MINUTES OF A MEETING OF THE FACULTY SENATE
Wednesday, May 8, 1996

The Speaker, Professor S. Kay Obendorf, Textiles and Apparel, called the meeting to order. She then called on Dean Stein for
remarks.

1. REMARKS BY THE DEAN

Peter C. Stein, Dean of Faculty: "This is my usual role of ensuring that the meeting starts at 4:30, even though there is still a
good number of people outside signing in. On this occasion, we do have a full agenda, so | would like to cede my time for
making remarks to one of our Faculty Trustees, Joe Calvo. As you know, we have two Faculty Trustees, the other being Dick
Schuler; and we’re now in the process of selecting a replacement for Joe. Joe has been a Faculty Trustee for four years now, and
I'd just like to say a few words about him.

"There’s a phrase that kind of warms my heart that has fallen into disuse and has been debased; the phrase | like is ‘public
servant.” Every politician calls him- or herself a public servant, and very few are. But it’s a nice phrase, and it indicates someone
who really desires to serve the community that has selected him or her. Joe, to me, is a perfect example of that phrase, ‘public
servant.’ He is indefatigable. He has gone on that bus to New York City more times than | can count. Joe tirelessly reads
material, thinks things through, talks about them with faculty members, and tries to understand where we are and to
communicate that to the Trustees. | have often disagreed with Joe on many issues, but never once has my admiration for him
flagged. | think he has been a wonderful public servant, in that role, and it’s a pleasure for me to acknowledge his four years of
service."

2. REMARKS BY A FACULTY TRUSTEE

Joseph M. Calvo, William T. Keeton Professor of Biology; Faculty Trustee: "Well, | didn’t expect an introduction&endash;and
certainly not one like that. Thank you. Dick Schuler and | would like to establish a tradition whereby the Faculty-elected
Trustees, at least once a year, bring to you some issue that is before the Board and that is of interest to all of us. As you can
imagine, it’s a little difficult to do this, because most of what the Board does, it does in private. But I’'m going to try to give you
some sense of the thinking&endash;of at least some individuals on the Board&endash;on the issue of residential communities,
and I'll try to do that in just a few minutes.

"Let me start by trying to give you some sense of the background of the Board members. The working Board is made up of some
sixty individuals, plus four ex-officio members. Of the sixty, thirty-eight are voting members; but, in fact, one can hardly
distinguish between the voting members and the non-voting members. Essentially, all of the sixty work together and come to
decisions as a whole. In addition, there is a sizable number of emeritus Board members, and of that number, some eight of
them are presently very active and have committee assignments.

"So how are Board members selected? Some are elected, as you know: one by the employees, two by the students, and two by
the Faculty; and then there are eight alumni who are elected, two each year. And I'd like to point out that there is some
considerable effort and expense that’s involved in running these elections. The student election is hotly contested and involves
organizing an election for more than 10,000 students. Also, consider what’s involved in running an election, each year, for
alumni trustees. We have more than 100,000 alumni, and just the cost of a mailing to all of those alumni is considerable. Most
of the Board members are elected, however, by the Board itself. That includes the Trustee Fellows&endash;the non-voting
members who make up part of the sixty&endash;and other members at-large. Also, it’s stipulated in the charter that at least
two come from labor and two from agriculture.

"In terms of their association with Cornell, fifty-five out of the sixty have gotten a degree from Cornell. The Arts College and
Engineering College are highly represented; also, there is a considerable number from the College of Agriculture and Life
Sciences and Industrial and Labor Relations.

"In terms of age distribution, it won’t surprise anybody that most of the members are between fifty and sixty-five; so that
represents, essentially, the group that graduated in the late 1950s and the early 1960s.

"In terms of where Board members come from, something like two-thirds of them come from the Northeast and the
Mid-Atlantic region, with half of the members just coming from New York State alone. And then there’s a smattering of Board



members coming from other parts of the country, and there are four who come from outside the U.S.

"In terms of their professional affiliations, there is a majority who come as the ‘captains of industry’&endash;they come from
the financial world, real estate, and so forth. Another point is that they represent a large range of interests; this group certainly
makes the Board an interesting group of individuals.

"In terms of how long individuals have served on the Board, a little more than half are just in their first term. There’s about
another third who are in their second term, and there’s a smaller number of individuals who have served three terms or more.
There are several individuals who have served the Board in the range of twenty-five years. As you can imagine, some of these
Board members with long service are very influential members.

"With this background, let me now turn to this issue of residential housing. What | did was to call up a number of members of
the Board&endash;l reached a total of nine&endash;and | had a conversation with each in the range of a half an hour or so. |
didn’t prompt them with questions; | just threw out this subject. Mostly, what they had to say focused on the freshman
experience because, as you know, everybody is intensely interested in that question right now. So what | am relating to you are
opinions of individuals; none of them would want their opinions taken to be the reaction of the Board as a whole. You can think
of this as a kind of ‘snapshot in time.” There’s going to be a full debate at the coming Board meeting at the end of this month;
and, certainly, some views may change after the debate. But here’s what | heard from this group of individuals.

"Clearly there’s a fear on the part of some of these individuals regarding the ‘Balkanization’ of the Campus. Essentially, this has
a negative impact on the atmosphere and the environment here at Cornell. One of the Board members specifically spoke of the
reputation of Cornell, and she personally knows of students who elected not to come here because of the feeling that the
polarization on campus was a serious problem at Cornell. A number of her friends have questioned her about this and have
wondered what was going on. So this, at least, was a factor in the minds of some. Then, there were more than several who
keyed in on this point: our responsibility to ensure that freshmen have a broad, rather than a narrow, experience. One
individual in particular referred to the Greek system and to the situation at Cornell in the early 1950s, when freshmen could
start rush right when they first came to Cornell. Now, it’s pretty much universally agreed that the system has worked out well,
not having freshmen immediately joining the Greek system. In that same vein, these several individuals felt that that could be
extended to the program houses. And one individual pointed out that in other institutions, random assignment of freshmen
works perfectly well&endash;there are not major problems with that at other universities.

"Several other individuals talked about a responsibility to ensure that freshmen have a good first-year experience. I'd like to
convey to you a sense that | got that that’s more than platitude. These individuals understand that making a real change in the
environment of the dormitories at Cornell is going to cost us. The sense | got was that they felt it was worth the cost, even
understanding that there are going to be trade-offs: putting in money to do that means not having money to do other things. |
got a clear sense of that. Also, | got a sense that President Rawlings is very committed to making this a major part of his
administration. Because of that, there’s a good chance that something really will happen. One of the aspects of the current
proposal is the idea that there should be a common experience for freshmen. | want to say that that’s not something I’'ve heard
a lot in these conversations. One individual pointed out that she was very taken by the idea of something like a ‘Cornell 101,
but that was not a theme | heard over and over again.

"Another thing that you might imagine is that individuals would voice support for the President. After all, the Board basically
acts to support the President and the Administration. But | didn’t hear that even once as a rationale, that ‘we should do this
because we should support the President.” What | did hear was that Rawlings’ plan is a sensible plan that is moving Cornell in
the right direction.

"In terms of whether there is a hidden agenda within the Board for wanting to do away with program houses&endash;that’s a
guestion that arose several times&endash;l can say that only one individual that | talked to made it clear that he would be
happy not only to have freshmen not living in program houses&endash;but that if we altogether had no program houses, we
would be better off. Outside of that one individual, six others said they were strongly in favor of program houses and, indeed,
that they should be strengthened.

"One individual again made a comparison to the Greek system. He pointed out that, in the early 1950s, when there was a lot of
discussion about this issue, there was a lot of worry about the demise of the Greek system. Without the enthusiasm, energy,
and financial support from the freshmen, the Greek system wouldn’t be able to survive. There were also concerns about a
hidden agenda at that time. His point was that that has not proven to be the case.



"Finally, | would like to mention that two individuals talked about their sympathy for the point of view of those students living in
program houses who feel that it’s absolutely a critical experience for them. In talking with students, they began to change their
perspective or, at least, began to be not so sure about their previous stance on the issue. One of them has come around to feel
that the real problem lies in this sort of ‘Animal House’ environment of West Campus, so what needs to be done is to put our
efforts into trying to improve that environment&endash;and to leave the program houses alone. That was one person’s
perspective. And two people mentioned that they fully expect to hold the Administration to their pledge of not putting in the
part of the plan that deals with freshmen not living in program houses until all the residential units are improved.

"Those are the comments that | have to make to you, and I'd like to point out as a final remark that if you read the proposal of
the Administration, you will find it laced with allusions to faculty involvement. In fact, on the two pages that | was just
skimming, there were five references to an intent to try to get the Faculty more involved in residential communities. This is
something that we clearly need to become engaged with as a faculty and discuss whether, in fact, that’s feasible and whether
there’s the energy and the will out there to really cooperate with the Administration on this issue."

Speaker Obendorf: "Thank you, Joe."
3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF APRIL 10 FACULTY SENATE MEETING

Speaker Obendorf: "l would like to turn to the consideration of the minutes of the April 10 meeting of the Faculty Senate. Do
you have any corrections for those minutes? Hearing none, we can approve them by acclamation.

"I would like to move on to having the question-and-answer period with Provost Randel."
4. QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS WITH THE PROVOST

Professor William H. Lesser, Agricultural, Resource, and Managerial Economics: "Provost Randel, in a few minutes we are going
to be discussing the proposal for a major revision in our tenure evaluation process. Before that, I’d like to take just a minute, if |
could, to consider some recent past events, and I’'m concerned particularly with the ad-hoc procedure of appealing a negative
tenure decision of the Provost following a positive recommendation by a dean. | believe Dean Stein prepared that procedure,
perhaps at your request, and certainly, most likely, at your consent. During the Senate meetings this spring, I've tried on three
occasions to get some substantive discussion here about the role and the appropriateness of a procedure like this, not
influenced by the University Faculty Committee. And in all three cases, no substantive discussion has ensued. | believe, Provost
Randel, that you were present during these three meetings. Most recently working through one of the members of the
University Faculty Committee, | tried to get a little bit of time to get some discussion of that matter in their meeting, but that
didn’t advance, either. Apparently Dean Stein indicated, from his perspective, that that matter was closed.

"My question is this, Provost Randel: Since Dean Stein both drafted the procedures and maintains a significant role in
establishing the agenda for the Senate, there’s certainly a minimum appearance of a conflict of interest in his failure to
withdraw himself from discussion on this matter. I’'m wondering, Provost Randel, did you advise him with respect to that
appearance and suggest that he might consider a different approach to the matter of the agenda?"

Provost Randel: "The short answer to that question is ‘no’; that is, | did not advise the Dean in that way. But, in order to
understand what’s being talked about here, | think the Senators need to have a fuller understanding of the circumstances.
Without wishing to discuss a particular question or case here, | will consider some of the fundamentals.

"What is at issue? In the first instance, this question has been asked&endash;but it has not always been correctly understood.
Does the President, or his designee&endash;at present, the Provost&endash;have the authority to turn down a positive
recommendation that some member of the Faculty be promoted to tenure? That is, if the department is positive and if the dean
sends a positive recommendation to the Provost, the President’s designee, does the President always have the authority to say
‘no’ at that point? The answer is clearly ‘yes.” The Faculty Appointments Manual makes clear that at all other levels, a ‘two-no’
system prevails&endash;that is, if you get a ‘no’ at the department, you have a right to appeal. Likewise, if the college says
‘no’&endash;and that’s the first ‘no’&endash;you have the right to appeal at the University-level. But the Appointments Manual
makes it perfectly clear that that principle does not apply at the level of the President’s Office. So the President’s Office does
have the authority to say a first ‘no’&endash;and that’s it, without any provision for appeal.

"Such a case did arise last fall, in which the President’s Office, namely 1&endash;acting as the President’s
designee&endash;denied a positive recommendation from a dean for promotion to tenure, and this was the first ‘no’ in that
case. A good deal of discussion ensued around the Campus, as many of you may know, about three cases, as it turned out, that



were sent back in varying ways&endash;but one was returned with a definitive ‘no.’

"There was no obligation on anybody’s part to offer any further appeal because the procedures are perfectly clear: the
authority to issue a first and final ‘no’ does lie and does rest with the President’s Office. Given the discussions, however, and
given the fact that there had been a change in the Administration and that this particular case had been launched by one dean
and went over the summer into the new Administration where there was not only a new dean but a new Provost, |, in
consultation with Dean Stein, agreed that we would allow for an appeal of that decision. There was no obligation on anybody’s
part to offer such a mechanism of appeal. Similarly, there was no obligation on the part of the person in question to accept any
mechanism for appeal. You have to understand that the background of this is that there is no right of appeal in this matter.
Dean Stein and |, as | have said, determined that we would offer an appeal, so as to go the extra mile in a case which had been
through two different sets of hands, as it were, to be sure that we were not taking actions that |, in particular, seemed to be
doing something that was precipitous or what have you.

"In that view, a procedure was drafted that, in fact, mimics exactly the existing procedures when a second ‘no’ is permissible.
But, let’s back up: You’re absolutely right. That procedure was ad-hoc, and it was drawn up for this particular case&endash;in
our view so as to allow an extra option for the individual in question. But there was no obligation on anybody’s part to offer
such an option. If that appeals procedure is judged by anybody to be unfair or illegal, it’s perfectly clear that the solution is not
to exercise the option that we’ve offered, and it ends there. So | saw nothing to advise Dean Stein about, in that this was a
conflict of interest or anything else."

Speaker Obendorf: "Okay, we could take time for one or two more questions."

Associate Professor Robert A. Corradino, Vet Physiology: "l was just curious as to the precedent as to your actions regarding
these cases."

Provost Randel: "I have had some exchange with Professor, Vice-Provost, and Dean Emeritus W. Donald Cooke, who was the
drafter, and indeed the sole author, of the University Appointments Manual, known often, therefore, as the ‘Cooke Book.” In
the course of our exchanges, he was the sole author of that, and it was discussed by the Faculty, but only barely at the time. He
was involved in the Central Administration for a good many years over time, and, in fact, reports that in his day, in the Central
Administration, a committee consisting of himself and various other Vice-Provosts and such did conduct these
reviews&endash;and he reported that they turned down one a year or so. |, as Dean of Arts and Sciences, was under no illusion
about Mal Nesheim’s confidence that he had the right to turn back a promotion. Indeed, we received a few in our day in which
he said, ‘If | ever get another one like this, | will turn it down.” So, | think, the precedent is clear, and every incumbent of the
office, going back quite some time, would assert forcefully that the right was there and that it had, in fact, been exercised."

Professor P. C. T. de Boer, Mechanical and Aerospace Engineering: "In view of what you said, do you believe the current system
needs to be changed?"

Provost Randel: "My most profound belief about this&endash;and a good many other matters&endash;is that the Faculty
should really assume the responsibility for maintaining its own very live nature. | think that should be, with respect certainly to
academic quality, but also with respect to a great many other things: conflicts of interest, financial irregularity&endash;you
name it. If the Faculty wishes&endash;and please believe that | speak as a member of the Faculty&endash;if we wish to be
taken seriously in the governance of the Institution and in higher education in general, we will have to assume the responsibility
to maintain our own standards, to police ourselves (I shudder at the phrase!) to be able to look the public in the eye and insist
that we expect high standards from our students and from ourselves&endash;and that we do not need others to police us. If we
don’t do it for ourselves, others will, in due course. You know there’s plenty of talk about such matters. So | think this is a
perfect example of the way in which the Faculty could exercise the kind of responsibility for maintaining its own standards that
would be, altogether, appropriate and welcome. The ultimate authority will continue to rest with the President or his designee;
there’s no doubt about that. But |, for one, would welcome a much greater collaboration on this end between the
Administration and the Faculty&endash;so we can break out of this notion that, somehow, once you go into the Central
Administration, you become some sort of administrative hack and take leave of your academic thoughts and judgment and do
crazy things. | would much rather, as Provost, be advised by a committee of wise people from the Faculty who represent the
Faculty’s perspective of what our sense of academic standards ought to be."

Speaker Obendorf: "Thank you, Provost Randel.

"I think that we should move along with our agenda. Before | introduce Professors Mary Beth Norton and S. Gordon Cambpell to



preface the next discussion, | believe that all the Senators received information that it is the University Faculty Committee’s
decision that today we will be functioning for informal discussion of the committee of the whole. There will be a meeting one
week from now, on May 15, wherein we will formally amend or debate and take vote on the issues. So today we’re going to
function for discussion only. With that, Id like to introduce Professor Norton and Professor Campbell."

5. DISCUSSION ON A PROPOSAL TO ESTABLISH A PROCEDURE FOR UNIVERSITY FACULTY REVIEW OF TENURE APPOINTMENTS

Mary Beth Norton, Mary Donlon Alger Professor of American History: "I’'m pleased to be here today to introduce this extremely
important discussion on behalf of the University Faculty Committee. I'd like to underscore that the members of the University
Faculty Committee agree that wide-ranged input is needed from the Faculty as a whole, and that is why the entire Senate
agenda today is, essentially, devoted to this topic; and that is why all of next week’s agenda will be devoted to this topic as well.

"The members of the University Faculty Committee have been discussing this topic intensively and almost&endash;but not
quite&endash;exclusively, ever since you all elected us a couple of months ago. We are, however, only nine people; and we do
not represent all fields, as some of you have pointed out in your comments that we have received so far on this draft that we
present here to you today. The proposed structure of the University Faculty Committee on Appointments, which my colleague
Professor Campbell will discuss in a moment, is, as our cover letter indicated, modified and adapted from a system used at the
University of Wisconsin. This represents our best effort to solve a series of knotty problems; but | think that | can safely say for
my colleagues on the University Faculty Committee that we are not firmly wedded to the specific solutions proposed in the
current draft if many faculty members find them unacceptable. What we are wedded to, however, is the notion that we should
establish this committee and that we should do so with dispatch&endash;this spring, if possible, or as soon as possible in the
fall, if a consensus of the Senate cannot be reached in the next few weeks. Now why do | say that? | have four reasons for
making these points, and I’'m drawing here on the discussions we’ve had in the University Faculty Committee meetings, in
part&endash;but also, | have to say, on some of my own experiences.

"First, it is perhaps unnecessary to point out to this body, which includes many people who have taught at other major
university institutions, that Cornell is unusual, and perhaps even unique, in not having a committee like this to review
appointments to tenure at the University level. Now that alone is not an adequate justification for establishing such a
committee. But there are good reasons why most universities have found such committees desirable&endash;most notably, as
Part | of the draft states, to ensure that consistently high standards of evaluation are applied across different disciplines and
different colleges. This is especially important in our current era of severe fiscal constraints, where mistakes that are made in
tenure decisions&endash;whether those mistakes are positive or negative, | might add&endash;can have significant long-term
implications for departments, colleges, and the University as a whole. It seemed to us that we could only benefit from increased
scrutiny by scholars at the University level.

"Second, it's no news to anyone in this room that we have a new President and a new Provost and that our University’s new
leaders are changing the way things are done around here&endash;and not just with respect to appointments to tenure, as we,
of course, were reminded by Trustee Calvo’s presentation at the beginning of our meeting and as all of us were reminded
during the presentations that occurred on Campus last week. It is important, | think, that the Faculty take part in this process of
change and in the new leadership of the University. What's relevant here, in particular, to the establishment of the University
Faculty Committee on Appointments, is the movement toward greater integration of course offerings and faculty appointments
across colleges as well as the desire of the Central Administration to remove unnecessary duplication. We believe that the
University Faculty Committee on Appointments will assist in achieving this goal. (And those of you who are economists will
know that this process is already proceeding apace with respect to certain discourse.) Increasingly, faculty members on this
Campus are going to have an increasing stake in the decisions that are made about appointments to tenure in colleges other
than their own. The University Faculty Committee on Appointments will regularize and formalize that voice which, | might say, is
now unheard&endash;except in those rare cases in which a member of one college’s faculty is asked to serve on an ad-hoc
committee in another college. | have to say that in twenty-some-odd years here on Campus, that’s happened to me exactly
once, whereas I've repeatedly served on ad-hoc committees within in the Arts College. So if the Faculty in general wants to have
a voice in appointments across colleges, we need a mechanism like the University Faculty Committee on Appointments to
provide that voice.

"Third, as the Provost has just explained, he has made it clear today and by his actions this past year that he believes that the
Provost-level review of tenure recommendations&endash;which some of us have come to regard as somewhat pro
forma&endash;that that level of review is going to be a serious and rigorous review from this time on&endash;and consistently
so, even if in the past it was only occasionally exercised. He has indicated to the University Faculty Committee what he just
indicated to the Senate here a few minutes ago, which is that he would welcome the creation of a University Faculty Committee



on Appointments to advise him on tenure decisions. We believe it’s imperative for the Faculty to accept this invitation to
participate in these reviews and that the University Faculty Committee on Appointments be, in large part, elected. Professor
Campbell will explain to you why we set it up the way we did, in terms of some elected members and some appointed
members. We think it’s important that the University Faculty Committee on Appointments be elected in large part, because that
will ensure that the members of the area subcommittees are respected by their colleagues. We also think it’s very important
that the advice on tenure decisions be separated:&endash;that we separate intellectual assessments from financial
assessments. That is, one could predict (or imagine) a future provost&endash;in times even more fiscally constrained than our
own&endash;deciding to turn down recommendations to tenure primarily to save money or to achieve some other
administrative goal not related to scholarly excellence. I'm sure we’ve all heard stories from other universities around the
country where exactly this is happening, in ways to prevent too much of the faculty or too high a percentage of the faculty from
becoming tenured. It is not to say that if the University Faculty Committee on Appointments votes positively on an appointment
that the Provost will not turn it down, still; because, as Provost Randel explained, this power does lie in the Office of the
President or to the designee of the President. However, | think that the University Faculty Committee feels very strongly that it’s
going to be much more difficult for a future provost, who might have some sort of hidden agenda, to turn down an
appointment, if there is a strongly positive recommendation from a faculty-elected and University-wide tenure committee. |
also want to align myself with what the Provost just said: | think it’s crucial that faculty take on this responsibility. Those of you
who know what | have done over the years here at this University&endash;including my own years as a Faculty
Trustee&endash;and those of you who happened to see my essay on sexual harassment that was printed in the Chronicle of
Higher Education in December&endash;know that | have long argued for the Faculty taking responsibility, and the Faculty
policing itself, and the Faculty being responsible for upholding its own standards. And that’s why | so firmly align myself with
this particular proposal.

"Fourth, let me deal with the issue of timing. Some of you have said or have recommended that this decision be postponed until
fall to allow for further discussion and reflection. Of course that’s possible, and it very well might happen that after two
meetings of the Senate: We might decide that we have not had enough discussion or debate, and we might want to postpone
this decision. | would argue, however, that we should listen to what’s said by everyone here, and let’s listen to what’s said and
decided next week before we make a decision about postponing it until the fall. | think the decision should be resolved now, if
possible. And the reason for that is the following: If this committee is not in place during the next academic year, the Provost
and three other administrators that he has designated to assist him on this will continue to conduct these reviews, just as they
did this year. In addition to the fact that there are better things that they could be doing with their time, postponement will
simply delay the implementation of Faculty input at the University level. In short, it seems to me that the choice the Senate is
facing is not, ‘Will there be serious reviews of tenure appointments at the level of the Provost’s Office?’&endash;that’s not the
choice. The choice is rather, ‘Who is going to conduct those serious reviews?’ Are those reviews going to be conducted by a
large group of faculty, elected largely by their peers; or are they going to be conducted by a small group of administrators
named by the Provost. Therefore, | think we need to move with dispatch to adopt some form of this proposal. I'll now turn the
lectern over to my colleague, Professor Campbell, who will talk about some of the specifics of what we are proposing to you
today."

Professor S. Gordon Campbell, Veterinary Microbiology: "Good afternoon. My name is Gordon Campbell, and I’'m from the
Veterinary College. | have been asked by the University Faculty Committee to say something about the structure of what is
proposed. Since it is before you, | shall be very brief.

"The University Faculty Committee looked at several models before preparing this one, and the one in front of you is based on
the structure used at the University of Wisconsin at Madison, with some modifications. At Wisconsin, they also have four areas
within the University, and they have twelve faculty members elected from these areas. Our proposal consists of nine faculty
members in four areas, which have been specified; six of these faculty members will be elected by the Hare system, and three
will be appointed by the Administration. We felt that was a better mix, because this will allow for some adjustment by discipline
if there is bad skewing in the elections. For instance, we have found that in the University Faculty Committee, the College of
Engineering is not represented by an elected member, and that is, on occasions, disadvantageous at the meetings. We are
hoping with this mix of elected and appointed faculty members to these area subcommittees that we will have the ideal mix.

"The four subcommittees will receive the assembled dossiers from the Provost, and they will report back to the Provost. They
are essentially advising committees to the Provost, as he mentioned in his remarks earlier. | would like to reiterate that the
choice of areas within these four divisions that are in front of you will be entirely up to the individual faculty members, as will
any changes that he or she chooses to make at a later date. It is hoped that, with this structure, we’ll have fairly broad
University-wide perspective on these promotions and that these subcommittees will gain experience as time goes on and as



they review more dossiers for promotion.

"I'd like to give you a few numbers that have been provided to me, so that you get some idea of the dimension of this work.
There are presently about forty appointments advanced per year. Given four area subcommittees, this will require each
subcommittee to scan and make recommendations concerning approximately ten folders each year, which is, we feel, a
reasonable amount.

"Lastly, on a personal note, because of the area | represent, I've had some concerns expressed to me by faculty
members&endash;notably those in extension and in the clinical sciences and in the Veterinary College. Various members of the
University Faculty Committee have talked with people at the University of Wisconsin, and the reports that have come back have
not always been exactly the same. But, in general, they have been reassuring and quite positive. That’s all | have to say about
the structure. The members of the University Faculty Committee are all here, and I’'m sure they’d be delighted to answer any
guestions you may have."

Speaker Obendorf: "Thank you. | want to remind you that we’re having discussion, and I'd like to try to get to as many of you
who would like to speak as possible. With that in mind, | would like to begin discussion."

Associate Professor Lois S. Willett, Agricultural, Resource, and Managerial Economics: "l would like to thank Dean Stein and the
University Faculty Committee for adjusting the plan for this meeting so that no vote will be taken at this meeting. I'd also like to
thank the thirty or so members who responded to the e-mail from Bill Lesser and me regarding our concerns with the speed
with which this issue has been raised and we have been asked to discuss the issue.

"I have several concerns regarding the proposal to establish a University Faculty Committee on Tenure Appointments. First of
all, | feel that a proposal of this magnitude and importance ought to be accompanied by some kind of statement that identifies
the problem that the proposal is to address, identifies alternative ways to address that problem&endash;their advantages and
disadvantages&endash;and then includes a justification for the selected alternative proposal. | found little of this material
accompanying this proposal, although some of that justification has been clarified already by the comments this afternoon.

"Second, it is quite clear to me that this proposal appears to be not well thought out or scrutinized by the University Faculty
Committee. For example, | know that the proposed committee is first referred to as the ‘University Faculty Committee on
Tenure Appointments’ in paragraph |, and it is referred to as the ‘University Faculty Committee on Appointments’ in paragraph
Il. These, to me, have different connotations, and | think that some sort of clarification needs to be made with respect to that. |
also found no justification for identifying four area subcommittees rather than five or six; and | also found no justification for
the linking of subject areas within these area subcommittees. For example, why is law associated with social sciences, when
they follow completely different reasonings?

"I'd also like to note, thirdly, that there is no identification as to how this proposal fits in with the references to the tenure and
appointment procedure