
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, August 8, 2007 

1:30 – 3:15 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Gary Balas (chair), Nancy Carpenter, Carol Chomsky, Barbara Elliott, Marti Hope 

Gonzales, Jeff Kahn, Mary Jo Kane, Kathleen Krichbaum, Judith Martin, Nelson Rhodus, 
Martin Sampson, Jennifer Windsor 

 
Absent: None counted for a summer meeting 
 
Guests:  President Robert Bruininks; Vice Provost Arlene Carney 
  
Other: Kathryn Stuckert (Office of the Chief of Staff) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) tenure procedures; (2) discussion with President Bruininks] 
 
 
1. Tenure Procedures 
 
 The meeting began at 1:35 with Professor Chomsky reviewing the revisions to the tenure 
Procedures that she and Professor Clayton had made as a result of suggestions made at the previous 
meeting of the Committee.  They also tried to make the Procedures clearer and more sensible, she related.  
She explained briefly the changes that had been proposed.  She also emphasized, in response to a question 
raised during the discussion, that these changes are only recommendations to the Faculty Senate 
Committee on Academic Freedom and Tenure, which has the final authority, with the Provost, to approve 
the Procedures. 
 
 Vice Provost Carney advised Professor Chomsky to remove new language indicating the 
Procedures did not apply to unionized faculty or to non-tenure-track faculty.  By contract terms they do in 
the case of the Crookston faculty; in some colleges the Procedures are also used for non-tenure-track 
faculty.  It is true there has been discussion about development of a separate set of procedures for non-
tenure-track faculty, but those procedures have not been written.  Professor Chomsky agreed to remove 
the language. 
 
Voting issues: 
 
--  The quorum rule is retained, specifying that more than 50% of faculty eligible to vote must be present.  
This is new, but it seems important and no one should really object.  Meetings are required to be set well 
in advance and faculty have a responsibility to attend. 
 
--  Abstentions don't count.  The required vote (unless an alternative voting scheme is adopted) is a 
majority of those eligible and voting (including absentee ballots).  But the language now says abstentions 
are discouraged and are likely to be understood as a lack of support.  

                                                           
* These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University of Minnesota 

Senate; none of the comments, conclusions, or actions reported in these minutes represents the views of, nor are they 
binding on, the Senate, the Administration, or the Board of Regents. 
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 There are differing practices around the campus, Professor Chomsky said; the proposed language 
is consistent with Robert's Rules of Order.  People must understand that an abstention will be interpreted 
to mean that they cannot support the candidate.  The Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee 
discussed the question of abstentions at some length and concluded that it was not prepared to eliminate 
the option of an abstention.  If that is to be considered, Professor Chomsky said, it should be brought to 
the Faculty Senate for discussion.  She noted that the changes she and Professor Clayton were proposing 
were intended to be something similar enough to the current Procedures that it could be approved now 
without going to the Senate for discussion.   
 
 Vice Provost Carney pointed out that if a department votes 4 in favor of a promotion/tenure, with 
10 abstentions, and the Provost were to side with those who abstained, he is required to write a letter 
indicating why he opposes the promotion/tenure.  That puts the Provost in an awkward position and could 
lead to a complaint to the Senate Judicial Committee.  The deans will be in the same position, Professor 
Martin pointed out.  If the Provost must write a letter, Professor Chomsky said, the proposed language of 
the Procedures invites him to do so:  abstentions will be construed as a lack of support.  The problem, Dr. 
Carney said, is that those who abstain rarely write anything, so the Provost would have a very positive 
report, nothing negative, and a lot of abstentions. 
 

Professor Kane said that while she respects the views of the Academic Freedom and Tenure 
Committee, and Professor Chomsky's efforts at strengthening the concerns about abstentions, she is still 
concerned that the new language creates too much of a loophole if faculty want to abstain from voting.  
At present the language is a warning with no teeth.  She suggested that this issue be brought up at a future 
Senate meeting.   

 
Professor Wambach said her concern was that barring abstentions could increase the number of 

no-shows at promotion-and-tenure meetings.  The chair should be required to report the vote plus the 
number of abstentions [which the Procedures do require] and the reasons.  The problem, Professor 
Chomsky said, is that the chair in many cases will not know the reasons for the abstentions so would be 
speculating.  Reporting the reasons can't be mandated because the chair may not know.  Professor 
Sampson, however, agreed with Professor Kane; he acknowledged that there is an academic freedom 
issue (not to vote), but there is also an academic responsibility issue, and perhaps there are good reasons 
for requiring faculty to vote. 

 
Some departments do count abstentions in the denominator, Dr. Carney observed.  This language 

is as close as they could come without insisting that the Procedures be brought to the Senate before they 
are adopted, Professor Chomsky said.  She said it would be helpful for the Academic Freedom and 
Tenure Committee if Dr. Carney's office could gather information on the number of departments that 
count abstentions in the denominator and those that do not. 
 
 There was general agreement that (1) the Procedures, subject to approval by the Academic 
Freedom and Tenure Committee, could be adopted this summer, and (2) this and perhaps a couple of 
other points should be brought to the Faculty Senate for discussion and possible amendments to the 
Procedures considered later. 
  
--  Absentee ballots are not to count upon reconsideration, if reconsideration occurs at the unit meeting.  
Dr. Carney said this language should be changed because in most units the reconsideration takes place 
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some time later and there is a separate ballot, so absentee ballots at that reconsideration should be 
permitted.  Professor Chomsky concurred. 
 
[The President joined the meeting at this point; the minutes of that discussion follow the summary of the 
tenure Procedures discussion.] 
 
--  Language has been added to encourage unit heads to consult the EEO office if there “doubtful” cases 
related to disqualification from voting on a tenure/promotion decision. 
 
--  In section 14, the Procedures now incorporate up front the various schemes that are used for reviewing 
tenure recommendations: department to college (a dean may be advised by a review committee); Morris: 
division to vice-chancellor (advised by all-campus committee); non-subdivided college to provost 
(advised by alternative review committee); AHC: department to dean to Senior Vice President for the 
Health Sciences. 
 
--  It was agreed that the review committees do not "advise," they make a recommendation to the 
academic officer. 
 
--  It was suggested that the alternative review committee members be selected by the faculty of the units, 
but Dr. Carney observed that this would be a substantive change; the Provost has always appointed the 
alternative review committee and may balance the committee with appropriate selections. 
 
--  One question was whether a dean or chancellor should be required to consult with a review committee.  
Dr. Carney said a problem arises with lateral appointments, which may not go to a review committee.   
 
--  The draft said the candidate has a duty to review the file except for individual evaluations of 
scholarship, and the candidate may review those; Dr. Carney suggested that the only "duty" of a 
probationary faculty member is to assist in compiling the file and the unit head has a duty to make the file 
available to the probationary faculty member.  She also recommended that probationary faculty be 
required to sign a statement affirming that they have seen the file. 
 
--  Outside reviewers are (as before) not told the reason why the tenure clock was stopped, if it was, but 
language has been added (or revised) to say they should be advised to allow for reduced productivity 
during that time. 
 
--  Language on the teaching statement by the candidate has been revised:  "and a statement by the 
candidate on his/her teaching, including for example, a discussion of teaching philosophy, learning 
outcomes, and the like." 
 
--  In terms of the effect of the rules, the language now says "must" means "must":  colleges and campuses 
are encouraged to supplement them, as long as the rights of candidates are protected.  This seems in 
accord with AF&T intention, though the language previously said units could change the rules. 
 
--  There are three places where variations from the rules are permitted, and all of them require written 
approval by both AF&T and the Provost.  (1) If full professors without tenure (clinical professors) are to 
vote on promotion for tenured associate professor to tenured full professor; (2) If promotion may be given 
without tenure (usually tenure will come with promotion); and (3) for a written variance in other respects 
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if it is impossible or impracticable to implement the procedures.  Dr. Carney said (1) violates the tenure 
code and (3) would be impracticable since many of the requests for variations come in the summer, when 
AF&T is not available.  It would be better to say that the Provost will consult with AF&T, which would 
leave the burden of writing a letter on the Provost, not on both.  Dr. Carney and Professor Chomsky 
agreed to explore later whether (1) violates the tenure code and how the language might be redrafted if it 
does. 
 
--  In addition, tenured faculty from departments outside the unit may participate in the tenure decision, if 
approved by the Provost.  AF&T is not involved because this involves individual tenure cases, not just 
variation of the rules. 
 
--  As urged by this Committee at its last meeting, language has been added about the obligation of faculty 
to participate in the tenure decision and to attend the meeting except for compelling reasons.  There are no 
expressed penalties for not attending or participating, but with this kind of language, unit heads can 
follow up. 
 
--  It has been made clearer that termination before the tenure year can be made only if the candidate’s 
performance is well below standards ("so far below standards" that early termination is appropriate).  It 
was pointed out that this is different language from that in the tenure code; Professor Chomsky agreed 
with the suggestion that the previous language in the Procedures be restored. 
 
--  A section has been added specifying that the materials collected in tenure files are confidential, must 
not be shared beyond those participating, and that files are to be destroyed after the process concludes.  
 
--  In section 21, a sentence derived from the old Procedures but omitted in the last draft was added back: 
the Provost’s rejection of dean's or unit's recommendation "may not be a mere recital of the evaluations in 
the file with a different conclusion." 
 
--  An important issue to be resolved is how to handle a dispute over whether an associate professor will 
be reviewed for promotion.  The current language provides that an associate professor may at any time 
request promotion review; the professors will decide whether to conduct it.  The associate professor 
whose request is denied (that is, review is denied, no review takes place) may appeal to the unit head, the 
dean or vice chancellor, or the Provost.  But nothing is said as to what will happen then.  Who decides 
what?  Dr. Carney said that depends on context.  Sometimes there are patterns that need to be dealt with.  
The Provost or other administrator will decide what is appropriate.  Professor Chomsky suggested that 
under those circumstances, the word "appeal" should not be used, because the Provost cannot force the 
tenured faculty of a unit to conduct a review when they choose not to.  The Provost can review the case 
and have a discussion with the tenured professors in the unit, but the denial is not technically "appealed." 
 
 Professor Balas thanked Professor Chomsky for her work and for the comments from Vice 
Provost Carney. 
 
2. Discussion with President Bruininks 
 
 Professor Balas welcomed the President to the meeting at 2:10.  President Bruininks said he had 
two items he wished to raise with the Committee, long-term financial planning and Northrop Auditorium. 
As for the first, he recalled that the Committee has held "intellectual future" discussions, which are like 
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many similar discussions around the University, and the question about strategic positioning always 
comes up, "how will we pay for it?"   The Board of Regents has identified this as a major issue for the last 
three years.  
 
 The President said he has thought about this for some time and tried to identify the primary 
assumptions that should be made about the long-term financing of the mission over the next 10-15 years.  
The items that must be taken into account include state support, tuition, sponsored funding, private 
support, leveraging of existing assets, disciplined cost reduction and service improvement, and 
reallocation of resources in line with strategic-positioning goals.  The President provided some brief 
thoughts on the role that each should play in upcoming years and he asked Committee members to think 
about them; he suggested this might be the topic of the next intellectual future discussion he has with the 
Committee. 
 
 It is important to think about these assumptions, the President said, because people believe there 
is a lot of money in Morrill Hall and it is only a matter of getting it to the right places.  However, 70% of 
the budget is people, and when one adds in debt and utilities and the like, there is not a great deal left over 
for investment, perhaps $10-25 million, depending on the year.   So the University must think 
systematically and it can't start too soon. 
 

Several points were raised in the discussion. 
 

--  The Pardey study on trends in research funding at the University are worrisome.   
 
--  It will help to understand the long-term future if the way units will be funded is understood; an analogy 
can be made with salaries:  will (a) units (however defined) be given resources to maintain a minimal 
level of functioning regardless of how central, cost-effective, etc., they are (i.e., comparable to a cost-of-
living increase), with some units also targeted for growth and given more resources, or (b) all resources 
depend on centrality, cost-effectiveness, etc. (i.e., comparable to a purely merit-based system)? 
 
--  The goal is to keep units functioning.  Some will have a higher priority than others, which is different 
from letting some units decline and others receiving priority.  (Some units will receive more support, 
some will not; some parts are more publicly-financed while some will rely more on tuition and private 
funds.  There have to be priorities set in every area in terms of what the University will do and what it 
will not, and decisions should not be made one at a time.) 
 
--  Those parts of the University that have less access to sponsored research funding should not receive 
less support.   
 
 The second issue the President raised was the future of Northrop Auditorium.  He recalled that he 
had appointed a task force to consider its future; the task force provided a report that called for Northrop 
to be a more central part of the cultural life of the University.  It will take $80-90 million to renovate it, 
the President said, and he believes it can be done, although it will not be easy and will require new 
working relationships with the Minnesota Orchestra, the Guthrie, etc.  He mentioned the possibility of 
creating an "Aspen on the River," using Northrop as a center for public events.  This was the third report 
on Northrop in the last 15 years; this task force was composed of some of the civic leaders of the Twin 
Cities, people embedded in the arts community, who came to the meetings and participated in the 
discussions. 
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 The options for Northrop are to renovate for uses along the lines the task force recommended, 
convert it to an office building, or board it up.  The President said he rejected the latter two options; most 
Committee members appeared to agree with him. 
 
 Accomplishing the renovation and new programming will take higher-level leadership at the 
University, the President said, and he is thinking about elevating the existing position (held by the late 
Dale Schatzlein) to a vice presidency for scholarly and cultural affairs.  The person would set the agenda, 
raise money, and put Northrop and other cultural venues "on the map."  There would not, however, be a 
large vice presidential bureaucracy, he assured the Committee. 
 

The renovated building, in addition to being home to cultural and public events, might also house 
the new honors program and things like the Institute for Advanced Studies. 
 
 While some object to the idea of another vice president, President Bruininks noted that the person 
must have the right title and visibility to make appropriate contacts in the academic, culture, and donor 
communities.  He said he has also considered what it would take for the University to obtain the right 
person.  He also noted that he has reduced the number of deans and of financial officers in central 
administrative units.  Some Committee members took issue with the appointment of such a vice 
president; others expressed support for the President's view that the person must be at that level in order 
to be successful. 
 
 At the conclusion of the discussion about the tenure Procedures, Professor Balas adjourned the 
meeting at 3:15.  
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 
 
 


