbitrarily define base 
salaries.  Other points made during the discussion of this motion: 
 
*      The existing Code handles of the issues listed in the proposed changes, and therefore, do not need 

to be added.  There is no need to change that which is already working. 
*      Line 3 should end by saying: *In general, it is expected that salary augmentations will be added to 

the base.* 
*      Line 6 should state: *. . . administrative service, overload duties, summer school teaching, 

summer research support, or to her similar purposes.* 
*      There needs to be a clear description where faculty may go to determine their base salary.  It was 

agreed that a definition of base salary would be included in the *Comments* section of the 
motion. 

*      In the future, SCFA will need to address the *floors* and *ceiling* of base salaries.  At this time 
there is no logic to the system used by the University regarding this issue. 

 
 Motion D was approved with one negative vote. 
 
Motion E 
Extending the Probationary Period for Tenure Track Faculty: 
 
 Professor Feeney explained that this motion would allow the tenured faculty in a college to 
conduct an election by secret ballot to choose an extension of the probationary period to nine years for all 
tenure track faculty in the college.  Using the same process, the tenured faculty may rescind this 
extension.  This motion would also allow a currently employed tenure track faculty member the choice of 
extending her/his probationary period to nine years.  Additional points made in this discussion: 
 
*      This motion implies that a college administrator may not decide to extend the probationary period 

independently. 
*      Faculty still may be tenured in a shorter period of time.   
*      It is expected that the AHC faculty will support this motion. 
*      Line 4 should use the work *college* rather than *collegiate unit.* 
 
 Motion E was approved unanimously. 
 
Motion F 
Use of a Legal Officer for the Judicial Committee: 
 
 Professor Dempsey said that the language for this motion was drafted by the current Judicial 
Committee, and therefore is supported by the Tenure Subcommittee.  The motion states that the officer 
can not be a member of the General Counsel Office.  The Judicial Committee has the option of allowing 
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this individual to preside over the meetings.  SCFA briefly discussed the budgeting process for this 
position.  Motion F was approved unanimously. 
 
Motion G 
Streamlining the Termination for Cause Process: 
 
 Professor Dempsey explained that under the current procedures, there are five steps to terminate 
for cause.  The motion proposes the elimination of two steps including review by the provost, and review 
by the Sr. V. P. for Academic Affairs.  This motion does state that these individuals may be involved in 
the process if they so choose.  The language of the motion resulted from a discussion between the Judicial 
Committee and Professor Fred Morrison.  The Chair of the committee has explicitly stated that he is in 
support of the motion. According to this motion, those involved in the process of a termination for cause 
case would be at a minimum the respective dean, the Judicial Committee (and its associated processes), 
and the President.  Other items discussed: 
 
*      The motion removes the Board of Regents from the process because they tended to agree with the 

Judicial Committee and the Administration.   
*      Based on the amendments from last year, there are specific timelines the faculty member under 

consideration and the Administration must follow. 
*      The dean may appoint a designate in the judicial process. 
 
 Motion G was approved unanimously. 
 
Interpretation (does not need Senate approval) 
Assignment of Faculty Role: 
 
 Professor Feeney read the first line of the interpretation which states that *faculty member are 
free to choose topics for research and to discuss all relevant matters in the classroom, in accordance with 
he principles of academic freedom and responsibility.*  The interpretation goes on to say that *reasonable 
teaching assignments may be made.*  If a faculty member thinks that the assignment is unreasonable, a 
process they may follow is listed.  This interpretation was drafted to explain that while faculty must 
respond to the mission of the department, they cannot be but into areas outside their expertise in an effort 
to force them out.  
 

Finally, Line 11 was recommended to say *hearing officer* rather than *grievance officer.*  The 
interpretation was approved unanimously. 
 
 One committee member reviewed the steps that the President is hoping that SCFA could 
complete in amending the Code.  The only issue that is yet to be resolved in the consideration of post-
tenure review.  SCFA applauded the Tenure Subcommittee for its work on the Tenure Code amendments 
which retain faculty control of the process.   
 
      -- Kevin Gormley 
 
University of Minnesota 


