
Minutes∗ 
 

SENATE COMMITTEE ON FACULTY AFFAIRS 
Thursday, February 22, 1996 

3:15 - 5:00 
Dale Shephard Room, Campus Club 

 
 
Present:  Dan Feeney (chair), Carol Carrier, Carol Chomsky, Cheryl Coryea, Mary Dempsey, 

Judith Gaston, Richard Goldstein, Roland Guyotte, Richard McGehee, Carol Miller, 
Kevin OþLaughlin, Bernard Selzler, James Stone, Shane Swanson, Yang Wang 

 
Regrets:  Robert Fahnhorst, Kinley Larntz, Sam Myers 
 
Absent:        Carole Bland 
 
Others:       John Adams (Chair, Tenure Working Group), Kim Isenberg (Board of Regents Office), 

Naomi Scheman  (EEOWC Chair) 
 
[In these minutes is a discussion on housekeeping changes to the Tenure Code, continued discussion on 
substantive changes to the Code, and action on a position regarding the delayed bi-weekly payroll 
proposal.] 
 
 
1.   CHAIR’S REPORT 
 
 Professor Dan Feeney said that he and Professor Richard McGehee met with a group convened 
by the Science and Scholarly Advisory Board (SSAB) to discuss academic misconduct, concerns about 
the mechanics of cases, and due process.  A letter is to be drafted by Professor Feeney and then forwarded 
from SCFA to FCC so that the related issues will be dealt with thoroughly by faculty governance. 
 
 Biweekly Payroll:  SCFA is likely to re-examine the biweekly payroll proposal early in the spring 
quarter.  In preparation, Professor Feeney was asked whether the committee to consider if SCFA should 
take a stand on this plan?  He added that University Chief of Staff, Mario Bognanno is concerned about 
making the change palatable.  This issue was to by addressed as new business latter in the meeting. 
 
 Health Care Questionnaire:  A letter from Professor Asher pertaining to the cost of the health care 
questionnaire was recently addressed.  Employee Benefits formulated a response.  He was told that 
University dollars will *not* be used for this initiative other than funds committed to analyze the data for 
SCFA’s papers on the matter. 
 
 Code of Conduct:  Professor Feeney said that a working group has been appointed by Vice 
President Mark Brenner to develop a draft Code of Conduct Policy as requested by the Regents.  
Professor Brenner would like to bring the prospective policy before SCFA.  This initiative is based on a 
requirement from NIH/NSF stating that institutions receiving grants must have this type of policy.  
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Adopting this policy is interpreted as leading toward getting the University off of NIH’s probationary list.  
Professor Feeney said that Professor Brenner would be coming before SCFA with the policy in the near 
future.   
 
 Graduate Assistants Benefits:  There are changes pending in the graduate student fringe benefits 
rates.  Negotiations are proceeding as mentioned at the FCC meeting earlier in the day.  FCC is asking for 
further explanation.  SCFA is likely to discuss this issue as well.   
 
2.   APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA 
 
 The committee approved the agenda by consent. 
 
3.   APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES 
 
 The February 1, 1996 minutes were unanimously approved. 
 
4.   REVIEW OF PROPOSED TENURE AMENDMENTS (HOUSEKEEPING IN NATURE) 
 
 Professor Dempsey said that some interpretations have been noted on the Tenure Code to 
accommodate the new provost/chancellor structure at the University.  The recommended changes 
represent which areas of responsibility should be transferred to the provosts, and those that the Sr. Vice 
President for Academic Affairs should retain.  Professor Dempsey added that there were no substantive 
changes to the Code other than the note stating that the Sr. V. P. should remain involved in policy matters 
related to the tenure and promotion.  
 
 Professor Dempsey proceeded to walk the committee through the proposed changes.  The 
committee agreed that the section on non-regular appointments (3.3) is likely to go through significant 
change over the next couple of months as review of the Code proceeds.  It was noted that most of the 
changes were editorial in nature.  Other comments from the discussion included: 
 
* It might be preferable to define “senior academic administrator” as one who is above the  

collegiate level. 
*      The term “area” needs to be defined (7.63, Line 5). 
*      Professor Fred Morrison previously recommended that the document not include the term 

“provost” so that changes would not need to occur with every administrative shift.  
*      While the provosts and chancellors would make final decisions on awards of tenure, the Dean of 

the Graduate School would serve in an advisory capacity . 
*      There is an All-University Tenure Review Committee for the Health Science and again for 

several colleges (Carlson School of Management, Law School, Humphrey Institute, General 
College and the Libraries). 

*      The coordinate campus representatives said that their campuses have benefited from “second-
level review.” 

*      Provosts Shively and Allen are considering instituting tenure review committees for their 
respective areas of responsibility. 

*      Procedural changes do not need to go before the Faculty Senate (amendments to the Code do). 
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 Professor Dempsey said that she would add all the changes to the entire text of the Code and 
provide a copy for the committee members.  She added that the committee would review the procedures 
in the near future.  Professor Feeney recommended that the Tenure Subcommittee continue examining the 
procedural matters.  As the tenure discussions proceed, SCFA will maintain the stand that the faculty 
ranks on each campus will receive equally rigorous reviews.  Any Tenure Code drafts or proposed 
revisions in current or future discussion will come through the Tenure Subcommittee and SCFA. 
 
5.   TENURE DISCUSSION 
 
 Professor Feeney asked Professor John Adams to inform the committee of the State legislature’s 
impressions of the tenure issue and how it may relate to future University funding.  Professor Adams said 
that there are several fronts stimulating the tenure discussions.  First, the Board of Regents initiated a 
systematic review of all its policies two years ago.  This year the Tenure Code came up for review.  
Second, non-recurring funding from the State forced the University to examine how it would deal with 
offering raises one year that it may not be able to afford in the future.  Third, the economics of the health 
care industry have significantly shifted such that the Academic Health Center is over-staffed with faculty 
who cannot generate the revenue that was anticipated.  Professor Adams said that the Tenure Code 
guarantees faculty wages no lower than their base salary.  Therefore, the University would have to glean 
money from other areas to pay for faculty salaries if funding was low and the Code was not addressed.  
This is a particular problem in some units where the salaries are not specifically separated into 
components -- where a true base salary and an augmentation are not distinct. 
 
 Professor Adams informed the committee that the State House of Representatives decided on its 
appropriations to the University through the subcommittee of Houseþs Higher Education Committee -- 
the University of Minnesota Division.  A bill was written representing the University’s request for 
*supplemental* funding.  Rep. Kelly requested that the U of M Division amend this bill to state that 
appropriations to the University would be released when changes in the Tenure Code were completed.  
Recent discussions occurred between the leadership of the University, the Higher Education Committee, 
and the University of Minnesota Division where the Administration stated that they where willing to work 
on the Tenure Code if the language inserted by Rep. Kelly was taken out.  Faculty leadership at the 
University said that they were willing to testify before the legislature stating that they would rather not 
receive the funding if this type of intrusion into internal University affairs was to accompany the 
supplemental funding.   
 
 Professor Adams explained that the University will need to proceed carefully and *not* over 
commit itself financially.  This will require, said Professor Adams, a revision of the Tenure Code in such 
a way that incentives are provided that compensate for the Code as it currently exists.  The revisions are 
likely to include: 
 
*      New mechanisms for linking University commitment to faculty appointments, 
*      Post-tenure review to deal with faculty in challenging situations 
 
 Professor Feeney said that he had been involved in lengthy discussions on tenure with Professors 
Dempsey, John Adams, Carl Adams, Dean Cerra (Med School), Provost Brody, and Professor Leo Furcht 
(Lab Medicine and Pathology).  Specifically, they had discussed to idea of de-coupling salary from 
tenure.  The major concern is whether those faculty with clinical appointments can expect a full salary 
when clinical responsibilities are shrinking.  Therefore, the group is trying to define what “base salary” 
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really is.  This base salary is what is protected by the Tenure Code.  In addition, there is a commitment to 
continue this base salary protection. 
 
 Assoc. V. P. Carrier said that some faculty have clearly defined distinction between their base 
salary and that which comes through clinical practice.  Professor John Adams added that there are also 
cases where this explicit distinction is not present.   
 
 Points made by SCFA members (all following asterisks): 
 
*      I agree with fixing things at the Academic Health Center, but do not agree with changing things 

for the entire University system abruptly.  Let’s not merge the challenges in the Heath Center 
with those units that do not have practice plans. 

*      Only the Health Center has faculty on joint teaching and practice plans. 
 
 Professor Adams said that the Administration and FCC have agreed that the University should 
have only one Tenure Code.  A committee member added that the University therefore should have only 
one salary system.  Professor Adams added that there is substantial opposition to tenure awarded at the 
college level so that a distinct system could be devised for the Health Center.   
 
*      We are seeking a rationale to change the entire University Tenure Code in response to problems 

that exist in one particular unit.  The problem is not necessarily tenure as it is how the faculty in 
the Health Center are paid. 

*      The legislature has a negative perception of lifetime appointments.  Outside audiences do not 
necessarily understand how tenure and academic freedom are linked.  Therefore, the current 
effort to review the Code is an attempt to speak to this concern while maintaining the integrity of 
tenure. 

*      There is concern that the problems in the Health Center will soon be spreading throughout the 
University.  

 
 Professor Adams added that the faculty core is going to shrink as the University moves forward.  
Internal practices need to accommodate this change and the University’s goal to remain a first class 
research institution.  The legislature has stated that the University’s pay structure is not competitive 
enough to maintain this status, and asked, WHAT ARE *YOU* GOING TO DO ABOUT 
THIS?   
 
*      The University wants flexibility to downsize creating a tentative environment among faculty.  

This is going to drive people away from faculty positions for more competitive salaries where 
institutional commitment would be the same as what the University is proposing.   

 
 Many of the departments are suffering from mismanagement that is not related to tenure, said 
Professor Adams.  He added that the Tenure Working Group will be proposing changes in the language of 
the Code (including sections requiring responsible management) that are clear and understandable.  
Parallel efforts are upcoming in Human Resource management to change review policies for unit 
administration so that management of the University become more efficient and effective.  As the group 
continued to discuss improvement of management and leadership on campus, the following points were 
made: 
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--     The cultural change in leadership on campus cannot occur if department chairs continue to retain 

their positions for too short or too long a period of time.   
--     Consistent leadership and a consistent vision a needed to direct an institution toward its goals. 
--     The University has excellent faculty, but poor middle management. 
--     Faculty on annual contracts (i.e., “gypsy scholars”) could lead to an improper vision for the 

University. 
--     There is justification for some adjunct faculty (e.g., Carlson School of Management). 
--     The University tenured and tenure-track faculty need adequate provisions to do their jobs.  The 

University needs to decide how many people it can afford to sufficiently support. 
 
6.   NEW/OLD BUSINESS  
 
 Bi-weekly Payroll: Professor Feeney asked the committee if it would like to take a formal 
position on the proposed change of the payroll system.  A request for definite SCFA action on this issue 
was made by several of the committee members. *The committee unanimously approved a motion to 
have Professor Feeney draft a letter speaking against the proposed delayed bi-weekly payroll system.* 
 
      -- Kevin Gormley 
 
University of Minnesota 


