
Minutes* 
 

Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee 
Friday, March 30, 2007 

9:30 – 11:00 
300 Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present:  Tom Clayton (chair), Arlene Carney, William Doherty, Joseph Gaugler, John Mowitt 
 
Absent:  Yusuf Abul-Hajj, Tracey Anderson, Carol Carrier, James Farr, Candace Kruttschnitt, 

Karen Miksch, Paul Porter, Terry Simon 
 
Guests:  none 
 
[In these minutes:  procedures for reviewing the performance of tenure-track probationary faculty] 
 
 
Procedures for Reviewing the Performance of Tenure-Track Probationary Faculty 
 
 Professor Clayton convened the meeting at 9:30.  Before the Committee returned to the language 
of the Procedures, Dr. Carney addressed a question raised by Professor Miksch:  is it necessary to have 
separate decisions on tenure and promotion when the grant of tenure must be accompanied by promotion 
to associate professor?  There is a difference between the two, Dr. Carney explained; there are individuals 
hired as non-tenured associate professors.  Section 9 of the tenure code will also require that anyone hired 
with tenure must be hired as either an associate professor or professor. 
 
--  The Committee then turned to the Procedures, working on changes that Vice Provost Carney 
suggested; these minutes will note only the changes of substance.  (New language is underlined; language 
to be deleted is struck out.)  The Committee first took up a short addition concerning balloting as part of 
the annual review: 
 
"6. Annual review by tenured faculty. 
 
"The file must be made available to the tenured faculty of the unit. The tenured faculty must review the 
progress of each probationary candidate annually, either at the annual tenure meeting or at a separate 
meeting. The annual review does not require a formal ballot or recommendation of the faculty, but 
departments may choose to proceed by taking a ballot, if they wish. The description of the balloting 
procedures, if chosen, must be specified in the unit 7.12 statement." 
 
--  The Committee next considered a new paragraph concerning treatment of probationary faculty who 
have stopped the tenure clock (the following language includes minor edits the Committee made in the 
course of discussion): 
 
"Under section 5.5 of the Regulations Concerning Faculty Tenure, a probationary faculty member may 
request to stop his or her tenure clock for one year at a time for the birth or adoption of a child, for 
caregiver responsibilities, or for faculty illness.  Stopping the tenure clock is not a leave.  If a faculty 
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member has stopped the tenure clock, this must be noted on President’s Form 12 during the annual 
review.  If a faculty member has stopped the clock during one year of the probationary period (e.g. year 
3), then the following year in the probationary period is considered a continuation of that same year (in 
the example given, year 3 once again).  That is, this probationary faculty member would have an annual 
review each year, but the expectations for the continuation year would not be equal to those for a new, 
separate year.  During the year or years that a faculty member has stopped the tenure clock, he or she 
continues with regular teaching, research, and service activities as determined by established workload 
policies.  But the expectations for progress in research, teaching, and service are reduced when the tenure 
clock has been stopped. 
 
"Probationary faculty must be allowed to stop the tenure clock for the conditions listed in the tenure code 
without fear of prejudice on the part of the unit chair or head or of the tenured faculty of the unit.  
Probationary faculty may not be given notice of termination of their appointment during a year in which 
the clock has been stopped." 
 
 Professor Mowitt asked if this is clear.  There appears to be a conflict between repetition of a year 
and extension of the tenure clock.  Work occurs but it is not all in the same year.  Dr. Carney said the 
Office of the General Counsel says it must be treated as though it were.  It would be clearer to say that a 
candidate had a seven-year probationary period, Professor Mowitt said.  Dr. Carney responded that 
stopping the tenure clock is extending the year, not adding a year; conceptually it is still a six-year 
probationary period.  That is what must be said to external reviewers:  the candidate stopped the clock and 
they must still consider the file as a six-year period.  The University could say to external reviewers it was 
an eight-year period but the candidate stopped the clock, so take that into account, Professor Mowitt said.  
Dr. Carney said the tenure code calls for a six-year probationary period and does not make provision for 
extending it to eight years.  Professor Mowitt said he assumed the candidates are assessed for merit even 
when the tenure clock is stopped; they are, Dr. Carney said, but she worries that if it is assessed as a 
regular year, people may leave if they perceive that is what is happening.  The candidate is still required 
to do work, Professor Clayton observed; Dr. Carney agreed but said he or she may not be publishing at 
the same rate as if the tenure clock had not been stopped.  Candidates do not get a course release or 
service reduction, but there is a lower expectation about research productivity.  Research suffers because 
the other work remains.  An annual review should say (if true) that a candidate had great teaching and 
advising and service, acknowledge that research productivity was down, encourage that it continue, and 
not penalize the candidate.   
 
 Could a request to stop the tenure clock suspend the annual review, Professor Mowitt asked?  It 
would not, Dr. Carney said.  There must be feedback to the candidate based on an annual review 
conducted every year.  If something is not written down, it is not part of the document.  Departments must 
have documentation for the annual review; that is required by the tenure code and departments cannot opt 
out of it.  (If a department does not conduct annual reviews and document them, there is great potential 
for lawsuits if an individual is ultimately not granted tenure.) 
 
 Professor Mowitt said he feared that what could happen is that someone will have caregiving 
responsibilities in another state, find it difficult to do teaching, and feel he or she must take a leave 
without pay.  That is no different from the situation now, Dr. Carney said; the point is to have language 
telling the faculty know what their rights are.  Some departments are very understanding about long-
distance caregiving; nothing in this language precludes a chair from giving a course release.  Is there an 
expectation that one will keep doing everything, Professor Mowitt asked?  One remains full-time even 
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when the tenure clock is stopped, Dr. Carney said; the expectation is that one’s performance will meet the 
department's 7.12 standards, just at a slower rate.   
 
 Dr. Carney agreed that this is complicated.  They are trying to deal with the promotion-and-tenure 
part:  candidates are required to have an annual review and receive feedback, but the department cannot 
have the same expectations about progress. 
 
 Professor Mowitt asked about the relationship between stopping the tenure clock for birth or 
adoption and maternity or paternity leave.  Dr. Carney said she is pushing for expanding the 
maternity/paternity leave because the University is not competitive—it does not have a family-friendly 
policy for families that have a birth or adoption.  The dean, for example, could expect the mother back in 
six weeks, which is not good for the students (changing instructors mid-course) or the mother.  If the 
University wants to retain people, it must provide the option of reduced activity following birth or 
adoption.  The option should be available when a woman gives birth or either parent is responsible for 
more than 50% of the child care.  This part of the Procedures will need to be changed if there is a more 
family-friendly policy adopted in the future. 
 
 The results of the national study of probationary faculty, including survey results from 
probationary faculty at Minnesota, suggest that faculty here are very stressed and say they need reduced 
service to accommodate family responsibilities.  It could be that some feel less stressed because they do 
get relief from their departments.   
 
--  The Committee approved the addition of language in the section explaining the annual conference with 
the probationary faculty member (new language is underlined; minor editorial changes not noted): 
 
"The candidate must be given a copy of the annual Appraisal of Probationary Faculty report, which must 
parallel the major elements of this conversation, as well as a written summary of any additional matters 
discussed.   The annual Appraisal of Probationary Faculty report must state clearly the concerns of the 
tenured faculty regarding the candidate’s progress toward tenure and must provide guidance for 
addressing any weaknesses that have been noted.  The review of the probationary faculty member by the 
tenured faculty, the conference with the probationary faculty member, and the final written report must 
reflect the criteria and indices of performance in the unit's 7.12 statement.  If there are questions about the 
application of the criteria or about what the candidate is expected to do, the unit head must explain the 
criteria.  The annual report must clearly indicate if the candidate has stopped the tenure clock according to 
Section 5.5 of the tenure code. 
  
"The head of the unit must place the Appraisal of Probationary Faculty report and a written summary of 
any additional matters discussed in the candidate's permanent file each year.  The summary indicates the 
date and time of the meeting.  This summary and the recorded signatures are included on President’s 
Form 12.  This report is evaluated and signed by the dean of the candidate’s college or the campus 
chancellor, and by the Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs and Provost." 
 
 Professor Doherty called attention to the point that the 7.12 statement should guide annual 
reviews.  He has met with junior faculty about their progress; they ask about grants, and he tells them to 
look at the 7.12 statement for expectations.  In some units, Dr. Carney commented, junior faculty may be 
asked why they are bothering to read the 7.12 statement—it is not permissible to have overt and covert 
standards; the Provost's office will insist that departments stick to what is in the 7.12 statement. 
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--  The Committee made changes in the language of several sections of the Procedures. 
 
"8. Tenure decision may be made at any time. 
 
"A decision on tenure may be made in any year of the probationary period. It is not necessary to wait until 
the end of the probationary period, either to recommend tenure or to recommend termination of an 
appointment.  Furthermore, a probationary faculty member who has stopped his or her tenure clock 
according to Section 5.5 of the tenure code may be considered for tenure and promotion before the end of 
the probationary period. 
 
"A candidate must be considered in a formal tenure-review in the last year of the probationary period, i.e., 
the sixth year of an ordinary probationary period or the designated time in a shorter probationary period, 
or in the case when a candidate has stopped the tenure clock according to section 5.5 of the tenure code.  
A formal review must also take place at the times required by special contract. A formal review may be 
initiated at any earlier time by the unit head or by vote of the tenured faculty of the department. The 
candidate may request an early tenure review; the department will decide whether to conduct it. Because 
the process of conducting a formal review involves a number of steps, including securing external 
evaluations, and because there is a fixed time-schedule for review of departmental recommendations, a 
decision to conduct a formal tenure-review must be made well in advance of the date on which a vote will 
be taken. In most cases, it will be necessary to initiate the process during the summer preceding the 
academic year in which the vote will be taken. 
 
"Candidates must be told that the outcome of an early tenure evaluation may be: (1) a recommendation 
for promotion and tenure; (2) a recommendation to continue the probationary appointment without tenure 
and promotion at this time; or (3) a recommendation for termination.   
 
 Candidates must understand, Dr. Carney said, that going up early for tenure may not just be a trial 
run and that they can continue in probationary status if they do not achieve tenure.  It is the department 
that should decide if a candidate is to be considered early; an individual could be harmed if external 
letters are sought too early in the person's career. 
 
--  "11. Preparation of the file for tenure decisions. 
 
"The head of the unit (or designated committee) has the responsibility for seeing that a file is prepared for 
each candidate, containing relevant information on teaching, scholarly research and other creative work, 
and service, and on other factors relevant to the decision, including outside evaluations of the candidate's 
contributions to scholarship and other creative work.  The unit should seek appraisals both from persons 
suggested by the candidate and from other recognized scholars in the field, and the unit determines the 
minimum number of external appraisals to be required.  At least half of the external reviews obtained 
must be from individuals who have no documented relationship with the candidate (for example, they 
should not be former advisors or mentors or co-authors).  The file must specify clearly the relationship of 
the external reviewers to the candidate, and  should contain a description of each external reviewer and 
his or her credentials, to enable members of collegiate review committees and collegiate and central 
administrators to interpret reviews more fully. Referees must be told that their evaluations will not be held 
confidential, since state law may permit the candidate to inspect them.  They must also be told if a 
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candidate has stopped the tenure clock and what the time period of the stopped clock has been.  Referees 
are not provided with information regarding the reason that the tenure clock was stopped. 
 
"Relevant information must not be excluded from the file, but the weight to be given to the views of any 
particular referee is a matter to be considered by the decision-making bodies. Anonymous statements 
must not be included in the file and cannot be considered. Unsolicited signed comments will be included 
in the file if they are relevant and material to the decision. Candidates are discouraged from independently 
soliciting comments or evaluations, but are encouraged to suggest names of evaluators to the department. 
 
"This file is similar to that prepared for the annual review, but it should encompass the entire probationary 
period. It includes: 
 
i.  The candidate's current curriculum vitae and a summary of the candidate's accomplishments during the 
probationary period. 
 
ii.  A summary of the candidate's teaching assignments, including student and peer evaluations, using the 
methods of evaluation that have been adopted for the department or college, as well as a narrative by the 
candidate describing his or her approach to teaching, results of teaching, etc. 
 
iii.  A summary or copies of (or references to) the candidate's research or other scholarly contributions. (If 
actual copies of publications are included in the basic file, they should not be forwarded in the review 
process to central administration unless a specific request is made for them by the reviewing authorities. 
The review will be conducted on the basis of summaries and evaluations.  These materials are part of a 
supplementary file that will be made available upon request). Candidates should also supply a research 
narrative that parallels the teaching narrative and that describes the program of scholarship or creative 
work completed to date along with future work that may be planned. 
 
iv.  A summary and narrative of the candidate's service activities if those are part of the mission of the 
department. 
 
v.  Summaries of the supplementary criteria the candidate may have satisfied, such as participation in the 
governance of the University and department. 
 
v.  Copies of the Appraisal of Probationary Faculty reports for each of the probationary years, as well as 
of other evaluations by the unit or unit head. 
 
vi.  Any other relevant material relating to the candidate's satisfaction of the requirements for tenure. 
 
Where relevant, evaluations of the candidate's discipline-related service activities. 
If the candidate is being considered for tenure, the file must also include: 
 
vii.  Evaluations of the candidate's teaching, research, or other scholarly contributions by persons inside 
and outside of the University. 
 
"The candidate has the duty to examine the basic file (items i through vii) before it is reviewed, to assist 
in assembling it, and to inspect it for accuracy and completeness; and subsequently . The candidate also 
has a right, but not a duty, to inspect individual evaluations added to the file.  contained in it.  If the 
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candidate has not personally reviewed the individual evaluations of performance, the department head 
summarizes them for the candidate. The candidate has a right to add material to the file or to make written 
comments; material provided by the candidate should be identified as such." 
 
 The issue of external reviewers has arisen in significant ways, Dr. Carney reported.  While they 
do not want the Procedures to eliminate unit standards, there should be over-arching University standards.  
She suggested that external reviewers should be "arm's length," although the practice varies by field.  
Professor Doherty suggested that at least half of the reviewers should be external.  What about small 
fields where everyone knows everyone else, Professor Mowitt asked?   
 
 The Committee agreed it would revisit the "at least half" provision.   
 
 Professor Mowitt asked if the language in vii about both inside and outside reviewers included 
teaching.  Dr. Carney said that Senate policy requires peer evaluation of instruction.  Peer evaluation 
could include reviews by faculty from other colleges.  Some of the coordinate campuses and some units 
on the Twin Cities campus send out teaching materials to other institutions for review.   
 
 Professor Clayton adjourned the meeting at 11:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


