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Tenure Subcommittee
Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs
Monday, April 22, 2002
Room 238A Morrill Hall

Present: William Garrard (chair), Carol Carrier, Tom Clayton, Nancy Ehlke, Richard Goldstein,
Cleon Melsa, Deniz Ones, Carston Wagner

Absent: Kent Bales, Dale Carpenter, Amos Deinard, Robert Jones

Guests: none

Professor Garrard convened the meeting at 3:30.

1. Statement on Voting on Personnel

The Subcommittee reviewed the redrafted statement on voting and also considered the message
from Professor Sheets, chair of the Judicial Committee, expressing concern about the process used at the
Morris campus. Professor Garrard said the Subcommittee statement could get too specific if it tries to
incorporate every issue; it may be that the Morris situation requires a separate response.

It is not appropriate to discuss candidates with a larger group, as part of the deliberative process;
that essentially means voting twice, Professor Melsa said, with the first vote not binding. The
Subcommittee position is that only the tenured and tenure-track faculty make the final recommendation,
Professor Garrard agreed.

What about hallway conversations that are not part of the record, Vice President Carrier inquired?
The Subcommittee agreed that anything taken into account in the deliberations by the tenured and tenure-
track faculty must be part of the record of the deliberations to which the candidate can respond or rebut.
There is a report from the faculty, required by the tenure code; it must include all the factors that led to
the decision, including any hallway conversations.

Following additional editorial revisions, the Subcommittee unanimously approved the following
statement:

STATEMENT ON VOTING
The Tenure Subcommittee was asked by the Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs to consider

issues associated with voting on faculty appointments, promotions, and tenure. The Subcommittee takes
the following position:

“ These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of 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.
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-- Only tenured full professors may vote on whether to recommend a candidate for promotion to full
professor with tenure. The tenured full professors may consult other tenured faculty, non-tenured faculty,
P&A and term faculty, adjunct faculty, students, and any others they wish . The deliberations and vote,
however, shall be open only to the tenured full professors.

-- Only tenured associate and full professors may vote on whether to recommend a candidate for
promotion to associate professor with tenure. The tenured associate and full professors may consult
other tenured faculty, non-tenured faculty, P&A and term faculty, adjunct faculty, students, and any
others they wish. The deliberations and vote, however, shall be open only to the tenured associate and
full professors.

-- Only tenured faculty may vote on whether to recommend a candidate for tenure. The tenured
faculty may consult non-tenured faculty, P&A and term faculty, adjunct faculty, students, and any others
they wish. The deliberations and vote, however, shall be open only to the tenured faculty.

-- Only the regular faculty may vote on whether to recommend hiring a candidate for a regular
faculty position in a unit. The regular faculty may consult P&A and term faculty, adjunct faculty,
students, and any others they wish. Individuals other than regular faculty members may serve on search
committees; however, the final deliberations and vote shall be open only to the regular faculty. It is not
required that all regular faculty in a unit participate in the decision to recommend that a candidate be
hired, but the decision to recommend hiring of a regular faculty member shall be made only by regular
faculty members.

The Subcommittee will prepare appropriate language changes to implement these statements.

2. Clinical Appointments

Professor Garrard noted that there is another item that may be coming to the Subcommittee: a
proposal from the Medical School for tenure for clinical faculty. The Subcommittee has seen memos
from Professors Chomsky and Morrison about the Section 7.12 statements governing tenured and tenure-
track appointments; a candidate for tenure must meet all three criteria (teaching, research, service).

There is concern about this.

3. Searches

There have been instances when the search for a regular faculty position was not legitimate: a
position description was written so that only one person qualified, so the individual with a non-tenured
position could move to a tenure-track position. What must occur in order to change an individual from
non-tenured to tenure track? Is it already policy that there must be a genuine search?

Vice President Carrier said that she has taken the position, with Executive Vice President
Bruininks and Senior Vice President Cerra, that units CANNOT convert a non-tenured position to a
tenure-track position without a search. At the same time, however, her office cannot control whether or
not a search is rigged so that only one person qualifies. They have to rely on the integrity of the units.
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There seem to be different strictures on searches, depending on whether it is a regular search or
one requested by the dean. It erodes faculty confidence when a dean establishes precedents that can be
called upon later. There are a lot of faculty fulfilling important roles, faculty whom the deans want to
keep, especially in units like the Academic Health Center; it is not clear if those faculty are putting
pressure on the dean or if these incidents come at the initiative of a dean. These searches may not be in
the best interest of the University.

Where does one go to complain about this? To her office or the Equal Employment Opportunity
office, Vice President Carrier said.

4. College Personnel Plans

The Subcommittee reviewed college plans submitted as required by the new academic
appointments policy. It acted as follows:

-- Unanimously approved the Education and Human Development plan with the change in language
made since the initial review.

- The CALA plan needs greater clarification on the procedures it will use.

-- The CBS plan will be postponed; it needs revisions to the process used for review and promotion
of academic staff.

-- The CCE plan was approved.
-- The CNR plan has no indication there was any consultation with faculty.
-- The CSOM plan was approved because CSOM said it does not use contract faculty.

-- The GC plan says it will not use contract faculty but then mentions visiting professors. There is a
need to change one sentence.

-- The Libraries plan was approved; they do not have regular faculty.
-- The MES plan was approved; they do not hire regular faculty.

-- The Rochester plan needed to address the issue of consultation and there is need for greater detail
about hiring and evaluating program directors.

-- The Veterinary Medicine plan has no indication of how it was developed, the appointment
process is not mentioned, and it is not clear if contract faculty will be held to the same 7.12 standards as
regular faculty (which they are supposed to be). Clarification is needed.

-- The COAFES plan does not indicate the appointment and review process for 4A faculty and
needs clarification.
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How are merit reviews of 2A and 4A faculty to be carried out? Simply by a senior administrator?
The policy requires they have an annual review, Vice President Carrier observed. If the only review is by
the department head, there is no review by the regular faculty, as is the case with tenured and tenure-track
faculty. The policy requires that the tenured and tenure-track faculty decide how contract faculty are to
be reviewed, Dr. Carrier said.

Professor Garrard adjourned the meeting at 5:15.
-- Gary Engstrand

University of Minnesota



