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WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY SENATE 

AGENDA 

Meeting Notice: April 26, 1982, 126 Clinton Hall, 3:30 p.m . 

Order of Business: 

NOTE: 

I. 

II. 

III. 

IV. 

v. 

Calling of the Mee ting to Order 

Informal Proposals and Statements 

Approval of the Minutes for the meeting of 
April 12, 1982 , (Vol. XVIII, No. 13). 

New Business: 

Adjournment 

Report of the Ad Hoc Tenure and Promotion 
Editing Cornrnittee--Dr. Peter Zoller, Chair 
(Attachment A) 

A General Faculty meet i ng i s s cheduled for Tuesday , 
May 11 , 3 : 30 p .m. If t he Tenure and Pr omoti on Review 
Guidelines document is adop t ed at the April 26 Senate 
meeting , it will be on the agenda of the May 11 meeting • 
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"Tenure, Promotion, .and Appeals Procedures" 

..Locu m e.A.7 )._'f 
ATTACHMENT A 
To Agenda 4/26/82 

ATTACHMENT C 
To Agenda 4/ 12/82 

3.1 Statement Regarding Tenure and Promotion 

3.11 

Acting under the provisions of the Board of Regents' policy on tenure and 
promotion, the University may recommend to the Board that tenure or promotion 
be awarded to faculty members based on demonstrated excellence in scholarship, 
teaching, and community and professional service. The granting of tenure or 
promotion is at the initiative of the University and is based on sustained achieve
ments demonstrating that the faculty member meets the qualitative standards of 
the appropriate discipline and the requirements of the University. Tenure or 
Promotion is not acquired simply by meeting assigned duties with a record free of 
deficiencies. 

Tenure or Promotion is conferred on the basis of the qualifications of the 
individual, the objectives and needs of the University's academic programs, and 
the resources of the University as these are determined by faculty committees 
and administrative review at departmental, college, and university levels. 

Process of Review for Tenure and Promotion 

Any faculty member may nominate himself or herself for review for tenure or 
promotion. Nominations may also be made by the chairperson or by any member 
of the electorate of the department. For faculty members with probationary 
appointments, review for tenure must occur during or before the year prior to the 
last year of the probationary period. 

The process of review for tenure and promotion involves these steps: 

1. Nomination for review. 
2. Departmental review of nominees by the departmental committee and by 

the chairperson. 
3. College review of department nominations by the College Tenure and 

Promotion Committee and by the College Dean. 
4·. University review of college nominations by the Tenure, Promotion, and 

Academic Freedom Committee and by the President of the University. 
5. Approval by the State Board of Regents. 

Procedures have been established for appeal in the case of an adverse tenure or 
promotion recommendation at the department and at the college level. 

Deadlines for each step in the review process are set each year by the 
University Senate. The procedures that govern the review for tenure and 
promotion were established by "Tenure, Promotion, and Appeals Procedures," 
adopted by the University Faculty and accepted by the President of the 
University. 

REVIEW FOR TENURE OR PROMOTION: Procedures 

3.111 Nomination for Review for Tenure and Promotion 

1. The department chairperson wil! write to all full-time fa<;ulty members of the 
department to tell them that nominations of persons to be reviewed that year 
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for tenure or for promotion must be given to the chairperson by a specified 
date. The chairperson must nominate all faculty whose tenure review is 
mandatory for that year. All others may be nominated by the chairperson, 
another faculty member who is a member of the departmental electorate, or 
by the faculty member himself or herself. 

2. The department chairperson will confer individually with aU nominated faculty 
members and provide information about departmental, college, and university 
criteria for tenure or promotion. 

3. Except for those whose review for tenure is mandatory, faculty who have been 
nominated must inform the department chairperson in writing by a date 
specified by the department chairperson (which will be no sooner than two 
days after their conference) of the faculty member's decision to remain in 
nomination or to withdraw. 

4. The final, typed list of those nominated will be sent to the Dean and to all 
members of the department electorate. Each person on the list will be 
notified in writing by the Dean that he or she is officially a candidate for 
promotion or tenure. In addition, the Dean will inform the candidate of the 
criteria for tenure or promotion and will instruct the candidate to give his or 
her supporting materials to the department chairperson by a specified date. 

Department Review for Promotion and Tenure1 

The candidate will prepare a dossier containing materials he or she wishes to 
submit and such additional materials as required by the department, college, or 
university. The basic document will follow the standard format recommended by 
the Tenure, Promotion, and Academic Freedom Committee and approved by the 
Senate. . 

The basic document may be no more than thirty pages and will be duplicated for 
each member of the review committees by the department chairperson. The 
department chairperson will add copies of the annual evaluation to the basic 
document. 

A secondary dossier may be submitted to the chairperson by the candidate. It 
will not be duplicated but will be available to committee members. 

As the review proceeds through the various levels the basic document and the 
secondary dossier will be in the custody of the administrator at each level. Items 
may be added to the dossier by the administrator, but the administrator must give 
the candidate a copy of the additions and provide the candidate an opportunity to 
write a rebuttal that will also be included in the primary dossier. 

The complete files of all faculty members under review in the department 
must be available for a reasonable time (at least five working days) to all voting 
faculty. 

Tenure cases will be reviewed at a meeting of the tenure faculty of the 
department. In departments having fewer than three voting tenured faculty 
members, the college faculty will develop appropriate procedures for. the review 
subject to the approval of the college dean. Each eligible person, except the 
department chairperson, will vote on each case under consideration and will sign 
the tally sheet. The tally sheet will not identify individual voters with their votes 
but must account for all eligible voters. If a committee wishes, straw ballots may 
precede the final ballot. Only the votes on the final ballot are binding and 
recorded. Abstentions may be registered only for a declared conflict of interest. 
A positive recommendation by the committee results when more than fifty 
percent of those casting ballots other than abstention have voted to recommend 
tenure. A copy of the tally sheet will be kept in the departmental office for three 
years . 
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Promotion cases will be r'eviewed at a meeting of the departmental faculty 
who hold rank equal to or higher than that for which the candidate is being 
considered or of an appropriate committee chosen by these faculty members. The 
limitation of voting to persons of equal or higher rank need not apply to votes at 
the college or university level. In departments having fewer than three faculty 
members with appropriate rank, the college faculty will develop appropriate 
review procedures subject to approval of the college dean. Each eligible person, 
excluding the department chairperson, will vote on each case under consideration 
and will sign the tally. The tally will not identify individual voters with their 
votes but must account for all eligible votes. Straw ballots may precede the final 
ballot. Abstentions may occur only in cases involving declared conflict of 
interest. A positive recommendation will result when more than fifty percent of 
those casting ballots (i.e. other than abstentions) have voted to recommend 
promotion. Copies of the tally sheets will be kept in the departmental office for 
three years. 

The results of the departmental deliberations and the chairperson's inde
pendent recommendation will be sent to the dean by the department chairperson. 
Positive recommendation of the case to the college level requires a positive 
recommendation of both committee and chairperson. The chairperson will also 
send forward the basic document and the secondary dossier. 

The dean will inform each candidate in writing of the department's recom
mendation, the chairperson's recommendation, the right to appeal, and the pro
cedures for appeal. The dean will also notify the candidate that he or she may 
request a meeting with the department chairperson to discuss the decision. 

This needs to be added 
if automatic appeal is 
retained. 

NOTE: In cases where the chairperson's recom
mendation differs from that of the voting 
faculty, the case will go forward to the 
college as an automatic appeal. In an 
automatic appeal the candidate prepares no 
new material unless the candidate wishes to 
forfeit the right to an automatic appeal and 
wishes to file an appeal according to Section 
3.117. 

College Review of Nominees for Tenure or Promotion 

The dean will give a copy of the basic document to each member of the 
college committee and will indicate the location of the secondary dossiers. These 
materials must be available to the committee for at least five working days prior 
to deliberation. 

The committee will meet with the dean to receive its specific charge and to 
receive any additional information about the cases to be reviewed. If the 
committee discovers that information is lacking in a dossier, it can ask the dean 
to acquire the information. Consistent with the department procedures the dean 
must provide the candidate a copy of the material and a llow the candidate to 
write a rebuttal. 

The committee will then consider the cases before it, whether regular or 
appealed. Straw ballots may be taken, but these are neither binding nor recorded. 
Abstentions may occur only for declared conflict of interest. At a meet ing 
without the dean each case will be discussed and the committee will conduc t its 
final vote. A positive recommendation by the committee will result whe n more 
than fifty pe rcent of those casting ba llots othe r than abstention vote to 
recommend tenure or promotion. 

3 



• 

• 

• 

The committee must notify the dean in writing of its final ballot on each case, 
and the position of each case in an order of priority. The committee will list 
tenure and promotion cases separately and promotion cases will be subdivided by 
rank and then listed in order of priority. (Note: The College committee may 
meet with the dean as it sees fit, but it must take its final vote in the absence of 
the dean.) 

The results of the college deliberations and the dean's independent recom
mendations will be sent by the dean to the Academic Vice President. Positive 
recommendation of the case to the university level requires a positive recom
mendation of both committee and dean. The dean will also send forward the basic 
document and the supplementary dossier. 

The dean will notify each candidate in writing of the college committee's 
recommendation, the dean's recommendation, the right to appeal, and the pro
cedures for appeal. The dean will also notify the candidate that he or she may 
request in writing a meeting with the dean and the chairperson of the college 
committee to discuss the recommendation. 

This needs to be added 
if automatic appeal is 
retained. 

NOTE: In cases where the dean's recommendation 
differs from that of the college committee, 
the case will go forward to the university as 
an automatic appeal. In an automatic 
appeal the candidate prepares no new 
material unless the candidate wishes to for
feit the right to an automatic appeal and 
wishes to file an appeal according to Section 
3.117. 

Academic Services 
3.114 Nomination and Review of 4-liGi ,igaed Faculty 

3.115 

Faculty not assigned to an academic college or department and designated 
"unassigned" will be nominated and reviewed for tenure and promotion within 
their administrative unit according to procedures consistent with those used in 
academic colleges. 

A statement describing the procedures must be approved by the Academic 
Vice President and filed with the University committee. 

University Review of Nominees for Tenure or Promotion 

The Academic Vice President will give a copy of the basic document of each 
faculty member favorably recommended for tenure or promotion and of each 
appealed case to each member of the University committee. In addition, the 
Academic Vice President will indicate the location of the secondary dossiers. The 
materials must be available to the committee for at least five working days prior 
to deliberation. 

The committee will meet with the Academic Vice President to receive its 
specific charge and to receive any additional information about the cases to be 
reviewed. If the committee discovers that information is lacking -in a dossier, it 
can ask the Academic Vice President to acquire the information. Consistent with 
college procedures the Academic Vice President must provide the candidate a 
copy of the material and allow the candidate to write a rebuttal. 

The committee will then consider the cases before it, whether regular or 
appealed. The committee may consult with the dean on matters of interpretation 
of evidence, the academic needs of the unit, or its current resources. Straw 
ballots may be taken, but these are neither binding nor recorded. Abstentions 
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may occur only for declared conflict of interest. Each case will be discussed and 
the committee will conduct its final vote. A positive recommendation will result 
when more than fifty percent of those casting ballots other than abstention vote 
to recommend tenure or promotion. 

The committee must notify the Academic Vice President in writing of its final 
ballot on each case, and the position of each case in an order of priority. The 
committee will list tenure and promotion cases separately and promotion cases 
will be subdivided by rank and then listed in order of priority. 

The Vice President for Academic Affairs will review each case transmitted by 
the University committee, or by the special appeals committee ·and meet with the 
President to determine which cases will be favorably recommended to the Board 
of Regents. In any case where the proposed Presidential recommendation to the 
Board differs from that of the university committee, the President and Vice 
President for Academic Affairs will meet with the committee to discuss the 
reasons for their position. 

The Academic Vice President will notify the candidate, the candidate's dean 
and the chairperson in writing of the recommendation to be made to the State 
Board of Regents. Any person not recommended by the University committee or 
by the President may request a meeting with the Academic Vice President or with 
the Academic Vice President and the Chairperson of the University committee to 
discuss the recommendation. 

The President will inform each candidate in writing of the action of the State 
Board of Regents. 

The Use of External Evaluation 

If, at any level, the committee or the administrator believes additional help is 
needed to evaluate a case, the administrator after consultation with the com
mittee may seek expert opinion outside the University. However, the admini
strator seeking such expert opinion must have reasonable evidence that the expert 
chosen is competent to evaluate the evidence .. The opinion of the expert must be 
in writing and will be included in the secondary dossier. It is not the task of the 
expert to recommend for or against tenure or promotion. A copy will be given to 
the candidate and the candidate will have the right to make a written rebuttal. 
(Note: It is the duty of the administrator to explain in writing to the evaluator 
the use which will be made of the evaluation and that the evaluation will not be 
kept confidential.) 

Appeal of Decisions Related to Tenure or Promotion 

3.1171 

Except for the ·appeal provided in 3.1172, a candidate may make one appeal of 
an adverse decision to the next higher level. However, the burden of proof rests 
with the appellant. No hearing is provided and the appeal must be written. 
Some typical reasons for appeal are: Violation of Academic Freedom, Failure of 
Due Process, Inadequate Consideration, Discrimination, etc. 

The committee to which the appeal is made will give full consideration to the 
case in that the committee will review it in the same manner as favorably 
recommended cases and will apply similar standards. 

3.1172 Special Appeals Committee 

Each year the Senate will establish a special appeals committee whose five 
members will be selected from among those faculty members who have served but 
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are not currently serving as members of the University committee and as a chair 
of a college committee. This special committee will hear the appeals of any 
candidates recommended by a college committee but not recommended by the 
University committee. It will also hear appeals of any candidates receiving 
contrary recommendations by administration and committee at both departmental 
and college levels. It will make its recommendation to the Academic Vice 
President in cases of the first kind and to the University committee and the 
Academic Vice President in cases of the second kind. 

3.118 No Publication of Names of Tenure and Promotion 

Names of faculty being considered for tenure or promotion will not be 
published. The right of privacy of such faculty members was affirmed by vote of 
the faculty on 6 March 1978. 

3.119 Confidentiality of Proceedings 

All deliberations are confidential. However, confidentiality cannot be guar
anteed if the case goes to litigation. 

3.120 Disposition of Dossiers 

The Academic Vice President in each case will keep a copy of the basic 
document for three years and return to the candidate a copy of the basic 
document and the secondary dossier. 

3.121 Precedence of University Procedures 

1 

If department and college tenure or promotion precedures differ from those of 
the university, university procedures take precedence. 

By action of the college faculty and as incorporated in the college handbook, a group of 
departments may decide to act as a division rather than as a single department. Such a 
decision must be approved by the Dean of the Unit and by the Academic Vice President • 
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Definitions 

Committee: The review committee at the departmental level will consist of all tenure 
members of the department unless some other committee has been established by 
departmental action and reported in writing to the dean. In departments with fewer 
than three tenured members a special committee will be appointed by the dean. 

The review committee at the college level is the College Tenure and Promotion 
Committee whose composition and mode of appointment are to be specified in the 
College Handbook. 

The review committee at the university level is the Senate Committee on Tenure, 
Promotion, and Academic Freedom, whose general charge is established in the Senate 
Rules. 

Administrator: The administrator at the departmental level is the department chair
person. The dean is the administrator at the college level, and the Vice President for 
Academic Affairs is the administrator at the university level. 

Calendar: The tenure calendar is established by the University Senate for that academic 
year. 

Mandatory Review Year: The next to the last year of the allowable probationary period is 
the mandatory review year • 

Straw Ballot: A non-binding vote taken for the prupose of monitoring progress toward a 
final decision is a straw ballot. 

Academic Services Faculty: Persons holding unclassified appointments carrying faculty 
rank who serve in units other than colleges or departments are unassigned faculty. 

Probationary Appointment: A probationary appointment is an appointment that may, on 
the basis of continuing satisfactory performance, lead to review for the award of 
tenure. Probationary appointments are reviewed on an annual basis and may not be 
renewed. Probationary appointments may not be continued for more than seven 
years. 

Temporary Appointments: A temporary appointment is for a fixed term. Such 
appointments carry no rights to the consideration for the award o~ tenure • 
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I. CALL TO 
ORDER 

II. INFORMAL 
PROPOSALS 

AND 
STATEMENTS 

III. 
APPROVAL 

• MINUTES 

IV. NEW 
BUSINESS 

Ad Hoc Tenure 
and Promotion 
Editing 
Committee 

MOTION 

• 

UNIVERSITY SENATE 

WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY 

Minutes of the meeting of April 26, 1982, (Vol. XVIII, No. 14). 

Members Present: Adkins, Bahr, Bennett, Breazeale, Brewer, Brinkman, 
Carmody, Chaffee, Childs, Davis, Duell, Farnsworth, Ford, Fox, Graham, 
Greenberg, Hunt, Malzahn, Mathis, May, McCabe, Milbrandt, Millett, Minor, 
Myers, Nelson, Pfannestiel, Potucek, Rhatigan, Scudder, Soles, Thomann, 
Throckmorton, Tilford, Triplett, Wilhelm, Wineke, Zablotney, Zoller. 
Members Absent: Aagaard, Ahlberg, Alexander, Allegrucci, Borresen, 
Cornelius, Dreifort, Dunlap, Isakson, Lee, Liebert, Rodgers, Rozzelle, 
Scriven, Sharp, Terrell, Williams. 
Guests: G. Loper, P. Rawls, Gregory Robbins, Rob Raine, Dale Schrag. 

President Thomann called the meeting to order at 3:34 p.m. 

Senator Soles stated that if the tenure and promotion document was adopted 
at this meeting, she would move that it not be voted on at the May 11 
faculty meeting. Although the official requirement of ten days notice 
could be met, that was not adequate time for faculty consideration at this 
busy time of year. 

The minutes of the April 12, 1982 meeting of the Senate (Vol. XVIII, 
No. 13) were approved as distributed. 

President Thomann stated that if the tenure and promotion document was 
adopted at this meeting, it was the intention of the Agenda Committee to 
a sk for faculty approval of it at the general faculty meeting ori May 11, 
1982. If adopted by the faculty at that time, the new guidelines could 
be made a part of the new Faculty Handbook being assembled this summer. 
Second, those being evaluated for tenure or promotion next year would 
have adequate notice of the guidelines to be followed. Third, it would 
eliminate the need to switch from one set of procedures to another at 
mid-year. 

He added that if the document was not adopted at this Senate meeting, it 
could not go to the faculty until Fall 1982. Nevertheless a special meet
ing would be called for next Monday afternoon, May 3, in the hope that 
consideration of the document could be completed by the 1981-82 Senate . 

Senator Zoller moved acceptance of the document entitl'ed "Tenure, Promotion, 
and Appeals Procedures, " including the Definitions and the flowchart,with 
one editorial change. The definition of Committee (page seven, first 
paragraph, last line) should read: 

than three members , the college faculty will develop 
appropriate procedures for the review subject to the 
approval of the college dean. 

Senator Adkins seconded the motion • 

Senator Zoller explained· that the motion included the addition of the 
definitions and flowchart at the suggestion of Senator McCabe. The 
document also reflected suggestions made by Senator Zablotney that 
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WSU Senate Minutes 
4/26/82 

-2-

procedures for departments having fewer than three tenured members be 
developed by the college faculty. 

Senator Greenberg noted that in Section 3.111 (page two, line two) 
nomination of faculty having reached the point of mandatory review is 
required. He questioned whether a faculty member had the option of 
resigning at that time, thus preventing the possibility· of a negative 
tenure decision being recorded in his or her personnel file. 

Senator Zoller responded that it was his understanding that a written 
resignation, effective at the end of May, forestalled a formal tenure 
review. 

Vice President Breazeale commented that Senator Zoller correctly stated 
current practice. One might question whether the language of the document 
allows that practice. 

Senator Zoller commented that review of such a case might simply be a 
review of the letter of resignation. 

Senator Nelson noted that the procedures require nomination. Someone who 
had resigned could not be nominated. 

Senator Wineke noted that review of tenure cases was to be conducted by 
all tenured members of a department (Section 3.112, page two, last 
paragraph). He asked why the alternative of a review committee represent
ing the tenured faculty was eliminated. 

Senator Zoller responded that it was the opinion of the Committee that all 
tenured faculty in the department should be involved in the decision. 

Senator Wineke stated that the wording in the previous document should be 
restored. He moved that Section 3.112, last paragraph on page two, first 
sentence read: 

Tenure cases will be reviewed at a meeting of the 
tenured faculty of the department or of an appro
priate committee thereof. 

He stated that in his experience, a smailer committee made a more careful 
review of cases and provided the cha~rperson with a better basis for 
explaining the departmental decision, 

Senator McCabe seconded the motion. 

Senator Mathis questioned whether the amendment provided fo r an election 
process. He noted that the previous document stated tenured faculty 
must serve on such a committee. 

Senator Wineke responded that "committee thereof" could be interpreted 
to mean that. The nontenured might not, in fact, be excluded from serving 
on the review committee . 

Senator Adkins suggested that the language used to provide for this alter
native in promotion cases be substituted . 
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WSU Senate Minut.es 
4/26/82 

Senators Wineke and McCabe accepted the substitute amendment. 

The substitute motion is: 
Tenure cases will be reviewed at a meeting of the 
tenured faculty of the department or of an appro
priate committee chosen by these faculty members. 

Senator Greenberg asked how many departments have large numbers of 
tenured faculty. 

Senator Zoller reponded that there might be ten such departments. 

Senator Duell suggested that the amendment be changed to limit partici
pation to tenured faculty . 

Senators Wineke and McCabe accepted the amendment. 

The substitute motion now reads: 
Tenure cases will be reviewed at a meeting of the 
tenured faculty of the department or a committee of 
tenured faculty chosen by these faculty members. 

Senator Greenberg commented that fewer than a majority of the tenured 
faculty could be making the tenure recommendation decision . 

Senator Wineke stated that in his experience, there is little or no 
discussion in large group meetings. It is nearly impossible for the 
chairperson to write a summary of the reasons for the departmental 
decision. 

-3-

Senator Milbrandt asked how one could ensure that all arguments on a case 
were brought to the attention of such a committee. 

Senator Wineke responded that in his department, the dossiers were made 
available to all tenured faculty, who . were then invited to submit written 
comments. The committee's decision was explained at an assembly of the 
entire tenured faculty. 

Senator Greenberg noted that four individuals on a committee of seven 
could decide the question. 

Senator Zoller responded that while that was true, the language of the 
document did not prevent a department from involving all tenured members 
in the decision. He added that the amendment increases the fl·exibility 
of the procedures. 

Senator Zablotney pointed out that there are currently few tenured faculty 
in the College of Health Related Professions. The requirement that only 
tenured faculty participate in the decision would prevent the College from 
conduc ting a true peer r eview. · 

Senator Duell pointed out that the college could establish procedures 
involving nontenured faculty. 
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Senator Zablotney responded that the spirit of the document requires 
tenured faculty participation. She stated that she would rather not be 
put in the position of regularly arguing for exceptions to standard 
practice. 

Senator Wineke's motion, as amended, to amend Section 3.112, last para
graph on page two, first sentence to read: 

Tenure cases will be reviewed at a meeting of the 
tenured faculty of the department or a committee 
of tenured faculty chosen by these faculty members. 

passed. 

Senator Greenberg commented that he was troubled by the lack of a pro
vision which required a chairperson or dean to formally explain his 
decision when disagreeing with the action recommended by a committee. 

Senator Minor questioned the lack of a definition of the "departmental 
electorate" (Section 3.111). 

Senator Zoller responded that in tenure cases, the electorate has just 
been def~ned as the tenured faculty. Section 3.111 refers to anyone 
eligible to vote in a departmental balloting. 

Vice President Breazeale noted that electorates tend to be defined in 
the handbooks of the individual colleges. There i s no standard university
wide definition. 

Senator Minor suggested that such a definition be added because this docu
ment takes precedence over department and college procedures. 

Senator Duell moved to amend Sec tion 3.11, first paragraph, .second sentence 
to read: 

Nominations may also be made by the chairperson. 

and to amend Section 3.111, Item 1, last sentence to read: 
All others may be nominated by the chairperson or by 
the faculty member himself or herself. 

Senator Millett seconded the motion. 

Senator Duell argued that a wide-open nomination process has seemed to be 
counter-productive; used merely to camouflage self-nomination. 

Senator Zoller commented that the Committee was attempting to deal with 
situations in which the chairperson fel t uneasy about self-nomination. 
Personally, he didn't oppose the deletion. 

Senator Duell 's motion to amend Sections 3.11 and 3.111 passed. 

Senator Bennett noted that in the absence of automatic appeal, a disagree
ment between committee and chairper son would require the use of the 
candidate 's one right to appeal. 
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Senator Zoller agreed with this interpretation. If an appeal to the 
college committee resulted in a second difference of opinion between 
committee and administrator, the case would go to the Special Appeals 
Committee. If, on the other hand, both the college committee and the 
dean said no, that would be the end of the case. 

Vice President Breazeale commented that the Special Appeals Committee 
would deal with all the possible combinations of split votes. 

Senator Greenberg moved to amend Section 3.112, page three, second 
paragraph to begin wihh the sentence: 

In cases where the chairperson's recommendation differs 
from that of the voting faculty, the chairperson and 
faculty will meet to discuss the basis for the disagree
ment. 

This provision would also be inserted into __ the college procedures. 

Senator Davis seconded the motion. 

Senator McCabe questioned the purpose served by such a discussion. 

Senator Greenberg responded that it was intended to foster communication 
and prevent bad feelings. 

Senator Bennett commented that in attending committee meetings, the 
chairperson would probably make clear his rationale. 

Senator Throckmorton commented that such a meeting would serve a candi
date in preparing his appeal. 

Senator Childs responded that the candidate would not be present at such 
a meeting. He viewed the meeting as futile. 

Senator Greenberg's motion failed. 

Senator Graham moved to amend Section 3.112, page three, first sentence, 
line three to read: 

considered or of a committee of those with appropriate 
rank chosen by these faculty members. 

The motion is intended to make the language of the promotion procedures 
parallel to that of the tenure procedures. 

Senator Greenberg seconded the motion. 

Senator Carmody asked what procedure would be followed if there were no 
members of a department with "appropriate rank." 

Senator Zoller responded that a committee is constituted subject to the 
approval of the college dean. The Committee had assumed that "appropriate 
committee" would be uniformly interpreted without the proposed amendment . 
If clarification is needed then the amendment is appropriate . 

Senator Graham's motion, to amend Section 3.112, page three, first sentence, 
line three, passed. 
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Senator Minor asked for a clarification of "declared conflict of interest." 

Senator Zoller responded that anyone ehoosing not to vote on a case must 
declare a conflict of interest. He added that no definition can be 
provided. 

Senator Greenberg commented that the previous document had read "legitimate 
conflict of interest . " The revision established a looser condition. 

Senator Zoller responded that it is no-t possible to either list all the 
possible examples of this or totally protect the candidate on this issue. 

Senator Davis noted that 50% of the faculty in Academic Services (Section 
3.114) don't qualify for tenure. 

Senator Zoller responded that the Committee's interpretation was that the 
section applied to those of that category qualifying for tenure. Further 
qualification could be written into the section. 

Senator Mathis asked if "Academic Services" was the same as "unassigned." 

Senator Zoller responded that the Senate had replaced the "unassigned" 
designation with the title "Academic Services." 

Senator Mathis moved to amend Section 3.114, first sentence to read: 
Faculty eligible for tenure and/or promotion review 
and not assigned to an academic college or department 
will be nominated 

Senator Adkins seconded the motion. 

Senator Davis asked if the Section covered the rest of Academic Services. 

Vice President Breazeale stated that the question of eligibility would 
be based on the individual's appointment letter. He offered as a friendly 
amendment the substitution of "or" for "and/or. 11 

Senators Mathis and Adkins accepted this amendment. 

The motion reads: 
Faculty eligible for tenure or promotion review 
and not assigned to an academic college or department 
will be nominated 

Senator Davis asked if each unit would set its own promotion guidelines. 

Vice President Breazeale stated they would. 

Senator Mathis' motion, as amended, to amend Section 3.114, first sentence · 
to read: 

passed. 

Faculty eligible for tenure or promotion review 
and not assigned to an academic college or depart
ment will be nominated ... 
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Senator Duell moved to amend Section 3.111, immediately after #1, by 
inserting a new #2 and renumbering items 2-4 as 3-5. Item #2 reads: 

2. The department chairperson will send copies of the 
list resulting from Step #1 to all full-time depart
mental faculty and specify a second date by which 
any additional nominations must be provided in writing 
to the chairperson. 

Senator Mathis seconded the motion .. 
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Senator Duell explained that miscommunication does occur and an expected 
nomination fails to take place. 

Senator Greenberg questioned why anyone would be afraid to nominate 
themselves. 

Senator Minor commented that those who had failed to be nominated would 
be aware that the process of chairperson-nominee conferences was underway. 

Senator Wineke responded that in a large department individuals may be 
unaware or the chair may overlook someone. 

Senator Zoller commented that he opposed 
treats faculty as if they were children. 
probably shouldn't be promoted. 

the amendment in spirit as it 
Those fearful of self-nomination 

Senator Minor noted that publishing the names of the nominees by the chair
person was not allowed according to Section 3.118 of the document. 

Senator Zoller responded that the list was an internal document, distri
buted to the departmental faculty and not the press. 

Senator Milbrandt noted that greater objectivity might be possible if 
nominations were other than self-nominations. 

Senator Duell stated that it was the intent of the amendment to make all 
faculty in the department aware of who had been nominated and to give 
individuals a second chance to submit their own names. 

Senator Mathis commented that the proposed added step could be considered 
a reminder to faculty rather than a prompter of the hesitant. 

Senator Duell's motion, to amend Section 3.111, imrnediately after #1 by 
inserting a new #2 and renumbering items 2-4 as 3-5, passed. 

Senator Duell moved to amend Section 3.112, second paragraph, first line 
to read: 

The basic document may be no more than thirty 
pages. The department chairperson will make 
copies of the basic document available to all 
voting faculty . 

Senator Millett seconded the motion. 

Senator Duell argued that in large departments making copies of the dossier 
for each member of the review committee is costly and wasteful. 
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Senator Graham questioned whether inadequate access could be charged in 
a disputed case if this amendment were implemented. 

Senator Duell responded that the copies of the dossier need not stay in 
the administrator's office . These documents could be checked out to the 
reviewers and would be available during connnittee deliberations. 

Senator Duell's motion to amend Section 3.112, second paragraph, first 
line, passed. 

Senator Greenberg questioned the propriety of ranking cases as part of 
the tenure and promotion review process. 

Senator Zoller responded that if the faculty committees refuse to do it 
the administration will. 

Senator Greenberg commented that in the absence of quotas, tenure should 
be granted if the qualifications have been met. 

Senator Greenberg moved to amend Section 3.113, fourth paragraph, first 
sentence by deleting the requirement that the connnittee notify the dean 
in writing of the position of each case in .an order of priority. 

Senator Milbrandt seconded the motion. 

Senator Zoller stated that the Committee assumed that all references to 
ranking would be eliminated if this amendment passes. 

Senator Greenberg confirmed that interpretation of the motion. 

Vice President Breazeale connnented that the process of ranking has real 
purpose . The ranking of cases helps the college and university connnittees 
to better understand the vote of a lower committee. 

Senator Millett noted that differences in cases might be better judged 
by the vote split than by ranking. 

Senator _Milbrandt commented tha.t ranking suggests the use of unifor.m 
criteria. Such criteria are not specified. 

Vice President Breazeale noted that split votes do reflect committee com
mitment to a decision . Ranking furthe.r distinguishes between a vote of 
yes and a . vote of yes, but. 

Senator ,Mathis asked if any qualifying statements accompanied the rankings. 
Rankings could imply greater differences than a committee felt were present. 

Senator Millett commented that Senator Greenberg's point was a good one. 
If faculty standards have been met, the intensity of endorsement by the 
reviewers is. irrelevant. A distinction must be maintained between economic 
retrenchment considerations and evaluation of professional accomplishment . 

Senator Graham reminded the Senate that in the previous guidelines there 
was no mention of ranking of cases although committees were in fact doing 
it. The inclusion of this step was intended to reflect current practice . 
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Vice President Breazeale stated that Section 3.115 of the current pro
cedures does mention ranking. The University Conrrnittee is charged with 
confirming that a ranking has been provided by the college. 

Senator Zoller commented that there was no Committee viewpoint on this 
issue. It had been discussed only in the context of having been in the 
previous document. 

Senator Duell commented that it was her perception that if a department 
stated that a number of candidates were judged to be equal, the college 
and university committees had accepted that assessment. 

Senator Carmody questioned whether in refusing to rank cases, the faculty 
would be abdicating a decision-making role. 

Senator Zoller responded that committee deliberations and votes might 
reflect a notion of ranking anyway. 

Senator Carmody questioned whether the administration might more easily 
set aside a ·less explicit expression of faculty opinion. 

Senator Zoller conrrnented that it has been perceived that rankings work 
against people coming up in a year in which there is a particularly strong 
field of candidates . He added that current decisions do not seem to 
support this notion. Those deserving tenure of promotion invariably 
got it . 

Senator Carmody asked if the retrenchment procedures dealt with setting 
priorities. 

Sena tor Zoller assured her that they did. 

Senator Greenberg's motion failed. 

Senator Duell moved to amend Section 3.113, first paragraph on page four, 
the Note, to read: 

(Note: The college committee may meet with the dean 
as it sees fit, but it must hold a discussion on each 
case and take its final vote in the absence of the dean.) 

Senator Soles seconded the motion. 

Senator Duell argued that the amendment was needed for clarification. 

Senator Zoller commented that the amendment reflected the Committee's 
intent. If clar;i.fication is felt to be needed, the Committee endorses it. 

Senator Duell's motion to amend Section 3.113, first paragraph on page 
four, the Note, passed. 

Senator Soles asked who composed the pool eligible f or appointment to the 
Special Appeals Committee. She expressed concern that the pool might be 
weighted against some college. 
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Senator Zoller responded that in computing this, the Committee 
it unlikely that seven eligible people could be found to serve 
year, and the appeals committee size had been reduced to five. 
balance would be corrected over time. 

had found 
any one 

Any im-

Senator Soles inquired whether such an imbalance would be legal grounds 
for contesting its decisions. 

Vice President Breazeale responded that legal counsel had advised that 
any procedures that were generally deemed appropriate and could be clearly 
interpreted were acceptable. 

Senator Minor moved to amend Section 3.1171, first and second sentences 
to read: 

a candidate may make only one appeal during the 
entire review process. The appeal is made to the 
next higher level. 

Senator Zablotney seconded the motion. 

Senator Minor stated that it was the intent of the motion to make clear 
that only one appeal, other than action by the Special Appeals Committee, 
was possible. 

Senator Zoller stated that the amendment reflected the intent of the 
Committee . 

Senator Soles questioned whether denial of both tenure and promotion could 
both be appealed under this provision. 

Senator Zoller responded that tenure and promotion cases were separate 
considerations, each of which could be appealed. 

VOTE Senator Minor'·s motion to amend Section 3.1171, first and second sentences, 
passed . 

MOTION Senator Duell moved to strike Section 3.1172; to amend Section 3 . 115 , page 
five, paragraph beginning "The Vice President for Academic Affa i rs ... , 
line two by deleting: 

, or by the special appeals committee 

and to amend Section 3.1171, first line, by dele ting: 
Except for the appeal provided in 3.1172, 

The motion was seconded. 

Senator Duell argued that although eligible for appointment to the Special 
Appeals Committee, she could not agree to serve. The ability to judge a 
case is based on how it relates to other cases . This committee would not 
have the same perspective on the case s that the other faculty review 
committees would have . 

Senator Farnsworth commented that special committees established for each 
case had not proven effectiv e . He doubted this would work either. 
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Senator Childs asked if adoption of this amendment would be followed by 
a motion to establish automatic appeals. 

Senator Duell responded that it was not her intention to do so. Split 
decisions could be appealed under the normal procedures. 

Senator Zoller commented that the Committee's recommendation was based 
in part on the Senate's directive that the return of cases for reconsider
ation be removed from the procedures. Second, the language of the 
automatic appeals procedure was ambiguous and might lead to legal problems. 
Third, the provision was intended to deal with the concern that administra
tors could unduly prohibit the tenure and/or promotion of an individual. 
Fourth, the Special Appeals Committee would allow faculty input at all 
levels. 

It was felt that the most experienced faculty members would be put in the 
position of making these judgments, which are acknowledged as being 
difficult ones. If Senators Duell and Farnsworth oppose this solution 
on the basis of their extensive experience, maybe a better resolution 
of the problem is available. The Special Appeals Committee would provide 
a safeguard the faculty does not now have. 

Senator Duell questioned the assessment that the Special Appeals Committee 
would provide a greater safeguard. 

Senator Zoller responded that while the President has the right to make 
final decisions, he is generally guided by the faculty . 

Dr. Loper added that the recommendations of three faculty committees 
would minimize administrative input to the decision. 

Senator Zablotney asked if the Special Appeals Committee would review 
the case, the appeal, or both. 

Senator Zoller responded that the committee would examine both, reviewing 
all evidence in the case. 

Senator Brinkman suggested that no more than two of the committee's 
members should come from the same college. 

Senator Zoller responded that he didn't know specifically who would be 
eligible. 

Vice President Breazeale added that it was not known how many former 
committee chairpersons were still on campus. He did not perceive that 
LAS would dominate the pool of eligible candidates. 

Senator Zoller responded that it was more a matter of who was eligible 
and available at any point in time. 

Senator Millett commented that the Senate had just voted to retain a rank 
ordering based on the ability and need to compare cases. Now we are con
sidering an appeals committee which would work outside this compara tive 
context. 
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grades. Outside faculty look only at the papers in question. 
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Senator Throckmorton connnented that the academic appeals court makes a 
final decision while the Special Appeals Committee makes only a 
recommendation. 

Senator Zoller responded that all university connnittees are advisory to 
the President. He added that he agreed with Dr. Loper that this committee 
would allow greater opportunity for counsel and advice by the faculty . 

Senator Minor asked whether the appeals committee would be judging the 
appeal or the merits of the case for tenure or promotion. She questioned 
whether a candidate could move to the next step on the basis of a valid 
appeal, while not having met the standards for evaluation. 

Senator Zoller responded that the committee reviewed only those cases for 
which there had been review and disagreement at both the department and 
college levels. 

Senator Scudder asked how the flowchart would be affected if the amendment 
passed . 

Senator Zoller responded that it was easily redrawn. 

Senator Graham noted that if the amendment passes, the only appeal is to 
the next higher level. A case can never be sent back for reconsideration 
of any kind. 

Senator Millett moved the previous question. 

Senator Wineke seconded the motion. 

Senator Millett's motion passed. 

Senator Duell's motion, to strike Section 3.1172, and amend Sections 3'.115 
and 3.1171, failed. 

Senator Minor called for a division of the house. 

The vote was 13 in favor of Senator Duell's motion and 15 against. The 
motion failed. 

Senator Nelson asked whether the automatic appeal procedure was in or out 
of the document. 

President Thomann responded that automatic appeal was not part of the 
document. 

Senator Minor commented that in Section 3.1172 the Committee doesn't 
consider the validity of an appeal . 

Senator Zoller responded that the committee would consider the case and 
make a decision without referring it back. It is the intent to expedite 
a decision on the case rather than judge whether bias was involved in 
previous deliberations. 
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Dr. Loper noted that the committee had no investigative power. Bias 
would be hard to prove. 

Senator Minor commented that the process could be perceived as by-passing 
a level of evaluation. 

Senator Greenberg stated that it had been his committee's understanding 
that in practice, no appeal has been refused consideration. 

Senator McCabe called for a quorum. 

President Thomann declared that 29 members in attendance constituted a 
quorum. Twenty-six Senators were in attendance. 

Senator Mathis asked if the next meeting would pick up the discussion 
at this point. 

President Thomann confirmed that discussion of this issue would continue 
at the next Senate meeting, Monday, May 3, 3:30 p.m. 

The meeting adjourned at 5:22 p.m . 

Marilyn Myers, Senate Secretary 
Lucille Brodie, Recording Secretary 
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