
Minutes* 
 

Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee 
Friday, October 14, 2011 

10:00 – 12:00 
300 Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Barbara Elliott, Christine Marran (co-chairs), Yusuf Abul-Hajj, Arlene Carney, William 

Craig, Joseph Gaugler, Teresa Kimberley, Jessica Larson, Paula O'Loughlin, Gary Peter, 
Terry Simon, Carol Wells 

 
Absent:  none 
 
Guests: Professor Carol Chomsky 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) faculty rights and online materials; (2) graduate students and international travel; 
(3) 7.12 statements and post-tenure review; (4) proposed changes to the procedure "Reviewing 
Candidates for Tenure and/or Promotion:  Tenure-Track and Tenured Faculty"] 
 
 
1. Faculty Rights and Online Materials 
 
 Professor Elliott convened the meeting at 10:00 and began by asking if the Committee wished to 
take up questions that have been posed about faculty rights and online course materials.  The questions 
are these: 
 
1.  Who owns course materials for which institutional resources are used during development?  For 

example, do instructional designers or graphic artists who collaborate in the development of course 
materials act in an academic professional role in support of the educational mission, i.e., as faculty?  
If so, under what circumstances do these individuals have a claim of ownership?  Does the University 
have ownership rights to such materials?   

 
2.  When does a faculty member surrender (perhaps inadvertently) at least partial ownership of course 

materials?  Who has the responsibility to inform a faculty member of these impending situations 
(assuming the faculty member is to be informed before, rather than after, the fact)?  Can actions by a 
faculty member that unintentionally surrender ownership (complete or partial) to the University be 
interpreted as consent?   

 
3.  Do course materials belong (at least in part) to the university ONLY if a signed intellectual property 

agreement was executed in advance of the work becoming available?  Here, ownership refers to the 
rights to make reproductions of the work, distribute copies of the work, make derivative works, make 
public displays and/or digital recordings of the work, and take the work to another institution to 
compete with the University in the marketplace of online education.  (This is especially troublesome 
in cases where the faculty member and the University can both claim ownership.)   

 

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

Senate; none of the comments, conclusions, or actions reported in these minutes represents the views of, nor are they 
binding on, the Senate, the Administration, or the Board of Regents. 
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4.  In the absence of a formal, written agreement, can the faculty member always assume he/she has 
complete and exclusive ownership of course materials?  Can the University assert a claim of 
ownership retroactively? 

 
5.  What happens to course materials if the faculty member dies or leaves the university?   
 

This is not an academic-freedom issue, Professor Wells said, but is more a matter of information 
for faculty about the rules they live under.  The answers need to be clarified.  Dr. Carney said she 
believed the administrative policy for the Board of Regents' policy on copyright is very explicit:  If 
someone developed material for a course, they must have a signed agreement.  She suggested the 
Committee invite Ms. Sims from the libraries and Greg Brown from the Office of the General Counsel to 
discuss the questions.  She noted that the libraries have an excellent website on copyright, as does as the 
provost's office.   

 
 Professor Elliott said that she and Professor Marran would confer on guests to be invited. 
 

2. Graduate Students and International Travel 
 
 Professor Elliott next asked the Committee to review briefly proposed language changes to the 
policy and procedures governing educational opportunities abroad.  The proposed amendment would 
remove the authority of the International Travel Risk Assessment and Advisory Committee (ITRAAC) to 
make final decisions about international travel for graduate students working on dissertation research; the 
ITRAAC would issue an advisory opinion but the final decision would rest with the student's adviser and 
department chair (who would have to agree).  
 
 The Committee agreed it wished to pursue the matter and to have a discussion about it with 
Provost Sullivan. 
 
3. 7.12 Statements and Post-Tenure Review 
 
 Professor Elliott turned now to Vice Provost Carney and asked her to provide an overview of the 
7.12 statement and the post-tenure review process.  
 
 Dr. Carney distributed copies of section 7a of the tenure regulations and noted that there has 
recently been much more discussion of post-tenure review at the departmental level and there are a 
number of post-tenure review cases in varying stages.  The key points about post-tenure review are that 
there is an annual review of faculty members and that post-tenure review necessarily starts at the unit 
(department) level.  The Provost's office does not conduct post-tenure reviews.  [Note:  The language of 
section 7a is appended to these minutes.] 
 
 There are important things to observe about the section 7a provisions, Dr. Carney said.  When 
they were inserted in the tenure regulations in 1997 after the "tenure wars," they were not immediately 
implemented.  There are a couple of things that units must do but the requirements are widely 
misunderstood.  Under the provisions of 7a.1, units must develop goals and expectations for post-tenure 
performance and review, and those statements should be written in policy for the unit.  The tenure 
regulations do not say where the document containing the goals and expectations should live, so they 
were initially "free-floating" in the units and on file in central administration.  When the tenure 
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regulations were changed in 2007, Provost Sullivan asked units to append their post-tenure review 
statements to their 7.12 statements so that the Provost's office and the units would know where they were.  
When the tenure regulations were changed again in 2011, subsection 7.12 was modified to require that the 
goals and expectations be included in the unit's 7.12 statement. 
 
 Dr. Carney read a portion of section 7a.1:  "The faculty of each academic unit must establish 
goals and expectations for all faculty members, including goals and expectations regarding teaching, 
scholarly productivity, and contributions to the service and outreach functions of the unit."  She related 
that she, Professor O'Loughlin, and Professor Chomsky are drafting procedures for section 7a.  There are 
already procedures in place for judging probationary faculty members every year, and these procedures 
will be for the review of tenured faculty members.   
 
 Section 7a.1 also contains this language, which Dr. Carney read:  "The factors to be considered 
will parallel those used by the unit in the granting of tenure, but will take into account the different stages 
of professional development of faculty."  But there is presently no documentation required of the 
discussion by the department chair with the faculty member about changes in career.  They will propose 
in the procedures that there be a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) about agreements reached so 
that the next chair knows about the agreements.  This requirement, Dr. Carney pointed out, is to protect 
the faculty member when expectations about performance are changed. 
 
 Dr. Carney also noted this language from section 7a.1:  "The goals and expectations will be 
established in accordance with standards established by the University Senate."  The Tenure 
Subcommittee did prepare a report in 1998 that contained the expectations of the Senate, not 
administrative standards.  However, many of the details from the 1998 committee report of the Tenure 
Subcommittee (the predecessor of the Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee) will be incorporated 
into the new Procedures. 
 
 Finally, section 7a.1 contains this language:  "They shall include reasonable indices of acceptable 
performance in each of the areas (e.g., teaching contributions and evaluations, scholarly productivity, 
service, governance and outreach activities)."  This is a key provision, Dr. Carney said, because it 
establishes what the goals and expectations are to be.  In the first wave of 7.12 statements, they contained 
very general language about teaching, scholarship, and service, but not much to guide in making decisions 
about faculty members, so her office asked units to be more specific.  Some of the units initially pasted in 
the criteria for tenure for probationary faculty members, but she said she told departments that that was 
not acceptable. They then revised the goals and expectations. 
 
 Dr. Carney illustrated her point with a drawing [that is not replicated here].  After a faculty 
member is hired on a probationary appointment, they are expected to perform at an increasingly higher 
level that leads to approval for tenure.  After that they are expected to perform at an even higher level to 
achieve promotion to (full) professor.  Section 7a speaks to what is to be considered acceptable 
performance to retain tenured faculty status.  The unit should agree that a person is maintaining the bar of 
performance.  It is not her role to determine where that bar is; that is up to the units.  But she insists that 
the bar be clear.  The question of post-tenure review arises if performance begins to decline below that 
bar.  In the course of the annual review of tenured faculty, the first decision to be made is whether the 
person is meeting the department's goals and expectations for the retention of tenure.  If so, then there 
should be an evaluation for merit.  The department can set the bar where it believes appropriate, Dr. 
Carney emphasized, but it should be different from the criteria for tenure because the latter are 
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cumulative.  The goals and expectations/the bar should be criterion-referenced (which they already are for 
obtaining tenure), and she has a document to send to departments illustrating different articulations of 
goals and expectations by units that have done a clear job.  Most of these documents provide a rolling 
window for evaluation but some units prefer a one-year evaluation, and they contain something specific, 
such as requiring that faculty members do x number of the following (with a list of faculty activities 
appropriate for that unit, which vary by field).  The question is "what makes sense for tenured faculty 
members to do in scholarship/research?"  And what in teaching?  Dr. Carney said she was not arguing for 
setting the bar low, she is saying that the faculty members in a scholarly unit must decide what tenured 
faculty members should be doing.  And the unit must be clear.   
 
 It is not always comfortable to make a statement to tenured faculty each year about what they 
should be doing, Dr. Carney said, but the units do it with probationary faculty members.  If there is no 
scholarly output over a three-year period that is acceptable to the department, for example, then the post-
tenure review process might start in a given department.  The process is not punitive, it is recognition that 
performance has dropped below the department's goals and expectations. Ultimately this is a 
developmental process. 
 
 In response to a question from Professor Simon, Dr. Carney said there is a misperception that 
initiating post-tenure review is the same as conducting a special review (which is described in section 
7a.3).  Post-tenure review (the process undertaken as the result of the annual review if a faculty member's 
performance has dropped below the department's goals and expectations) pre-supposes that every unit has 
an elected merit committee composed of tenured faculty members.  That is not the case, because in some 
units the department chair/head makes the initial pass on evaluation.  Departments that fail to have an 
elected committee of tenured faculty must establish one that must agree independently of the department 
head/chair that someone is performing below expectations in order to have the next step invoked.  The 
size of the committee is up to the department. 
 
 Professor Abul-Hajj said that in his department, the head makes a recommendation that goes to 
the committee.  The head must say performance is below expectations and so must the committee, Dr. 
Carney said.  If the head makes merit decisions, without a standing committee, the unit will have to create 
an ad hoc post-tenure review committee in cases where there is a question about performance falling 
below goals and expectations.  The elected peers and the chair/head must agree.  The tenure regulations 
do not require each unit to have an annually-elected faculty committee, only that the chair/head and a 
committee of elected, tenured faculty members must agree in order to inform a faculty member that his or 
her performance is below goals and expectations and needs improvement.  It is up to the unit to decide 
whether to elect a committee every year or create an ad hoc committee.  Her role in this, she said, is to 
ensure that units do not violate the tenure regulations.  Nor must the decisions be sequential; they can 
occur at the same time, Dr. Carney said.  There must be agreement by chair/head and committee that 
someone is falling below expectations—and agreement WHERE the person is falling short.  The 
chair/head and the committee chair must co-write the letter and both must sign it, and the letter must 
identify where improvements in performance must occur. 
 
 Her office wants to be sure that these procedures are written down, Dr. Carney said.  The faculty 
member must receive a written statement about the problem areas—and this is where department goals 
and expectations are important.  The letter must indicate if the faculty member has fallen short in one of 
the areas, or two of three, or all three—that is up to the unit. 
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 The faculty member then has a Performance Improvement Plan, and must have at least one year 
from the date of the letter to make improvements, Dr. Carney said.  The review of performance will not 
necessarily occur at the normal time of annual reviews—if the letter went to the faculty member in June, 
that would mean the person only had 6-7 months to improve by an annual review the next winter.  So if 
the letter is sent in June, the faculty member has until at least the following June, and if during the normal 
annual reviews, then the person would have 16-18 months.  The plan must also consist of reasonable 
things to do. 
 
 After the performance improvement plan has been implemented, the department head/chair and 
the committee review performance to determine if it has improved as needed.  If so, the slate is wiped 
clean and the faculty member is back to regular status.  If not, then section 7a.3, the special review, comes 
into play. 
 
 Dr. Carney reminded the Committee that she did not write this language but it is her job to be 
sure people understand it. 
 
 Professor Abul-Hajj commented that some departments do not have an elected committee.  Dr. 
Carney said she is aware of that, which is why she wants the procedures explained to departments.  The 
essential issues are that a committee must be comprised of tenured faculty members and must be elected.  
Units are supposed to have their own procedures for this process.  In the case of one department, it has a 
committee of five professors who must agree unanimously that the individual has not met expectations for 
five years.  Most departments have committees of 3-5 elected members; some have a separate merit 
committee. 
 
 So post-tenure review is a pseudonym for "are you cutting it or not?" Professor Kimberly said.  
The term post-tenure review never appears in the tenure regulations, Dr. Carney observed.  So the phrase 
should not be used, Professor Kimberly said.  Dr. Carney agreed.  The process starts when someone is not 
meeting the department's goals and expectations. 
 
 Dr. Carney explained that departments have a variety of criteria in their goals and expectations.  
They might be publication in the top peer-reviewed journals in the field, or in high-impact journals, and 
so on.  Once someone is tenured, he or she has the opportunity to pursue research that could be risky or 
longitudinal, and there could be bursts of data or some failed outcomes, and being tenured provides 
faculty members with more room.  She wants to be sure that units make a decision about what makes 
sense for the discipline.   
 
 Professor Chomsky commented that it probably makes sense to describe the goals and 
expectations for retaining tenure not as higher or lower than those to achieve tenure, just as different.  It is 
what the unit defines as required for continuation of tenure and it should not be compared with what is 
required to achieve tenure. 
 
 This is all background, Dr. Carney said.  One positive item to report, she said, is that the new 7.12 
statements have goals and expectations and that procedures are unit-specific but consistent with the tenure 
policy. 
 
 Professor Wells asked if there are data on the number of units that have approved 7.12 statements, 
those that haven't, and those that are wrong or not approved.  Dr. Carney said they are moving as fast as 
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they can to get them all done.  It is only some units in the Academic Health Center and Medical School 
that do not have approved statements.  She has discussions about post-tenure review with every unit, and 
in the end all units will have good statements.  Professor Wells said she would like to know the number of 
units that do not have approved statements.  Dr. Carney said she asks colleges every year for the number 
of faculty members who are falling below goals and expectations, and when she receives an answer, she 
has to infer that units have statements about goals and expectations.  There is no requirement that they be 
reported to the Provost's office.  They are to be in the 7.12 statements, so once they appear there, then she 
knows where they are.  It has been a mandate to include them in the 7.12 statements since 2006.   
 
 Professor Chomsky said the procedures will have more detail about how to conduct post-tenure 
reviews.  She and Dr. Carney will return in two weeks with draft procedures for section 7a.   
 
 Professor Marran reported that the Committee on Faculty Affairs is discussing how to report on 
faculty productivity and show the impact of faculty work on the state.  Are the two of them looking to 
strengthen the public message, she asked?  They are, Professor Chomsky said, and also to be clear that 
there are procedures in place so that the University can deal with people who are not doing their work. 
 
4. Proposed Changes to the Procedure "Reviewing Candidates for Tenure and/or Promotion:  
Tenure-Track and Tenured Faculty" 
 
 The Committee turned next to a set of proposals from Professor Chomsky, Professor O'Loughlin, 
and Vice Provost Carney to change the administrative procedures governing review of probationary and 
tenured faculty members.  Professor Chomsky reported that she, Dr. O'Loughlin, and Dr. Carney have 
worked on these for a number of weeks and that they are recommending many changes, most of which 
are simply clarifications, not significant changes.  She provided a summary of the changes as well as a 
clean copy of the administrative procedure with the changes incorporated.  She noted that for revisions in 
the procedures to take effect, they must be approved by this Committee and the Provost and must be 
presented for information to the Faculty Senate and to the Board of Regents. 
 
 There are a few changes that are more than clarification, Professor Chomsky explained, and she 
highlighted them for the Committee. 
 
--  For faculty members doing interdisciplinary work, the procedures call for an MOU about who will 
participate in the annual and tenure evaluations.  This is increasingly important, Dr. Carney said, because 
there are more and more faculty members with joint appointments, and they want something explicit 
about the other department's participation in evaluation of the faculty member. 
 
 If someone has a 50/50 appointment, when voting on promotion and tenure, must both units vote, 
Professor Elliott asked?  That must be in the MOU, Dr. Carney said.  In some cases, one unit votes and 
the other one provides information, but in the latter case, some units feel left out.  Her concern is which 
7.12 statement the candidate will be held to.  Most situations work out, but there can be problems, 
especially if the 7.12 statements of the two departments are very different. 
 
--  They clarify that a candidate for promotion and tenure may withdraw his or her candidacy for tenure 
(not merely "request" that it be withdrawn), either before the vote or after a negative vote (but before the 
candidacy goes forward to the next level for review).  The candidate controls whether to withdraw; the 
request to withdraw must be written.  Dr. Carney explained that to her knowledge no candidate has ever 
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been involuntarily reviewed.  She confirmed, in response to a question from Professor Wells, that the 
candidate has the right to withdraw at any time during the process, and at any level.  What about after the 
Provost's decision and forwarding to the Board of Regents, Professor Abul-Hajj asked?  Not then, Dr. 
Carney said, because at that point a decision has already been made (by the Provost).   
 
 Professor Chomsky suggested that the language may need to be changed from the current draft; 
they proposed permitting withdrawal before a vote or in the case of a negative vote (at the department 
level).  But what about a 10-9 vote in favor? The candidate could decide not to permit the file to go 
forward and choose to withdraw.  The Committee concurred that the language should be changed and the 
authority to withdraw from consideration should not hinge on a negative vote. 
 
--  They clarified the language providing that a decision to recommend termination may be made at any 
time during the probationary period (except during a continuation year when the probationary period has 
been extended).  So if a candidate asks to be considered early for tenure and promotion, the department 
can not only decide not to grant tenure early, it can decide to terminate the probationary appointment.  
The University may also terminate an appointment for fiscal emergency or disciplinary action, but they 
propose no change to the language governing those circumstances. 
 
 Dr. Carney reported that she is seeing more early terminations (at any time during the 
probationary period).  When she first took this job, six and one-half years ago, early terminations were 
rare.  While they are still infrequent, she is seeing more of them.  The unit must make the decision that the 
appointment is not working out.  It is critical to bring up this point when post-tenure review is being 
discussed, Professor Gaugler said, because it is evidence the system is working.  One criticism of the 
system is post-tenure review, but the increase in early terminations demonstrates that there is a more 
rigorous process in place for review of probationary faculty member.  Professor Chomsky observed that 
the percentage of an incoming cohort of probationary faculty members who actually achieve tenure is not 
as high as it might appear from the statistics on the percentage of tenure denials because a number leave 
before they reach that stage. Vice Provost Carney reported that for the past few years, on average about 
57% of an incoming cohort of probationary faculty receive tenure. Those who leave include faculty who 
are doing well and are recruited by other universities as well as those who are receiving more negative 
feedback and resign.  
 
--  They propose to make clearer the pathways for approval of promotion and tenure decisions (i.e., 
distinguishing the varied pathways for Morris and Crookston, for colleges that are not divided into 
departments, and for colleges that are divided into departments).  In response to a question from a 
committee member, Dr. Carney noted that the All-University Promotion and Tenure Committee, which 
reviews recommendations from colleges not subdivided into departments, has existed for a very long time 
and handled reviews for Law, Carlson, HHH, and General College before it was closed.  The School of 
Nursing and the College of Pharmacy have been added to its purview, so it in practice it handles the 
professional schools that are not subdivided into departments.   
 
--  They suggest a new provision that would require units to review the progress of a tenured  associate 
professor toward promotion at least once every three years.  The decision to promote must be initiated by 
the department head/chair or by the faculty member (who can ask but not demand a review for 
promotion), but every three years there must be a look and feedback provided.  What is new is the review 
every three years; it is not new to say that the unit may refuse to consider promotion or that the faculty 
member can grieve such a refusal.   
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 This is a significant change for departments with a large number of faculty members, Professor 
Wells said.  Each department is to devise its own procedure, Dr. Carney said, and she emphasized that 
these procedures do not cover clinical faculty members, only those in the tenure stream.  Clinical faculty 
members will say they are reviewed the same way, Professor Wells said.  They will clarify the point, Dr. 
Carney said, and the next step is development of a procedures document for clinical faculty.  And if it is 
unworkable to have all the (full) professors review the associate professors, Professor Chomsky said, the 
language allows a unit to establish a committee to review them and to report to all the professors. 
 
--  They also propose two entirely new sections to these administrative procedures governing review of 
probationary and tenured faculty members, Professor Chomsky reported.  One new section provides 
additional detail about extending the probationary period, under section 5.5 of the tenure regulations, 
whether for (1) childbirth or adoption or (2) illness or caregiving responsibilities.  The procedures are 
slightly different for the two cases because in the case of (1), it is a right and can be invoked, while (2) is 
a request that must be approved by the Provost's office.  The language also allows the protection of 
privacy, Dr. Carney said.  One can see, she added, why someone might not want a department head to 
know the details of a request for a leave, and the proposed language protects one's privacy, while allowing 
information to be shared with the head if the faculty member agrees. 
 
 For extension of the probationary period, Professor Chomsky noted, the language clarifies that 
there continues to be an annual review, and the person keeps doing the job, but is not expected to make 
progress toward tenure during that year.  Dr. Carney also noted that there is a form for requesting a leave 
for illness, caregiving, or other reasons. 
 
 Professor Kimberly asked if there are other reasons for an extension; Dr. Carney said those are 
the only three.  One can request an unpaid leave for other reasons, but not to work in the same field (e.g., 
one might request an unpaid leave to work in politics).  And the University has granted extensions of the 
probationary period because it—the University—has not been able to fulfill its end of the contract (e.g., 
provide a lab within a reasonable period of time).  Those kinds of extensions do not happen often but it is 
important to have provisions that allow for them.   
 
 So these are the only three reasons, Professor O'Loughlin asked?  Dr. Carney said she has been 
asked about a leave because of a bad divorce.  Illness includes both mental and physical as well as 
chemical dependency, so if circumstances such as a bad divorce leads to problems of that nature, they 
would be covered.   
 
 Only the Provost can grant extensions, Dr. Carney observed, not units or a chancellor (except in 
the case of Duluth faculty covered by the UEA contract) or a dean.  And if the Provost turns down a 
request, there is an appeals process, Professor O'Loughlin pointed out.  There must be documentation of 
the decision, signed by the faculty member in acknowledgement of the decision, and the challenge would 
come later if there is an adverse decision on tenure and promotion, Professor Chomsky said.  They require 
there be a record so that the Senate Judicial Committee can deal with the case if necessary. 
 
--  A new section V governs hiring tenured faculty members from outside the University, Professor 
Chomsky said, and noted that the procedures followed are not new, but it is new to put them in this 
document.  The language also makes it clear that one cannot have two jobs; someone must resign a 
tenured appointment elsewhere before being granted one at Minnesota.  If the person has a tenured 
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appointment elsewhere and has not resigned from it, the person is a visiting professor.  The University 
must see the letter and know that the person has resigned, Dr. Carney said. 
 
 What about someone who is tenured at Minnesota and accepts a tenured position elsewhere, 
Professor Abul-Hajj asked?  The conflict of commitment provisions in University policy will not allow 
that, Professor Chomsky said.  What the procedures must say, she concluded after additional discussion 
with the Committee, is that one cannot maintain a tenure position at the University and accept a position 
elsewhere.   
 
 Cannot take any position, Professor Kimberly asked?  The conflict of commitment policy 
suggests that one cannot have two tenured jobs, Dr. Carney said; that is a conflict.  One can go on leave 
and visit elsewhere.  One can have a job elsewhere and be paid there, Professor Chomsky added, but 
cannot have tenure elsewhere and cannot receive two salaries.  Because tenure is a lifetime commitment, 
which one cannot make to two institutions, Dr. Carney observed.   
 
 Dr. Craig inquired if this language covered the case of an administrator who is hired from 
elsewhere, who did not have tenure at another organization, but who wants tenure when coming to the 
University. Dr. Carney said yes, they have to go through the process and there must be a vote. This would 
be a very rare occurrence. Some of these people are not faculty members but want to become one, Dr. 
Craig said. Then the section should open with the word "People" not "Faculty" Professor Chomsky 
suggested.  And some do not seek tenure, Dr. Carney added; one can be an administrator without tenure—
and there are such individuals at the University. 
 
 Professor Elliott thanked Professor Chomsky, Professor O'Loughlin, and Vice Provost Carney for 
the thoughtful work; she inquired if the proposals will be brought to the Office of the General Counsel.  
They will, and to associate deans for faculty affairs, Dr. Carney said.  Professor Chomsky urged 
Committee members to read through the entire draft and provide comments.  The goal, Dr. Carney said, is 
to have the revision ready for presentation to the Faculty Senate for information on December 1.  It was 
agreed that the proposal should be shared with faculty senators once it is complete and that the Faculty 
Consultative Committee should also review it before it appears on the senate docket because, Professor 
Chomsky pointed out, FCC may also have suggestions before approving it for the docket. 
 
 Dr. Carney said that this document addresses her laundry list of items in the procedures about 
which she receives many questions.  The addition of the language means she would not have to make 
executive decisions in cases.   
 
 Professor Elliott adjourned the meeting at 12:05. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 
* * * 
 
Section 7a. Review Of Faculty Performance 
 
7a.1. Goals And Expectations. The faculty of each academic unit must establish goals and expectations 
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for all faculty members, including goals and expectations regarding teaching, scholarly productivity, and 
contributions to the service and outreach functions of the unit. The factors to be considered will parallel 
those used by the unit in the granting of tenure, but will take into account the different stages of 
professional development of faculty. The goals and expectations will be established in accordance with 
standards established by the University Senate. They can provide for flexibility, so that some faculty 
members can contribute more heavily to the accomplishment of one mission of the unit and others to the 
accomplishment of other missions. The goals and expectations shall not violate the individual faculty 
member's academic freedom in instruction or in the selection of topics or methods for research. They shall 
include reasonable indices of acceptable performance in each of the areas (e.g., teaching contributions and 
evaluations, scholarly productivity, service, governance and outreach activities). The dean reviews the 
goals and expectations of each unit and may request changes to meet the standards of the University and 
of the collegiate unit. 
 
7a.2. Annual Review. Each academic unit, through its merit review process (established in accordance 
with the standards adopted by the senate), annually reviews with each faculty member the performance of 
that faculty member in light of the goals and expectations of the academic unit established under 
subsection 7a.1. This review is used for salary adjustment and faculty development. The faculty member 
will be advised of the evaluation and, if appropriate, of any steps that should be taken to improve 
performance and will be provided assistance in that effort. If the head of the unit and a peer merit review 
committee elected for annual merit review within that unit both find a faculty member's performance to 
be substantially below the goals and expectations adopted by that unit, they shall advise the faculty 
member in writing, including suggestions for improving performance, and establish a time period (of at 
least one year) within which improvement should be demonstrated. 
 
7a.3. Special Peer Review In Cases Of Alleged Substandard Performance By Tenured Faculty. If, at the 
end of the time period for improvement described in the previous paragraph, a tenured faculty member's 
performance continues to be substantially below the goals and expectations of the unit and there has not 
been a sufficient improvement of performance, the head of the academic unit and the elected peer merit 
review committee may jointly request the dean to initiate a special peer review of that faculty member. 
Before doing so, the dean shall independently review the file to determine that special peer review is 
warranted. (In the case of an academic unit that is also a collegiate unit, the request shall be made to and 
the review conducted by the responsible senior academic administrator.) The special peer review shall be 
conducted by a panel of five tenured faculty members of equal or higher rank, selected to review that 
individual. The faculty member under review shall have the option to appoint one member. The 
remaining members shall be elected by secret ballot by the tenured faculty of the unit. The members of 
the special review panel need not be members of the academic unit. The special review panel shall 
provide adequate opportunity for the faculty member to participate in the review process and shall 
consider alternative measures that would assist the faculty member to improve performance. The tenure 
subcommittee may adopt rules and procedures regulating the conduct of such reviews. The special review 
panel shall prepare a report on the teaching, scholarship, service, governance, and (when appropriate)  
outreach performance of the faculty member. It will also identify any supporting service or 
accommodation that the University should provide to enable the faculty member to improve performance. 
Depending on its findings, the panel may recommend: 
(a) that the performance is adequate to meet standards and that the review be concluded; 
(b) that the allocation of the faculty member's expected effort among the teaching, research, service and 
governance functions of the unit be altered in light of the faculty member's strengths and interests so as to 
maximize the faculty member's contribution to the mission of the University; 
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(c) that the faculty member undertake specified steps to improve performance, subject only to future 
regular annual reviews as provided in subsection 7a.2; 
(d) that the faculty member undertake specified steps to improve performance subject to a subsequent 
special review under subsection 7a.3, to be conducted at a specified future time; 
(e) that the faculty member's performance is so inadequate as to justify limited reductions of salary, as 
provided in subsection 7a.4; 
(f) that the faculty member's performance is so inadequate that the dean should commence formal 
proceedings for termination or involuntary leave of absence as provided in sections 10 and 14; or 
(g) some combination of these measures. 
The panel will send its report to the dean, the head of the academic unit, and the faculty member. Within 
30 work days of receiving the report, the faculty member may appeal to the Judicial Committee, which 
shall review the report in a manner analogous to the review of tenure decisions (see subsection 7.7). 
 
7a.4. Salary Reductions. If the special review panel recommends that the faculty member's performance is 
so inadequate as to justify limited reductions of recurring salary, the head of the academic unit, with the 
approval of the dean, may reduce the faculty member's recurring pay, subject to the following limitations: 
(a) the amount of the decrease will not exceed 10% of the faculty member's recurring salary on the basis 
of any one special review; 
(b) recurring salary may not be reduced by more than 25% from the highest level of recurring pay ever 
held by the faculty member; 
(c) at least six months' notice of the decrease must be given; 
(d) any decrease in recurring salary may be restored by the annual review process provided in subsection 
7a.2. 
Within 30 work days of notice of the decrease, the faculty member may appeal this action to the Judicial 
Committee, which shall review the action and the recommendation leading to it in a manner analogous to 
the review of tenure decisions (see subsection 7.7). This review may not reconsider matters already 
decided by the Judicial Committee under subsection 7a.3. Any decrease in recurring pay beyond the 
limits specified in this subsection can only be imposed pursuant to sections 4.5, 10, 11, and 14. 
 
7a.5. Peer Review Option. Upon application to it by the dean and faculty (or the elected faculty assembly) 
of a collegiate unit, the Faculty Senate may adopt a system of peer review of performance of faculty of 
that unit different from the system set forth in sections 7a.1 through 7a.4 if in the Faculty Senate's 
judgment so proceeding is in the University's interest. 


